QOO O ODnD B Dl i v G O OO

et § 000D

DELHI UNIVERSITY
LIBRARY

O -t

00020 2Qm e 0aDn Cm D O 2O el nlm G O O =D i T

THE GIFT OF
4 THE FORD FOUNDATION ?
bt O e O 2Oeme D o




DELHI UNIVERSITY LIBRARY SYSTEM
Cl. No. {Z\SD ‘IB.%:}: ""L{
Ac. No, SB 046 (/ ljate of 1elease ofl can

1.2.8008.7
This hook should be returned on of before the défs fast Stdmped below.
An overdue charge of 10 nP. will be charged for each day the book is kept
overtime.






CONTEMPORARY THINKING ABOUT JESUS

AN ANTHOLOGY






CONTEMPORARY
THINKING ABOUT
JESUS

AN ANTHOLOGY

Compiled by

THOMAS S. KEPLER
$.T.B., Ph.D, D.D.
Professor of Religion, Lawrence College

GREENWOOD PRESS, PUBLISHERS
NEW YORK



Copyright © 1944 by Whitmore & Stone

Reprinted by permission
of Abingdon Press

First Greenwood Reprinting 1969
SBN 8371-2558-7

PRINTED IN UNITED STATES OF AMERICA



To
TOM and AINN

WHO IHAVE ALREADY BEGUN
THEIR THINKING ARQUL JESUS






PREFACE

Josus is the most uniquely attractive figure to walk upon this tiny
planet. If men have pondered the mystery of themselves, they have even
more contemplated the mystery of Jesus. All men have revered him; yet all
have not understood him thoroughly, and their conclusions about him have
been diverse. Certainly he cannot be ignored by any thoughtful person;
men 7must think about him, even though their final answers abour who he
was and what he was may end in query. As a contemporary interpreter has
said, “Jesus is the enigma of the centuries. What to make of him has been a
problem to both the saint and the skeptic.”

Jesus is too big and too great for any individual mind to comprehend. To
stand within the walls of a modern theological library and gaze upon the
books related to Jesus but reminds one of the vast problem of interpreting
him. To understand him best, we must talk to one another about him, we
must share scholarly appreciations, we must pool our interpretive results.
To look at him in this co-operative fashion will not give us dogmatic cer-
tainties concerning' him, but it will bring to us a finer, more comprehensive
estimate of his grandeur and significance,

This anthology has one purpose: to give to its readers the privilege of
communing with a galaxy of scholars about Jesus. These thinkers are men
and women from different schools of New Testament interpretation. Some
see Jesus through “the eye of faith”; others treat him with cool and careful
objectivity. Some acclaim form criticism as a cardinal tool for analyzing
the gospel frameworks in which his words and acts are ser; others are skep-
tical about such an evaluation of gospel traditions. A few are persuaded
that Jesus was a thoroughgoing eschatologist whose teachings were an
“interim ethic”; athers feel that much of the eschatological interpretations
were added by the Christian community; and still others believe Jesus
taught a “realized escharclogy.” Some picture him living in history as a
prophet or wandering rabbi; others hold that he thought of himself as Mes-
siah; others interpret him as living merely on “the edge of history”; and yet
others envision the church as the continuing center where Christ abides in
history. Nevertheless, however wide the variation in many of their conclu-
stons, they agree in two basic ways: all utilize in their various manners the
helpful suggestions of modern biblical cricicism, and all view Jesus with rev-
erent scholarship.

Unfortunately even a large anthology has space limitations. Only fifty-
five persons could be allowed to speak in these pages, whereas probably
twice that number deserve a place. Furthermore, many who deserve to be

hieard more than once could not be accorded 2 second opportunity without
sacrificing the value of a wide represencation of diverse viewpoints. The
need for presenting the principal variations of interpretation on important
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problems has also prevented including works on all subjecrs relating to Jesus.
For example, it 1s obvious that the sclections concern chiefly Jesus as seen in
the four Gospels; what Paul and others had to say is too big a problem—
or set of problems~to be included. This has meant that several well*known
scholars are omitted because their most stimulating writings lie in areas out-
side the'range of the book.

The anthology has been organized in five sections; The Nature of the Syn-
optic Gospels, The Portrait of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel, Jesus’ Relation-
ship to History, Eschatology and Ethics, and Modern Evaluations of Jesus.
Pare I11 includes the prablem of the historicity of Jesus as well as the related
matter of his place in the Christian view of history. Certain theories of es-
chatology or “noneschatology” so affect the interpretation of Jesus’ ethics
as to have necessitated linking these two subjects in Parc IV. Though differ-
cnt headings might have been chosen, these five seem to cover the most
stimulating areas of interpretation concerned with Jesus; they comprchend
quite fully the religious acmosphere where men think most deeply about him,
and are broad enough to permit inclusion of sclections that directly or in-
directly bear upon such problems as the church; the incarnation, miracles,
the resurrcction, the meaning of the Ccross, Christology, sacraments, and
religious-ethical relationships 1n Christianity.

Aclknowledgment is due the authors and publishers who have granted
permission to reprint excerpts from their copyrighted works in this volume.
Original sources are in each case indicated by a footnote and are also given
in the Index of Titles. The Biographical Index of Authors furnishes brief in-
formation about each writer, including a list of some of his other
works and a sentence appraisal of his interpretive position, It is the hope of
the compiler that introduction to these writers through the reading of
their selections in chis volume will lead many to seek fuller acquaintance
with them in their complete books, and further that the rewards of such
incellectual friendship will stimulate use of the Bibliography to discover an
cven wider circle of noteworthy modern thinkers about Jesus.

Tromas S. KrpLEr
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Part 1
THE NATURE OF THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS






THE SYNOPTIC TRADITION

James Mackinnon

Trae Synopric GospeLs, so named from their common presentation of the
life and teaching of Jesus, arc primarily a record of the primitive tradition
in which his deeds and his sayings were preserved. All three Synoptists
describe the preaching of Jesus as the Gospel, and though the term came
to be applied to their writings and to the teaching of the apostles, it origi-
nally meant the message of Jesus as he delivered it in Galilee and elsewhere,
and as the apostles imparted it in their mission preaching and in the instruc-
tion of their converts. It was their evident intention to relate what Jesus ac-
ally taught and did, as this was preserved in the primitive tradition,
whether written or oral.

The Synoptic tradition represents the tendency to rivet the developing
Christianity to the historic Jesus. It shows cleatly that, in spite of the more
speculative tendency to which Paul gave so marlked an impulse, there existed
a keen interest in the Jesus who lived and taught and suffered on earth.
In this respect it is a counteractive to Paul's insistence on the spiritual Jesus
in contrast to Jesus “after the flesh.” The writers appear to have shared
the more developed view of the Christ. But they did not share Pauls slight
estimation of the earthly life of Jesus, whilst, like him, stressing his dearth,
resurrcction, and exaltation. A large pare of their narrarives is, in fact, con-
cerned with these supreme events, and this feature shows that in the Gen-
tile-Christian communities, to which they belonged, these events counted
most. At the same time, the primitive tradition recounting the life and teach-
ing of Jesus was accorded a far more important place in the thought of the
community than appears from the Epistles of Paul. The early preaching of
Peter, as recorded in the Acts, makes this clear enough, The Gospel of Jesus
as well as the Gospel about Jesus was cherished as a precious inheritance.
It is this Gospel that the Synoptists Profess to hand down in written form,
and to the interest of the community in it we owe the fact of its preservation.

This interest was religious rather than historical. The writers arc not his-
torians in the modern scientific sense. The tradition survived in the com-
munity because of its religious importance and value. It formed an essential
part of the mission preaching of the apostles and of the instruction of con-
verts, and in the meetings for worship and edification. It was put into writ-
ten form as thus utilised, and the writers chose the historic incidents and
the didactic sayings which had a special value for the life of the community.
It is not history for its own sake, but for its pragmatic utility that they re-
cord. They envisage the Gospel, to a certain extent, from the angle of its

[

——
From The Gospel in the Early Church, New York, 1933, pp. 193-207. Reprinted by
permission of the publishers, Longmans, Green & Company.
13



14 THE NATURE OF THE SYNOPTIC GOSFELS

development in their own time, and have, more or less, left the imprint of
this development on their narratives. An apologetic purpose lies also, to
a certain extent, behind it. It is intended to vindicate Christian belief about
Jesus from the objections of its Jewish opponents, to invalidatc the offence
of the Cross, to beget and confirm the conviction that the Messianic claim
of Jesus is an assured fact, and that Christianity is the true development
of Judaism and the God-appointed way of salvation, The didactic and
apologetic element is indirectly discoverable in the narratives, and it appears
explicity in the preface to the third Gospel. Luke writes his Gospel not
merely to furnish Theophilus with an accurate account of the tradition, but
to confirm his confidence in the instruction which he has received from
the teachers of the Church.

Despite the pragmatic motive behind these Gospels, the writers have,
on the whole, given a wonderfully realistic view of the person, kife, and
teaching of Jesus. The tradition which they narrate is substantially true to
fact, if it has to be critically sifted. .. .. One may well ask, Is there such a
thing as the Synoptic tradition? Happily the evidence which the Synop-
tists furnish, when judicially examined, cnables us to reply in an emphatic
affirmative, . . ..

Ir i3 a real human figure that acts and speaks in these Gospels. The birch
stories seem to endanger its real humanity. A supernatural gencration is in-
compatible with the full human life and suggests the demigod rather than
the brother man. But these stories do not belong to the primitive tradition
which, in the primitive preaching and in Mark, begins with the baptism by
John. They are later apologetic additions to counteract Jewish calumny and
strengthen the enhanced evaluation of the exalted Christ. In the primitive
tradition, as recorded by Mark, the human Jesus is less idealised than in the
late narratives of his fellow-evangelists, who appear more under the in-
fluence of later specultation or belief, In spite of this more marked influence,
the human origin of Jesus appears in the course of the first and third Gos-
pels as well as in Mark. In Mark, the oldest of the three and also the nearest
to the actual Jesus, the human traits are very marked. Jesus gives full scope
to the emotions of ordinary humanity. He adopts 2 stern tone towards the
leper whom he heals. He 15 angry with his Pharisaic opponents, He gives
vent to his indignation with the disciples for seeking to prevent the children
being brought to him and shows his tenderness by taking them in his arms—
human touches which Matthew and Luke omit. Mark alone tells the
very human story of his mother’s and brethren’s impression that he was
beside himself, and their efforts to save him from himself, which the other
two evangelists also ignore. At the same time, while omitting such traits,
the human figure is otherwise also depicted in their narratives. All three show
him taking part in the social life of the time as 2 man among men. He ecats
with publicans and sinners and does not practise fasting, to the chagrin
of the scribes and Pharisees. All three reveal the straining effect of his
strenuous activity on mind and nerves, and the need for retiremefit tc~
pray and seek strength and gunidance in communion with God. This is
especially noticeable in Luke, who, in emphasising his recourse to prayer,
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emphasises his dependence on God. From him, too, we learn more partic-
ularly of his interest in, and atcraction for women.

On the other hand, he is no mere sentimentalist. He requires of his fol-
lowers the urmost self-renunciation in the practice of the new righteous-
ness, the demands of the ethical Law. Even Luke outdoes Matthew in
stressing not only the incxorable note of self-sacrifice which he demands in
his followers, but the inflexible sternness with which he pronounces doom
on unrepentant sinners. “Except ye repent, ye shall all likewise perish.” A
man of overpowering strength of character and conviction, who fearlessly
encounters opposition and ultimately carries the conflict with his oppo-
nents to a life-and-death issue. In the later stage of his mission—on the way
to Jerusalem and in Gethsemane—he wrestles with inexorable doom in obe-
dience to the will of God, and never falters in his tragic determination to
fulfil it. The figure of Jesus is thus that of a real man. He is no creation of
the religious fantasy, 2 God, the object of a cult invested with an astificial
history, as the mythologists would have us believe. A real personality is
present throughout these narratives.

On the other hand, there is an element of strangeness, mystery in this
personality, which strikes us as, in some respects, alien to our modern
thought. Jesus moves in an apocalyptic atmosphere which we find really
dificult to assimilace, and which does not really appeal to the Western
mind. We would gladly eliminate it, in its liceral sense at least, from the nar-
rative, if it did not form so integral a part of it. Jewish Messianism, with
its fantastic reading of the riddle of human destiny, the divine ordering
of the universe, its crude philosophy of history, is an encumbrance, not an
enrichment of the Gospel. It is there, however, and if Jesus Jargely spirit-
valised it, he retained the catastrophic intervention in the ncar future, the
supernatural transformation from the old order to the new. He is, in this
respect, an otherworldly figure; human, indeed, buc obsessed with this
otherworldly train of thought. He is Messiah as well as man, the man
whom God has chosen and commissioned to inaugurate His reign in a new
order of things. This conception, though natural to a Jew, is alien to us, and
the Jesus who embodied it is, and cannot but be, somewhat of an enigma.
We might explain away the apocalyptic element in his teaching, or elimi-
nate it, as some have attempted to do. But this would be to do violence to
the record, of which the apocalyptic element is an essential. All three
evangelists represent him as the Messiah, and it may, I think, be taken as
certain that he did regard himself as invested with a Messianic function and
mission. The keynotc of Mark's Gospel is his Messianic Sonship. Matthew
with his Jewish predilections emphasises, in addition, his descent fram David,
and there is no convincing reason to question this descent, though Jesus
himself does not seem to have attached undue importance to it, and the first
evangelist, as 2 member of the Gentile Church does not, ultimately at least,
regard the Messiah in the narrow national sense. For the Gentile Lulke the
Messiah is from the outset the universal Saviour.

'__Acc‘ording to all three, the consciousness of his Messianic vocation came
to him at his baptism. Such an illumination at a time of tense religious feel-
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ing—the prophetic preaching of the Baptist—is psychologically explicable,
and scepticism as to the historicity of the incident is unwarranted. Jesus
most probably did not foresee all that this vocation implied. He had at-
tained the conviction that God had chosen him as the instrument in bring-
ing to pass His rule or kingdom on earth. What this ultimately involved—
a cross, not a crown—he does not seem to have divined. This revelation came
only with the march of events. Mark has a theory which his fellow evan-
gelists adopt—that at first Jesus kept his Messiahship a secret, which only
the demons, assumed to be gifted with supernatural insight, knew. He is
generally recognized as a new prophet and adopts the prophetic role in
preparing the people for the ultimate development, Mark’s theory may be a
later apologetic, intended to show the blindness of the Jews in failing to
recognize the Messiah. At the same time, such demoniacs may, in their de-
ranged fashion, and under the influence of the Messianic excitement of the
time, have seen in Jesus the embodiment of their own fantasy. In any case,
it was obviously advisable to discourage the danger of a popular commaotion,
which a premature announcement of his vocation might easily provoke.
Hence the prominence of the preparatory prophetic mission in the Synop-
tists. It was only the growing antagonism of the religious leaders, who,
in contrast to the people, adopted a critical and, crelong, a hostile attitude,
that convinced Jesus that his Messianic vocation must erelong lead to the
Cross. Then it was that, in the face of the deadly antagonism of the legal-
ists—the local scribes and Pharisees and the representatives of the religious
authorities at Jerusalem—it became clear that this vocation was that of the
Suffering Servant of Isaiah. Then, too, that the conception of the Son of
Man, hitherto only vaguely mentioned, came into the foreground of his
consciousness. The combination of these two conceptions—Buffering Serv-
ant, Son of Man—is the ultimate evolution of Jesus' thought of his Messianic
vocation and function. He foresees his death. But he believes in his resur-
rection and exaltation and his future destiny as Son of Man; the speedy re-
turn to judge the world and cstablish the final reign of God in the new
order or age. He believes, too, thar his sacrifice will effecr the deliverance
or redemption from sin which the Messianic idea connotes, and gives his
life a ransom for many.

All this, say the extreme critics, is merely a reading of history after the
event. It is the reflection of the apologetic explanation of the death of Jesus,
the offence of the Cross, and the failure of his mission, which we have seen
in the primitive and Pauline preaching. Surely a hazardous, suppositious
handling of history. Instead of being a later invention, this record of the
later stage of Jesus' conception of his Messianic vocation and function seems
to me to be in accordance with the actual siuation. Making allowance for
later colouring, this development alonc explains the heroic persistence and
self-sacrifice that carried Jesus onward to his doom. Only one who was
inspired hy the apocalypric conviction reflected in this record could have
faced this doom, and only one who really held himself to be the divinely
commissioned Son of Man, as he declared to the High Priest, could have in-
curred the charge of blasphemy and determined his enemies to destroy him,
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His belief in the resurrection he shaved with his Pharisaic opponents, and
this belief is, therefore, no anachronism. It, too, is nccessary to explain the
conviction that death was but the transmutation to a higher life. To him
whose mind was steeped in the prophecy of Israel's vicarious suffering, it
was assuredly no impossible conception that his vicarious sacrifice was essen-
tial for the realization of God's plan and purpose in the redemption of man.

In the Synoptic record Jesus is the Son of God in the filial as well as the
Messianic sense. His vocation as Messiah came to him, we may fairly assumc,
through his profound sense of his filial relation to the Father-God. In all
three Synoptics this Sonship appears, and in a distinctive utterance pre-
served by Matthew and Lule, it finds special expression. In this utterance
Jesus claims to be the revealer of the Father in contrast to “the wise and
understanding”—the Rabbis of his day. In the Gospel of Jesus the Fatherhood
is a distinctive theme, and he claims to know and make known the Father
in a deeper and more personal sense than in the current Rabbinic teaching.
It is the outflow of his own spiritual expericence, not of the current scholastic
theology. His personal Sonship is a fact of experience, learned in profound
communjon with the Father-God, and, in a less degree, Sonship is pre-
dicable of all His children, who are also sons of God, ..., The Jesus of
the Synoptists is untouched by philosophy. The Synoptic tendency is
rather to show Jesus in the light of Old Testament prophecy than of
Hellenist philosophy, as in the Fourth Gospel. In the Synoptics his Sonship
does not involve pre-existence. It does not express oneness with the Father
in the Johannine sense. There is no pre-existence in the record, though it
might be in the minds of the writers of it. Even the birth stories of the first
and third evangelists, though meant to enhance his supernatural being, bring
him into existence in time and know nothing of an crernal origin in God.
Hc appropriates the Son of Man ticle, and in Jewish Apocalyptic (“Book
of Enoch”) this Messianic title is that of a pre-existent being. But this does
not necessarily imply a belief in his previous existence. As used by Jesus,
the title points forwards not backwards, though ultimately, under the in-
fluence of Paul, the Christian community intcrpreted it in a pre-cxistent
sense. But the community did not attempt to intrude it into the primitive
tradition. Had it done so the Synoptists would assuredly have revealed the
intrusion. Instead, the tradition as reported by Mark, who is copied by Luke,
pointedly rebuts any assumption of a timeless cxistence in union with God.
“Why callest thou me good? None is good save one, even God,” which
Matthew significantly modifies to “Why askest thou me concerning the
good; one there is who is good.”

All three evangelists depict the power of Jesus to work miracles. The
healing ministry is a succession of miracles, and Jesus is besides invested with
a supernatural power over nature. He can not only heal a variety of bodily
ailments. He can raise the dead, still a storm by a word, multiply loaves and
fishes indefinitely, walk on the water. This is in keeping with his vocation
as a prophet and as the Messianic Son of God, and the intention of the
wyitens evidently is to convey to their readers the impression of a sovereign

/command over natural law, exercised by Jesus as an essential of his Messianic
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vacation. Not only his superior authority as a Teacher to that of the
Rabbis, but his unique power to counteract by his healing ministry the
demoniac effects of evil, the regime of Satan, and dominate nature is em-
phasised throughout. In their striving to deepen the impression of the stor

on their readers, the writers tend to overcolour the picture of his super-
natural mission. At the same time, they have so depicted the mission that
they enable us to control their own impression and the impression they seek
to 1mpart. The primitive tradition is there to speak for itself. From what
it tells us, we can see that the cures effected by Jesus are the result of
psychotherapy, in which the faith and insight of the healer and the faith of
the patient contribute to the result. Modern medical science has no difficulty
in accepting the recorded cases as examples of the effect of spiritual power
over bodily disease. From the primitive tradition we further learn that
his power as a healer is ascribed to the Spirit of God acting through him
and using the appropriate means, spiritual and material. If, as indivectly ap-
pears, the writers regard these and other “mighty worlks” (Surdpes) as
signs of Jesus' supernatural power, their narratives prove conclusively that
Jesus did these worlks not to prove his divinity, as explicitly in the Fourth
Gospel, bur from an intense sympathy with the sufferers. To heal disease
and alleviate human suffering is an integral part of his mission. It is an
attack on the kingdom of Satan in preparation for the kingdom of God.
He positively refused to grant the Pharisees the signs they demanded, and
in doing 50 he gave vent to his impatience of this miracle-mongering craze.
“He groaned in spirit,” we read in Mark, over such demands as cvidence of
the lack of true religious insight and understanding,.

Unfortunately this lack is apparent in the later Christian community as
well as among the Pharisees. Hence the accretion of tales of the marvellous,
of works of a magical character. Such tales intruded themselves into the
tradition, as the result of the inventive imagination working on incidents
which it magnifies into miracles. This tendency is observable in the first and
third evangelists who arcenipted to heighten the miraculous power of Jesus
as depicted by Mark, as well as to tone down or minimise the human cle-
ment in Jesus. Matthew, in particular, shows a predilection for this legend-
ary matter, as in the account of the walking on the water, which, in contrast
to Mark, he regards as a sign, of his divinity and, in consequence, makes the
disciples worship him as the Son of God.

Equally noticeable is the attempt to handle the primitive tradition in the
light of prophecy. The apologetic appeal to prophecy already, as we have
seen, appears in the primitive preaching in proof of the thesis that Jesus
must needs suffer, and that his life, death, resurrection, and exaltation are in
accordance with the divine will as revealed by the prophets. It was further
developed in the early Church as a proof that Christianiry is the divinely
ordained consummation of Judaism, the culmination of God's redemptive
plan in Christ. It was read into the primitive tradition and colours the
Synoptic record, especially in its Matthacan form, which systematically
attempts to show that the acts and words of Jesus, from beginning t@ end,
are the fulfilment of prophecy. It is also markedly present in Luke’s con-
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cluding chapter and in certain passages in Mark, repeated by his fellow-
evangelists. In these Jesus himself a{)peals to the prophets in confirma-
tion of his Messianic claim and in explanation of the tragic trend of events.
There is no reason to question the fact that Jesus did find in prophecy
guidance and strength in carrying out his mission. It may be taken as certain
that he applied to himself the prophetic conception of the Suffering Servant
and the Son of Man, which he adapted in a personal sense.

The appeal to prophecy is thus an integral part of the primitive tradition.
It gocs back to the example of Jesus himself. At the same time the tendency
of the Synoptists to view present events in the light of the past is undoubt-
edly a later accretion. We may be certain that Jesus did not speak in par-
ables in order to mystify rather than enlighten his hearers, as the evangelists
assert in a prophetic saying ascribed to him in the early period of the min-
istry, This is evidently a reflection of later apologetic to explain why the
Jews refused to accept the Messiah and his teaching. The same apologetic
aim is observable in Luke’s account of Jesus’ exposition of prophecy to the
two disciples on the way to Emmaus. In this respect the Synoptic Gospel
is 2 Gospel adapted to the times, and whether we accept its elaborate ap-
plication of prophecy to Jesus as historically justifiable or not, it is plain
enough that it did not bulk in Jesus’ own teaching to the extent that it ap-
pears in the Firsc and Second Gospels. . . ..

The universalist note appears in all three Synoptics, and here again the
critics have seen a modification of the primitive tradition under Pauline
influence. This raises the question whether Jesus was a particularist or a
universalist? It seems to me that the tradition shows that he was both,
whilst Matthew and Luke, and, less directly, Mark, tended to impure the
later universalism of the Gentile Church to him. This note and this tend-
ency are least observable in Mark. He knows only of one, or possibly two
instances in which Jesus dircctly exvends his healing mission to Gentiles—
in the case of the Syro-Phoenician woman and, if the Gerasene maniac
was a Gentile, in his case also, Even to the Syro-Phoenician woman Jesus
emphasises his exclusive mission to the Jews. Unlike Luke, he and Matthew
do not take Jesus into Samaria in the course of his progress southwards to
Jerusalem. At the close of the mission—in the episodes of the anointing
at Bethany, and the cleansing of the temple, and in the apocalyptic dis-
course—he appears frankly universalist. “Wheresoever this GGospel shall be
preached throughout the whole world.” “My house shall be called a
house of prayer for all nations.” “The Gospel must first be preached to all
nations.” The first and third passages look like a later reflection of the
Gentile mission, and as the apocalyptic discourse bears marks of later
manipulation even in Mark, the third saying, at all events, is somewhat
doubtful, It is significantly absent from Luke, who would certainly have
included it had he found it in his version. Apart from these closing sayings,
the primitive tradition in Mark is generally non-universalist. But it may
well Be that the lack of the larger spirit in the sayings recorded by the
other two evangelists, at an early stage of the mission, is due to the writer’s
concentration on the deeds rather than the sayings of Jesus.
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In Matthew universalism alternates with exclusiveness, till at the con-
clusion of the Gospel he, like Mark, becomes wholly universalist, In addi-
tion ta the Syro-Phoenician episade, he gives thar of the centurion, to whose
request for help Jesus instantly responds, and whose faith he emphasises as the
great thing, apart from race or privilege. In the teaching, of which Matthew
gives large blocks, both features appear. On the one hand, the Twelve are to
confine their mission to the lost sheep of the house of Israel, They are not to
go in the way of the Gentiles, or into any Samaritan city, On the other, in
connection with the centurion episode, Jesus fervently accentuates the in-
clusion of the Gentiles in the kingdom and the casting forth of the Jews, and
ar the conclusion of the parable of the vineyard unconditionally proclaims
that the kingdom of God shall be taken away from them and given to an-
other nation. In Matthew, accordingly, we see the note of exclusion grad-
unlly disappearing as the mission progresses, and the larger universal spirit
and outlook taking its place. This is probably true to the actual develop-
ment which the antagonism of the representatives of Jewish legalism and
exclusion tended to beget in the mind of Jesus. One who emphasised the
Fatherhood of God and sought to spiritualise the current Judaism could
hardly have conceived of his Messianic vocation in the exclusive, as he cer-
tainly did not in the nationalist sense. At the same time, the writer of the
First Gospel, who also gives the three late universalist sayings in Mark,
appears in the post-resurrection command, to teach and baptise all nations,
to be ascribing to the risen Christ an utterance that expresses the mind of the
Gentile Church rather than the actual injunction of Jesus. Though a Jewish
Christian, he belongs to the universal Church and makes no secret of his uni-
versalism in bringing, in the birth scory, the wise men of the Fast to do
homage to the Saviour King of rhe Jews. Similarly, in the case of the
reference to the Gentiles in iv. 14 and x. 18, in which the Gospel is to be
offered to the Gentiles as well as the Jews.

In contrast to both Mark and Matthew, Luke is consistently universalist.
He not only, like Matthew, introduces his own universalism into the birth
story; not only preserves the story of the centurion, whilst significantly
omitting the Syro-Phoenician incident and certain narrow-minded sayings
recorded by Matthew, such as vii. 6 and x. 5-6. He has a predilection for
the teaching in which the universalist note predominates. He makes Jesus ex-
tend his miission 1o the Samaritans and heal a Samaritan leper. Jesus chooses
a Samaritan, in contrast to a priest and a Levite, as an illustration of the
supreme law of love. Similarly, in the discourse at Nazareth, Jesus reminds
his Jewish opponents of the mission of Elijah and Elisha to non-Jews. In
the parable of the prodigal it is the lost son thar is the father’s joy to the
chagrin of the elder. In that of the great supper it is parabolically the
Gentile ourcasts that take the seats which the nvited guests have declined
to occupy. . . . . As a Gentile he (Luke) has doubtless seen in Jesus the
anticipator of Paul, the apostle of the Gentiles. Substantially, his interpreta-
tion of the spirit of Jesus was justified by the larger outlook which the Thisd
Gospel reveals in the friend of publicans and sinners.



ARE THE GOSPELS TRUE HISTORY?
Henry D. A. Major

WhHaEN 4 cHILD has been told a story the first question he asks is: Is it true?
This is the question which plain men and women ask to-day about the ac-
count of Jesus contained in the Gospels. In days which have passed away,
when every word of the Bible was believed to have been inspired by the
Holy Spirit and so guarded against all form of error and untruth, this ques-
tion could be answered, if one accepted the doctrine of Biblical infallibility,
with a plain “Yes,” or if one rejected it, with a plain “No.” For modern
students of the Gospels such answers are no longer possible. That the writers
of the Gospels were honest and truth-loving men we may well believe, but
they were not scientific historians, nor wheu they wrote their Gospels were
they setting out to write scientific history. It is doubtful whether any of them
were eye-witnesses of what they describe and relate. They had therefore to
depend upon information derived from others, some if not all of whom were
eyc-witnesses, These “sources,” as we call them, came to our Evangelists
either in the form of oral traditions (i.c. staries told by word of mouth) or as
written documents. These sources would not all be of equal historical value.
Some would be more precise and accurate than others; some would come
direct from those who had actually seen and heard what happened: other
accounts would be second-hand or third-hand, A careful modern study of
the Gospels enables the student to detect a number of the sources which the
Evangelists have used and to assess their comparative value as reliable evi-
dence. Generally speaking, the carlier the source, the more reliable ir will be,
bur this is not always the case, for many other things have to be taken into
consideration.

Was the original observer and narrator intelligent and free from preju-
dices? Was he only concerned to tell historic truth whether it was accept-
able or unacceptable, or was he intent upon doing something else, e.g. se-
curing belief in Jesus Christ as the Son of God, or composing a narrative
which would be acceptable and edifying to a Christian congregation? If
this werc so, would it influence the truthfulness of his narrative? These and
a number of similar questions have to be answered before we can answer
the main question as to the historical value of the Gospels,

Because there are so many of these questions and the difficulty of an-
swering them accurate?r is so great, we have a great number of contradic-
tory conclusions put forward by those who are known as the “Higher
Critics,” or modern scientific students of the Gospels, These critics can be
roughly classified into groups or schools, . . . .

Poom The Mission and Message of Jesus, by Major, Manson, and Wright, New York,
1938, pp. xvii-xxv. Copyright 1938, Reprinted by permission of the publishers, E. P.
Dutton & Company.
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1. Tue “CrrisT-MyTH Scaoor”

First there is the Christ~-myth school of criticism. It became popular in the
twentieth century pre-War period. It was expounded in Germany by
Drews, Kalthoff, and Jensen; in England by the Ret. Hon. J. M. Robertson
and George Mead; in America by W. B. Smith,

In Germany it was disposed of by a galaxy of grcar German Biblical
F. C. Conybeare in his volue The Historical Christ. In America, Professor
Shirley Jackson Case and Professor Thorburn dismissed it with costs. Its
latest exponent in France appears to be P. L. Couchoud.
critics headed by von Soden. In England it was hopelessly discredited by

Nevertheless, having been almost entirely climinated from academic lec-
ture halls, the Christ-myth theory survives, and even thrives, in secularist
labour circles. It exhibits a variety of forms, but all its exponents are agreed
in one conclusion: that there is no Jesus of history, Not because there was
no Jesus, but because He had no history, or rather because we have no his-
tory of Him. Qur Canenical Gospels are not histories of Jesus in any proper
historical sense. The sayings and actions assigned to Him in them are ficti-
tious. A man named Jesus may have existed and have been executed by Pon-
tius Pilate, the Roman Procurator of Judaea, but the Lord Jesus Christ, the
Head of the Christian Church and the object of jts cultus, is a religious myth
and an ecclesiastical legend. These are the conclusions, generally speaking, of
the Christ~myth school of crirics.

According to this body of critics, Jesus did not create the Christian
Church. The Christian Church created Him. This entirely reverses the
teaching of our popular hymn, “The Church’s one foundation is Jesus
Christ her Lord," and perhaps what will seem more serious ir also reverses
the conviction of the primitive Christian apostle, St. Paul, that “other foun-
dation can no man lay than that which is laid, even Jesus Churisc.”

Inspired possibly by the Greek Mystery Religions, with their “Saviour
Gods” who lived and died and rose again for mankind, the Christian re-
ligion thus becomes the product of social condirions, ethical demands,
mystical intuitions, and aspiracions as they operated in Graeco-Roman
civilisation in the first century of our era. It is not Galilee or Jerusalem, but
Antioch, Ephesus, Corinth, Rome, which are the creative centres of the
Christian cultus. These Christ-myth theories must astonish plain readers of
told that they are crassly ignorant of the creative power of religious mythical
the New Testament who believe they find in that volume a wealth of
historic evidence for the life and ministry of Jesus. But these people will be
tendencies. Let it be admitted at once that there are mythical elemnents in our
Four Gospels and clear evidences of this myth-creating tendency at work in
early Christianity: but this is quite a different thing from believing that the
whole Christian religion could have originated in this way.

The French savant who desired to found a new religion, and was told by
Talleyrand that if he would succeed he must first be crucified and rise again
the third day, was seriously misinformed. According to the Christ-myth
school, all the founder of 2 new religion requires is to secure a small group of
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adherents with no sense of factual veracity but possessed of powerful imagina-
tions, dialectical abilities, and an intuitive perception of the social and religious
needs of their environment and how to satisfy them by the creation of a re-
ligious myth—and the feat is accomplished.

We are all aware how much great movements and great men have owed to
their environment. Men and movements born before their time perish un-
lknown, not because they lack a sacred bard, but because they have an
uncongenial environment. Certainly the time and place of the Christian
religion constituted important factors in its success. Harnack's great book
The Mission and Expansion of Christianity demonstrates this. But that will
not mean that the Christian religion did not need 2 personal founder. A
supreme personality, and this is pre-eminently the case with a moral and
spiritual personality, seems in some mysterious way to inherit, not only all
that is most vital in his individual, social, and religious ancestry, bur also
to draw unro himself all that is most vital in his contemporary environment.
But this is not all. In him all these forces are united in vital union, not in
the form of addition but of multiplication. As a consequence a new moral
and spiritual creation ensues. All the higher religions have had personal
founders. The highest form of religion is of this “founded religion” type.
All that is most vital, original, and characteristic in this type of religion is
the reflection of the personality of its founder, and so the new religion
becomes in varying degree the apotheosis of the personality of its founder.
He has created it. It did not create him, This is true of Buddhism, founded
by the Buddha, Gautama; of Islam, founded by Mohammed; of Zoroastri-
anism, founded by Zoroaster; and it is equally truc of Christianity, founded
by Jesus Christ. It is impossible for any serious student of the origin and
evolution of Religion ro exclude Christianity from the class of “founded
religions.” The origin of the Christian religion is most adequatcly accounted
for by finding both the sower and the seed in the historic personality of
Jesus of Nazareth.

I1. Tue “Form-Crrrcism Scroor”

Akin in some of its conclusions to the Christ-myth school, although en-
tirely different in its working hypothesis and methods, is the Form-
criticism school. It is so named to distinguish it from the Source-criticism
school, which has achieved such remarkable results, . ...

The Form-criticism school makes use of the main results achieved by
the Source-criticism school, but it claims to carry back its researches suc-
cessfully into a much earlier stage in the rise of the Gospel tradition. It is
generally accepted that Marl’s Gospel was not written until at least 2 quarrer
of a century after the Crucifixion of Jesus; the Gospels of Matthew and
Luke (in their final form) not until at least half a century after the Cruci-
fixion; and the Fourth Gospel not until nearly three-quarters of a century
after the Crucifixion.

Mark’s Gospel was thus preceded by a period of oral tradition, in the
later parg, of which period probably Q and possibly proto-Luke were com-
posed. This period of oral teaching gave scope for accounts of the activities
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and teaching of Jesus being shaped and arranged in accordance with the
propagandist needs of the primitive Christian nissionavies. Flow these needs
or apologetic tendencies operated in the shaping or formation of the Chris-
tian tradition can be learnt by a comparative study of the written sources
as we have them in the four Canonical Gospels, The general tendency is
to conform Jesus and His acts and teaching, and even His apostles, more
and more to the ideals and needs of the primitive Christian community.
Hence historical fact becomes blurred and even lost as the idealising apolo-
getic rendency prevails both in oral and written tradition.

These conclusions are not peculiar to the Form-criticism school. The re-
searches of the Source-criticism school brought them to light. The particalar
contribution of the Form-criticism school consists in what may be de-
scribed as the unstringing, rearranging, and rethreading of the beads which
constitute our Canonical Gospels, particularly the Synoptics, and pre-
eminently Mk. All students of Mark’s Gospel recognise that 2 considerable
portion of it consists of little paragraphs (later incorporated into Mt and
Lk.) relating actions and words of Jesus. These are the beads. The suring
upon which they are strung consists of the chronological succession of
these incidents which Is interwoven with their localisation, which consists
not merely of the gcographical localities associated with incidents and
sayings but is supplemented by such further information as “on the road,”
“in the boat” (no doubt Peter’s), “in the house” (also Perer’s), “in the
mountain,” “on the beach,” “in thc synagogue.”

The Source-critics regarded Mark’s string as of supreme value for the
historical understanding of the order of events and the development of the
merhods of the ministry of Jesus. The Torme-critics, for reasons which I
cannot give here, regard Mark’s string as of no value at all. On this point
I find myself in acute disagreement with the Form-critics.

Having unscrung Mark’s beads, the Form-critics examine and classify
them according to a theory of literary forms: as legends, paradigms, wonder
stories, apophthegms, exhortations, etc. This is a task of some difficulty,
as the beads in some cases are not easily assigned to a particular class. The
Form-critics then arrange these various literary forms in a hypothetical
chronological succession which they assume will be the order of the evolu-
tion of a religious tradition. Having done this they restring the beads in
groups in this order, which they claim to be the true order of the beads,
in contrast to the order which they have in Mark's Gospel. Moreover, they
do not regard the beads as themselves being actual reminiscences of the
actions and words of Jesus (as, for instance, are the sections in the Alemzora-
biliz of Socrates compiled by his pupil, Xenophon). The beads are for the
Form-critics the crearion of the primitive Christian teachers and missionaries.
The primitive Christian leaders skilfully fashioned some of these beads to
satisfy the curiosity and devotional and practical needs of the members of
the primitive Christian communiries. Other beads they fashioned to meet
their own apologetic needs in their work of propaganda, which brought
them into conflict with Jewish and pagan opponents. ~ -

These beads are thus the creation, very largely, of the oral period of
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Christian propaganda which preceded the period of literary composition
which brought our Synoptic (Gospels into existence. Our Synoptic Gospels
and their licerary sources consist almost entircly of collections of these
beads. According to the Form-critics the order of events in the ministry
of Jesus has been lost. All we have in its place, and it is supplicd to us by
the Form-critics, is the order of the growth of the tradition about Jesus,
which tradition is not based upon history but is the product of the neceds
of the Christian community,

Hence, according to the Form-critics, our Gospels present us with an
interesting picture of the cultus, practice, expectations, beliefs, problems,
prejudices of the Christian Church in the second half of the first century,
but not with any reliable historical account of Jesus Himself.

We may rightly concede to the Form-critics that Marl’s Gospel does
cxhibit apologeric tendencies which are more fully developed in later
Gospels. This, of course, is not new: the Source-critics were teaching it
forty years ago, as may be seen by reference to Menzies' The Earliest
Gospel (pub. 1896). Nevertheless, althongh influenced by various apolo-
getic tendencies, cspecially in the selection of its material and in certain
cascs in the interpretation of it, Marl’s Gospel will be found on examina-
tion to provide both in its contents and in the order of events which it
relates a generally reliable guide to the understanding of the Messianic
mission of Jesus, The Form-critics have made us aware of the part played
by the Church (the particular Christian community {or which the Gospel
was written). In the composition of the Gospel, the Church did not wield
the pen: that was done by the Evangelist; bur che Church acred as in-
heritor of the Christian tradition and cultus, and no Gospel which was not
in general harmony with these could hope to survive as authoritative in
the Christian Church. Hence, our Gospels are not pure histories: they are
primitive Christian apologies or, as some would say, primitive Church
catechisms which enshrine primitive Christian traditions, beliefs, and prac-
tices. But this must be emphasised: these traditions, beliefs, and practices
had a solid basis in historic fact. It is this which the more extreme Form-
critics deny.

III. Tue Jewisu ProrrET ScuooL

Another school of critics is convinced that Jesus was a historical per-
sonage—a Jew of Palestine, although possibly not of pure Jewish decent,
if we accept what are called “the slanders of the Talmmud” and the theories
of Mr, Houston Chamberlain and his Teutonic allies.

Nevertheless, Jesus was an absolute Jew in His religion and felt Himself
called upon, in the spirit of one of the eighth-century prophets (an Amos
or a Hosea), to reform that religion. As a consequence He made fierce
attacks upon contemporary Judaism and its leaders, and, like other of the
goodly fellowship of the Prophets of Israel who had preceded Him, He
suffgred-their fate, but at the hands of the Roman Procurator of Judaea.

Some of His most enthusiastic followers, after His death, became con-
vinced that Jesus, the prophet of Galilee, was more than a prophet, and
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proclaimed their conviction that He was the Messiah, God’s Anointed One,
the Son of God. This conviction was stimulated, if not originated, by the
report of some of His disciples that they had actually seen Him alive after
His crucifixion. As Professor Shirley Jackson Case of Chicago, the ablest
and latest exponent of this view, expresses it: “The process of idealisation
rapidly gathered momentum. Time dimmed historical memories as death
removed those who had known Jesus in the flesh,” And so Jesus, who had
never claimed to be the Messiah, is exalted to God’s right hand, and His
adoring and expectant Church awaits His apocalyptic return from heaven
with power and great glory to be the Judge, as God’s vicegerent, of all
mankind.

The underlying and basic conviction which all the Gospels preserve is
that Jesus undertook His mission simply and solely because He believed
Himself to be the Messiah; although according to the earliest Gospel (Mk.)
Jesus kept that conviction in His own breast, and until others had sur-
mised it He Himself would not confess it.

The view that the historic Jesus never claimed to be the Messiah scems
to us to be open to the fatal objection that it renders His historic ministry
inexplicable. If He had claimed to be a prophet, and no more than a prophet,
why should His death disillusion His followers as to the validity of His
claim? His fate was only too common in the history of the prophets, but
no loyal Jew supposed for an instant that martyrdom discredited either
their message or their mission, It was because Jesus claimed to be Messiah
that His crucifixion discredited His claim in the eyes of His disciples and
of Judaism generally, which claim was only revived as the result of His
disciples’ experiences both of His resurrection and of the outpouring of
His Spirir into their hearts.

The Messianic secret with the stages of its unveiling and recognition in
Mk. is so unexpected and so original as to make it very difficult to believe
that it is not historically true, but is merely a post-mortemn fiction invented
by the primitive disciples of Jesus. This impression is decpened when we
observe the tendency in Mrt. to confuse or ignore the stages in the un-
veiling of the Messianic secret as given by Mk. This impression is
strengthened by John's deliberate correction of Mk. on this point. Jesus,
in the Fourth Gospel, proclaims His Messiahship from the very beginning
of His ministry.

We may add that the Messianic conviction of Jesus is cnshrined as
strongly and clearly in Q (the earliest of our literary sources) as it is in
John (the latest of our Canonical Gospels).

It seems to us that unless we are going to regard, not only our Gospels,
but the literary sources they use as unhistorical, we must accept the Messi-
anic consciousness of Jesus as one of the best-atrested facts we possess in
regard to Him. The conclusion in no way contradicts the view that the
contemporary Galileans regarded Jesus as a prophet and described Him as
such. Nor does it contradict the conviction of His very early disciples that
He was a Rabbi possessed of extraordinary wisdom, originality, and insight.
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1V. Tue EscuaroLocicAL ScraooL

Yet a fourth school of critics concludes that the historical Jesus did
claim to be the Messiah, and a Messiah of the strictly apocalyptic kind.
There seem to have been at least two current and popular conceptions of the
Messiahship in existence at this time:

(@) The Zealots, a party of fanatical Jewish patriots, expected the Messiah
to be a Jew who would claim the Messianic office and as a great political
and military leader would deliver Judaism from pagan domination and
establish a greatr Jewish empire on earth, In short, the Messiah was to be
the patriotic successor of the Maccabean princes, but on a vaster scale.

(b) The second coutemporary view of the Messiah was that He was
a pre-existent spiritual Being dwelling in the celestial sphere with the most
Ancient of Days, and that at the moment determined by Divine decree He
would descend from heaven with legions of angels and archangels and b
means of their flaming swords utterly destroy the pagan world and establish
as Jehovah's vice-gerent a Messianic empire on earth which would last a
thousand years or more.

This, with variations, is the conception of the Messiahship contained in
the Jewish apocalypses, of which the inost significant (with the exception
of the Book of Danicl) was the Book of Enoch, written several generations
before the birth of Jesus. These Jewish apocalypses seem to have gained a
wide popularity among devout Jews. They were bright tracts for dark
times, and they gave hope and good cheer to many who through them were
led to wait, not to fight with material swords, for the redemption of Israel.
Jesus is presumed to have been an ardent student of this kind of lirerature,
and so was led to believe Himself to be the Messiah, and a Messiah of the
apocalyptic type. There are many phrases and passages in the Gospels which
indicate this. Of course we all recognise in this year of grace that these
apocalyptic dreams failed to be realised, both for the Jews and for the
Christians. There was no cclestial irruption of spiritual champions to rescue
Judaism from the Roman yoke, or to deliver the Christian Church from her
pagan persecurors. Both Jew and Gentile, as they looked at the sky, asked:
Where is the promise of His coming? But no trivmphant Messiah descending
with His angels from heaven gladdened their sight. . . ..

Is there really no place for a tertiwm quid? Are we absolutely tied ta
the view that either Jesus did not claim to be the Messiah at all or else
that He claimed to be the Messiah in the strictly apocalyptic sense?

I.am myself compelled to hold that there is such a tertinm quid, and
that Jesus did claim to be the Messiah but not in the strictly apocalyptic
sense. The conclusion that He claimed to be Messiah in a strictly apoc-
alyptic sense seems to me unconvincing, and for the following reasons:

If Jesus claimed to be a Messiah of the apocalyptic kind, the most
fundamental element in His Gospel is lacking in originality. If the mystical
narrative of the triple temptation derived from Q is meant to teach that
Jesus accepted as His own the apocalyptic model of Messiahship, then
He sugfit to have confuted the Tempter with three quotations from the
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Book of Daniel or the Similitudes of Enoch, and not from Deuteronomy.

Another objection to the conclusion that Jesus regarded Himself as an
apocalyptic Messiah is that there are profound sayings attributed to Him
which are not in agreement with apocalyptic conceptions. The Divine
Father of Jesus whom Jesus adored is not the avenging Deity of the
apocalyptists. The sons of the Kingdom which Jesus proclaimed are not
of the sced of Abraham in accordance with the evangel of the apocalyptists,
but arc all those who possess the moral and spiritual qualities commended
in the Beatirudes.

If chere be, on these essential issues, such divergence from current
apocalypticism, why must we assume that the conception which Jesus held
of the Messiahship was strictly apocalyptic? It will no doubt be replied:
Because there are many sayings attributed to Jesus in the Gospels which
make this identification certain. There are no doubt many such sayings,
but can we be sure that they are His? We are quite sure that some of
them are not His. Matthew's Gospel, the most Jewish of the Gospels, alters
passages taken from Mk. so as to given them an apocalyptic significance.
That Gospel omits nonapocalyptic passages which are found in Mk. It
also inserts a number of apocalyptic passages. This indicates a strong
tendency in primitive Jewish Christianity not only to interpret the teaching
of Jesus apocalyptically, but also to ignore teaching attributed to Jesus
which conflicted with current apocalyptic beliefs, and even: to put into His
mouth apocalyptic sayings which are not His.

Moreover, are there not a number of profound and original sayings of
Jesus which are in conflict with these crude apocalyptic conceptions? And
ought we not to regard this non-apocalyptic clement in the recorded
teaching of Jesus as that which is essentially His; and the apocalyptic ele-
ment as having come in from contemporary Judaism through John the
Baptist and the early disciples of Jesus, who were all Jews and of the
apocalypric kind?

Further, had not the apocalyptic conception of the Messiahship, as of
the Kingdom and as of the Deity, an apologetic value for the carly Chris-
tian Church which the more profound spirirual and moral elements of the
teaching ateributed to Jesus had not? Is there no critical justification for
the pre-Schweitzerian Liberal view that as Jesus filled the current Jewish
concepts of the Kingdom with a new and ariginal content, so He did also
those of the Messiahship?

I would not maintain that no apocalyptic elements are to be found in our
Lord’s original teaching about the Kingdom. Judaism owed much spir-
itually to certain elements in Apocalypticism, and these, there is good reason
to believe, Jesus retained and included: but those aspects of apocalyptic
teaching which experience has shown to be false and futile, I am unable,
in view of the conflicting character of the evidence, to regard as part of
the original Gospel of Jesus. Genius is more prone to create than to borrow,
to strike out new paths for itself rather than to follow pedestrians on the
highway; and Jesus has claims, although there are many who would, deprive
Him of every element of originality, to be regarded as a supreme moral
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and spiritual genius. Jesus, in Matthew Arnold’s phrase, is not only above
the heads of His reporters, but He is also above the heads of His modern
critics.

There is one contributor, however, to the pages of the New Testament
who did not take the apocalyptic view either of the Kingdom or of the
Messiahship of Jesus. [ refer, of course, to the author of the Fourth Gospel.
He identified the Kingdom with eternal life to be entered into here and
now, and the Messiahship of the Kingdom he identified with the mission
of the Life-giver: “I am come that they may have life, and have it abund-
antly.” How far he was historically justified in this view is no easy question
to answer, but [ am drawn to think that he had a more profound under-
standing of the essential teaching of Jesus than had those primitive Jewish
disciples who are reported to have asked Jesus on the occasion of His
ascension: “Lord, dost thou at this time restore the Kingdom to Isracl?”



THE EVANGELIST'S PURPOSE

Ernest Cadmnan Colwell

Artaouce WE stitL call the author of a gospel an cvangelist, we seldom
avail ourselves of the interesting analogies between the evangelists of the
first centuries of the Christian era and those evangelists who arc our con-
temporaries. In the first cencury, as today, the evangelist worked alone. He
preached an adequate and sufficient gospel; what was essential was present
m his own message; he needed no one to supplement his sermons, Although
he had assistants, their duties lay outside the evangelistic area. In Paul's
letters, for example, we have no hint that Timothy and Paul alternated as
preachers. Four evangelists preaching in one tabernacle would strike the
twentieth-century Christian as an amazing spectacle, and if he finds four
evangelists in his New Testament, he may feel sure that this was not planned
by the evangelists.

The earliest Christian communicies were one-gospel communities. Before
125 An. there is no evidence of the use of more than one gospel in one
community, Ignatius of Antioch, for example, who was martyred about
117 a.p., used Matthew alone. When Marcion made the first New Testament
collection he used only the Gospel of Luke. In doing this he followed the
practice of his contemporaries, for nothing could have seemed more
strange to them than the use of two, three or four gospels. Ir is difficult
for us who were born with four stories of Jesus to appreciate their situation.
The rivalry between favorites from various localities culminated in the
formation of our fourfold group only after a long and bitter struggle.
As Harnack long aga pointed aut, the strangest thing in the New Testament
is the presence of four gospels. Embarrassment at the presence of four
gospels was felt as earlfy as the second century. Almost as soon as the Roman
church accepted our fourfold canon, a young Syrian at Rome blended the
four Gospels into one continuous gospel narrative—the Diatessaron.

It was both sensible and natural that the author of an early Christian
gospel should conceive of his task as the writing of ¢he gospel. No one of
them planned to write volume two or volume three of the gospel; nor,
we can be sure, did any one of them entitle his work “The Second Gospel,”
“The Third Gospel,” ete. “The Gospel of Jesus Christ” (Mark 1:1) indi-
cates the nature of the original titles of our Gospels. The very formality
of the opening of Mark is evidence that the author intended his work to
be the story and not one of many stories. Mark probably had at least
one written source, the story of the last weel and the resurrection; but

From johkn Defends the Gospel, Chicago, 1936, pp. 1-14. Reprinted by permission of
the publishers, Willetr, Clark & Company. o~
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no one would insist that he intended his gospel to be read beside this earlier
Passion gospel. For the finished work is in itsclf proof that Mark shaped
his sources (oral and written) so as to produce a gospel that could be read
without reference to other books or stories, The book written by Mark was
a complete and independent story of the gospel of Jesus. As such a sufficient
worl, i was accepted at Rome, where it served the local community for
some time as the Roman gospel,

In the case of Matthew wec can see even more clearly the author’s con-
ception of his task as the writing of the gospel. Part of this increase in
clarity comes from our possession of one of his sources, the Gospel of
Mark. The possession of a copy of the Gospel by Matthew made the
possession of a copy of the Gospel by Mark a superfluous luxury. Matthew
incorporates all but about forty verses of the Gospel of Mark. It is for this
reason that Matthew’s Gospel has been called a fresh, enlarged and revised
edition of Mark. Second editions are made to replace first editions, and
Matthew would have completely climinated Mark from Christian libraries
if Mark had not already been strongly established in the powerful Roman
Church.

Marthew supplemented Mark but was in no sense a supplement to Mark.
He makes his additions to Mark within the pages of his own Gospel in the
effort to produce a better gospel than that by Mark. The success of the
effort is shown by the clear preference of the church for Marchew, The
preservation of Mark to be read beside Matthew would have seemed in-
credible to the author of Matthew.

Luke also tried to write rhe gospel. That the tone of his comments on
previous efforts is depreciatory was obvious to Eusebius:

And when Luke began his compasition, he himself set forth the purpose for which
he made his arrangement. He shows that the number and diversity of those who too
rashly had undertaken to make an account of the things which He [Jesus] had fulfilled
makes it necessary for him [Luke] to free us from the contradictory opinions of the others.
Therefore he handed down through his own gospel the accurate account of those things
the truth of which he had adequately discovered both from his association and con-
versation with Paul and from the advantage of his association with the remaining apostles.

Fusebius has skilfully identified the key-words and fundamental significance
of Luke’s prologue. It is because of the existence of a number of divergent
gospels that Luke writes the gospel so that Theophilus may have a single
authority. What Luke tried to give Theophilus was a “security against
stumbling or falling” which he could never {eel in the confusion caused by
the existence of competitive gospels. The presence of several divergent and
even contradictory accounts of Jesus' carcer would disturb and unsettle the
believer. To explain Luke’s purpose as the writing of another gospel to be
used beside “the many” makes his prologue a meaningless non sequitur.
So conceived, it says, “Since there already are many gospels, | decided to
write one more.” What he acrually says is: “Since there are many gospels,
I decided to write the best gospel by combining all the excellences of
pre®nf”gospels; thus I hope to reduce manifold diversity to orderly unity
and increase the security of the Christian tradition.”
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Luke’s dependence on Mark is not so extensive as that of Matthew, and
Streeter has suggested that Luke combined Mark with another early gospel
(Proto-Luke) to form our Third Gospel. This is not to say that Luke
expected Mark to rival his new gospel; on the contrary, his combination of
Mark with another source which he regarded as at least equally valuable
was designed to make the new gospel so much more useful than Mark that
the Christian in search of a gospel would inevitably turn away from
Mark to Luke.

Professor Cadbury, whose opinion in this area must carry the greatest
weight, has claimed that Luke’s purpose was the writing of an independent

gaspel:

1 think it is quite wrong to suppose that Luke or even John in writing assumed in the
readers a know(]lcdgc of carlier gospels. The new work was in each case intended to stand
by itself, It is we moderns who make the comparison, and only too often we suppose that
the author anticipated such comparison, as though John were correcting or supplement-
ing Mark and the other Synoptics, or that Luke were producing a different version to
serve for a different community alongside of established and well known predecessors
like Mark and Q. Fach wrote to serve its own purpose, independently and without re-
gard to others, At most an ancient author could hope to be a supplanrer.* . , . .

The most imporrant source used by the author of the Fourth Gospel was
the Synoptic Gospels. . . . . [In using the Synoptic Gaospels] the fourth
evangelist not only omits and adds; he also makes drastic changes in what
he uses. . ...

All this omission, addition and change make the Gospel of John a new
gospel. It shows plainly that the evangelist’s purpose was to write the only
gospel nceessary to a knowledge of Jesus as the Jight and life of the world.
But, when the purpose of the evangelist has been defined as the writing of
the gospel, the definition of his purpose has been begun, but no more. What
were the varying interests that fused together in his purpose? Why did he
choose what he did from the wealth of Christian tradition about Jesus that
came down to him? Part of the answer lies in the fact that John and his
audience were Christians of more culture than those who listened to Paul
and those who wrote and read the earlier gospels. That John's Gospel was
written for people of some social standing is suggested by a scudy of its
distinctive fearures.

*H. J. Cadbury, The Making of Luke—Acts (New York, 1927, p. 331



WAS HE REALLY THE FOUNDER?

John Baillie
I

.+« . Or rECENT YEARS a number of learncd and responsible historical
scholars have appeared to champion the view, in one form or another, that
Jesus of Nazareth was zot, in actual fact, the founder of the Christian
religion, becausc what is most distinctive in its faith and life cannot be
traced back to Him but originated after His death in the Pentecostal com-
munity itsclf or even in the mind of St. Paul.

This view is to be regarded as representing the extreme limit of a tendency
in the historical criticism of the New Testament which has marked the
whole modern epoch and which every competent enquirer now believes
to be justified up to a certain point. Traditional theology, having been
(as we now think) singularly deficient in historical sense, was unaware of
any difference whatever between the teaching of Jesus and that of the
apostolic age—as reflected most notably in the Epistles of St. Paul, The
religion taught by Jesus and that taught by St, Paunl were represented as
being identical in every particular; as indeed must have been the case,
seeing that both Gospels and Epistles were regarded as direct and un-
diluted (and perhaps even verbally accurate) messages from heaven, There
was, however, a difference between the religion practised by Jesus and that
practised by Paul, because Paul and Jesus occupied different positions in
that redemptive scheme which was identically the same in the teaching of
both: in that scheme Jesus was the Redeemer while Paul was but one of
the redeemed. So the Christianity of the early Church was held to be
more than the religion of Jesus, because it was also a religion gbout Jesus;
but berween the two there was no degrec of discrepancy, because it was
held that this religion about Jesus was the religion which Jesus Himself had
raught His disciples to practise, though in the nature of the case He could
not completely practise it Himself,

It is against this position that the historical scholarship of the last three-
quarters of a century has entered so vigorous a protest. That this protest
has been justified we are all now agreed, It is no longer possible for us
to read our New Testaments without being very wide awake to the vastly
different {rameworks in which (to mention only that one example) are
set the thinking of our Lord and the thinking of the great Apostle to the
Gentiles. But a difference in framework is one thing, and a difference in
essential message and intention quite another. And what Is claimed by

~E13m The Place of Jesus Christ in Modern Christianity, New York, 1929, pp. 76-101,
Reprinted by permission of the publishers, Charles Seribner’s Sons.
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those recent writers to whom I referred at cthe beginning is just that che essen-
tial message for which the primitive and Pauline community is now scen to
have stood cannot any longer be held to have had its real source in the
mind of our Lord Himself. The rcligion of Jesus, we are now told, was
one thing, while the Pauline rcligion about Jesus was quite another thing,
the two being radically discrepant in many essential ways. The nature of
this discrepancy is not always stated in quite the same fashion, butr the
extreme view may perhaps be said to be thar Jesus was to all intents and
purposes an orthodox Jew, wich little in His teaching that was new, but
with 2 greater than usual absorption in the apocalyptic outlook, whereas
the religion that after His deach grew around His name was, more than
anything else, a variety of the Graeco-Oriental myth of a Dying God.

Here, plainly, is a problem which we must resolutely tackle, for there
is hardly any historical conclusion which could be more deeply dis-
turbing to the life of Christian devotion . . . . than this one which sets
a gulf berween our Christian faith and the mind of our Lord Himself, and
cuts all deeper estimates of His significance at the root by denying Him
His primary position as Founder. . . . .

And so 1 shall devote this chapter to an attempt to show that Jesus of
Nazareth really was the Founder of Christianity and the Pioneer in all
that is most distinctive in its faith and in its life.

Ir will be remembered that we found the essence of apostolic Christianity
to consist in the experience of a divine-human fellowship in which each
man stoad in a relation of 4gapé towards God as Father and towards his
fellow men as brathers, What I shall now ty to show is that the con-
ception and realisation of such a fellowship goes back in the fullest possible
way to the spiritual insight of the historic Jesus,

I

As regards the ethical aspect of the apostolic fellowship—~its conception
of the love of man for man—this contention does not really stand in need
of elaborate proof, It has often been remarked with reference to the Pauline
Epistles that however unlike the Gospels they may be in almost every other
way, yer in their ultimate pronouncements about conduct there is just no
difference at all. The Apostle’s thought seems often to traverse very dif-
ferent channels from that of His Master, but as regards the practical result
of it, it always comes out at exactly the same point. Their theologies may
loal different, buc at least their conceptions of Christian character are one
and the same. Indecd the more attentively we read what St. Paul has to
say about Christian character, the more do we come to feel that he is
hardly doing more than painting the portrait of Jesus of Nazareth. “Love
is very patient, very kind, Love knows no jealousy; love makes no parade,
gives itself no airs, is never rude, never selfish, never irritated, never re-
sentful; love is never glad when others go wrong, love is gladdened by
goodness, always slow to expose, always eager to believe the best, always
hopeful, always patient”—can we have any doubt who it was who™aein
the studio of Paul’s imagination for that famous litcle vignette of the ideal
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man? And what doubt is there that the Apostle’s own agapé, the agapé
which drove him to the ends of the world in missionary enterprise, went
back for its one source to the remembrance of his Master’s love for the
poor, for the sick, for those in prison, for the lost sheep, for the prodigal
sons?

Nor is it merely with the silent spirit of his Master’s lifc that St. Paul’s
reaching shows 2 close correspondence, but also with His spoken words.
There is not a phrase in that description of love which St, Paul wrote to
the Corinthians that cannot be paralleled with 2 saying of Jesus. And we
may set the long opening sentence of the same great chapter beside an
cqually familiar passage from the teaching of our Lord:

I may speak with the tongues of men

So you will know them by their fruir.
and of angels, but if T have no love, I am a

It is not every one who says to me “Lord,

noisy gong or a clanging cymbal; T may
prophesy, fathom all mysteries and secret
lore, I may have such absolute faith that
I can move hills from their place, but if I
have no love, I count for nothing; I may
distribute all 1 possess in charity, 1 may
give up my body to be burnt, but if I have
no love, I make nothing of it.

Lord!” who will get into the Realm of
heaven, but he who does the will of my
Father in heaven. Many will say to me
at that Day, “Lord, Lord, did we not
prophesy in your name? did we not cast
our demons in your name? did we not
perform many miracles in your namep”
Then I will declare to them, “I never

knew you. , ...

Is it possible not ro feel how closely the first of these passages is following
the second?

It will be remembered that we summed up the meaning of brotherly
love, as it was understood within the apostolic fellowship, as “the trans-
ference, by an act of imaginative sympathy, to all those with whom we
have to do, of those sentiments of tenderness and affection which even the
meanest of us bestow upon our own flesh and blood.” But nothing is more
certain than that this insight goes back for its inception ta the mind of our
Lord. It was He who first realised this deep and wide significance that is
latent in family life and its sentiment of brotherliness. The distinctive Chris-
tian use of the word “brother” is plainly of His own institution. “One
is your teacher,” He said to His disciples, “and all you are brothers.” And
again, “Strerching out his hand towards his disciples, he said, Here are my
mother and my brothers.” Indeed there is no better way of summing up
His whole teaching concerning our relations with those around us than by
safying that, in all our dealings with them, brotherliness is to take the place
of justice, We are to put aside all that miserable machinery that we have
invented for dealing with those who are outside the circle of our immediate
kin, and which is the joint product of fear and jealously and greed; we
arc. to put aside legal justice and retributive punishment and satisfaction for
wrongs inflicted and the Jex talionis and all their wrerched company; and
we are to deal with all men as we would deal with our own brothers and
outr own sons, That is what the Christian spirit meant for Jesus, and it is
alsg, what it meant for every writer of the 2postolic age.

But there was one particular implication of this Christian brotherliness
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which we were led to emphasise in speaking of Paul and his contemporaries,
and which we must now emphasise no less in speaking of the teaching of
our Lord. The spirit of brotherly love, we saw, did not merely mean that
we were to be patient and forbearing and forgiving in our dealings with
aur fellows, it meant also that we were to go out after them in arduous
redemptive cnterprise. Christian love, we found, was above all things else
a redemptive love—a love that helps, a love that saves, a love that goes out
to seek the lost. But now what is chere that lies nearer the centre both of the
preaching and of the practice of our Lord than this insistence upon the
duty of exereising our love to a redemptive end? What parable is more
central to His message than the parable of the Lost Sheep? Whar hours
spent by Him are more revealing of His hearr and mind than the hours
Hle spent among the lost sheep of the house of Israel—among the halt and
maimed and blind, among the publicans and sinners, among broken men
and fallen women? When John the Baptist sent two of his disciples to Jesus
with the question, “Art thou he that should come, or do we look for
another?” Jesus replied, “Go and show John again thase things which ve do
hear and see: the blind receive their sight, and the lame walk, and the lepers
are cleansed, and the deal hear, the dead are raised up, and the poor have
the gospel preached to them.” That is Jesus’ idea of Christianity. That i
how He conceives of the final religion. We are to look, He says, for nothing
higher than that. We misunderstand Him, taking Him to mean that Chuis-
tianity is attested or constituted by “miracles.” Yet Jesus Himself always
seemed to claim that there was nothing “miraculous” about His mighty
works, which were no more than might always be the natural products of
a little faith and a little love—“even as a grain of mustard sced”; and He
declared also that to many workers of so-called miracles He would at the
last be obliged to say “l never knew you.” Ah no! It was not their spec-
tacular quality or their unaccountability that made the deeds witnessed
by Johu's disciples so plainly premonitory of the dawn of a new era, it
was the redemptive passion that was in them. One of the most valuable
services which the Jewish writer, Dr. Claude Montefiore, has rendered to
the study of the Gospels has been his generous insistence, in book after
book, upon the real and epoch-making originality of this contibution which
Jesus makes to the spiritual advance of mankind. The Rabbis, he says in
one remarkable passage,

Welcomed the sinner in his repentance. But to seek out the sinner, and, instead of avoid-
ing the bad companion, to choose him as your friend in order to work his moral re-
demption, this was, I fancy, something new in the religious history of Israel. . ., . . It
was, doubtless, often a daring method; even with Jesus it may not always have been
success,ful. But it inaugurated a new idea: the idea of redemption, the idea of giving a
fresh object of love and interest to the sinner, and so freeing him from sin, The rescue
and deliverance of the sinner through pity and love and personal service—the work and
the method seem alike due to the teaclrier of Nazareth.

Tf it he really true, as g historical fact, that the inauguration of the idea

! Some Elements of the Religious Teaching of Jesus, pp. 57-58.
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of redemption goes back ro Jesus of Nazareth, and that this was the idea
for which, both in His words and His deeds, He mainly stood, then the
apostolic community made no great mistake in linking with His name the
message they broughr ro “the circle of the lands.”

No less clearly, however, are we able to trace back to Jesus Himself the
final insight which we found to be implied in the apostolic conception of
brotherly love—the thought that it cannot be effectively redemptive unless
it be a suffering love. It might indeed be thought natural, and involved in
the very nature of the case, that at this point St. Paul and his contemporaries
should depend motre upon the impression made upon themselves by the
events of Jesus’ own suffering and death than by any words that He spoke
during His life. Yet in the first place, was it not the spirit in which Jesus
faced these events that made so profound an impression upon them, rather
than the actual happening of the events themselves? And in the second
place, who was it after all who had frsc taughe them what these events
imported, but just Jesus Himself? Would the disciple’s faith ever have
recovered from the tragedy of Calvary, would the Resurrection faith ever
have been possible to them, if Jesus had not long before said “The Son of
Man must first sufler, and give his life a ransom for many,” and “I have
a baptisin to be baptized with, and how am I straitened till it be accom-
plished”? It is equally plain that Jesus realised che revealing light which
His own experience of suffering threw upon the universal nature of all
teuly redemptive love, “Drink ye all of it,” Ve said of the cup that rep-
resented His blood that was about to be shed, And cven if we discount
such sayings as “Greater love hath no man than this . .. .” and “Except
a corn of wheat . .. as purely Johannine, and allow that the phrasing
of such a saying as “Whosoever doth not bear his cross and come after
me, cannot be my disciple” may bear upon it the mark of later history,
yer we still have everywhere in the teaching of our Lord the same broad
sentiment that no man can be Fis disciple who is not willing to leave father
and mother and wife and children and brothers and sisters in order to
the better performance of his redemptive duty. Undoubtedly our Christian
discovery of the arduousness of the redemptive enterprise goes back to
the mind that was in Christ Jesus.

“All that Christ asked of the world wherewith to save it,” said Lamen-
nais, “was a cross whereon to dic.”

I

We pass now to the other and greater relationship included in the Chris-
tian agapé—God’s fatherly love towards us and the sense of sonship to
which it gives rise in our human hearts. Can we claim that here too the
Pauline and Johannine teaching has its essential roots in the mind of the
Master?

It is to this question particularly that a negative answer has been given
by the group of contemporary historians mentioned above. Their view
i™ffat in His conception of God and of all God’s dealings with men Jesus
Himself was an orthodox Jew, and that the distinctively Christian view
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of God and His dealings is an original product of the apostolic mind, though
some would allow jt to be a product partly determined by the influence of
the moral character of Jesus. “Jesus,” writes Loisy, “does not even pretend
to make God known under a new aspect.” 2 There is no sign, writes Prof.
Lake, “that Jesus felt that he had any new revelation as to the nature of
God.” 8 “The God of Jesus is the God of the Jews,” he writes again in
collaboration with Prof. Foakes-Jackson.t Of recent years Dr, McGiffert
has secemed to be converted to this view. *“The God of Jesus,” he writes,
“was the God of the Jews, pure and simple. . . . . The step which he had
failed to take was taken by the apostle Paul. In his hands the new religion
became a saving cult. . . . . 76 “So far as the God of the Christians is
different from the God of the Jews, it is due nor to Jesus’ teaching about
Gud, bur to the teaching of Paul and those that came after, or still more
to the personality of Jesus and the interpretation his followers put upon it.”” ¢
The meaning Ofyﬂ]l these pronouncements is clear: they mean that the new
and forward step in religion on which the Christian Church founds is to
be placed, not between the Rabbis and Jesus, but between Jesus and Paul.

I believe this view to be demonstrably false, and I shall try to indicate
the lines on which a demonstration of its falsity may proceed.

The heart of the Johannine gospel is that “God is love.” The heart of
the Pauline gospel is that God is not a taskmaster who rewards us in strict
proportion as we obey His rules, but a Father who, while we are still dis-
obedient to His rules, seeks us out in love and accepts us into His fellowship
of His own free gracce. But it is not difficult to show thar this great and
emancipating conception of Deity not only had its ultimate source in that
enhanced conception of brotherly love and forgiveness which Jesus preached
and practiced as regards our man-to-man relations, but had also its proximate
source in Jesus' own application of this new ethical insight to the thought
of God the Facher. It has always seemed to me that the burden of proof
in this matter lies, not with those who affitm an identity of outlook between
Jesus and His disciples, but with those who deny such an identity; for how
the new religion could have grown out of devotion to the memory of one
who was no more than a staunch supporter of the old would in itself be
a fact loudly calling for satisfactory explanation. Now it is denied by all
the historians mentioned above that our Lord placed any greater emphasis
on the thought of God'’s fatherhood than was placed on it by other Jews
of His day. Yer that Paul thoughr of Christianity as placing a new and
peculiar emphasis on this thought is, as we saw in an earlier chapter, not
denied by anybody. There is therefore a strang initial presumption in
favour of the view that this emphasis had its source in the mind of Paul’s
Lord; and this presumption is, as I believe, sufficient to weigh down the
scale of the Synoptic evidence on the matter until it becomes nothing less

* Lévangile et église, Ch, 111

* Landmarks in the History of Early Christianity, p. 62,
‘ The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 1, p. 288,

*The God of the Early Christians, p. 193,

* 1bid,, p. 21.
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than certainty. As to this Synopric evidence I shall content myself with
serting down the testimony of two contemporary Jews, which, though it

may not go far, goes quite far enough to prove my point. Rabbi Joseph
Klausner of Jerusalem writes as follows:

.

The phrase “Our Father, who art in heaven” is so common in the Talpudic litera-
ture as to render quotation superflouous. . . . . In this also Jesus is 2 genuine Jew, Jesus,
however, makes far more use of such expressions as “Father,” “My Father,” “My Father
in heaven” than do the Pharisees and Tannaim; and often when he employs 1t it re-
ceives an excessive emphasis,”

And he goes on to speak of Jesus’ “eanggerated sense of nearncss to God.”
The other writer is Dr. Montefiore, who says:

‘We certainly do not get in the Hebrew Bible any teacher speaking of God as “Father,”
“my Father,” “your Father,” and “our Father” like the jesus of Matthew. We do not get
so habirual and concentrated a use {rom any Rabbi in the Talmud. And this habitual and
concentrated use rightly produces upon us an impression.®

Far more decisive, however, than our Lord’s use of any particular
phraseology is the simple face that He seldom pur forward Flis admittedly
new teaching abour the love of one another without in the same breath
carrying the analogy to that greater love which God bears to us. Love, He
always seems to be telling us, is essentially the same thing in man and in God.
“After this manner therefore pray ye, . ... Forgive .. .. as we forgive ... .7
And we are not commanded even to love our enemies without being told
that God loves His enemics. “Love your enemies, and do good, and lend,
hoping for nothing again . . .. and ye shall be the children of the Most High:
for he is kind to the unthankful and the evil. Be ye therefore merciful, as
your Father is also merciful” After all, how identical that is with Paul's
essential gospel! It was Jesus, not Paul, who first clearly declared what the
prophets and psalmists of Israel had long ago begun to undersrand—rthat
justice and law are not God’s last words in His dealings with men. It was
Jesus, not Paul, who first told us that God is not a taskmaster who loves
only righteous men and rewards them in proportion as they have succecded
in keeping his rules, but is rather a Lover who seels us out while we are
yet sinners and bestows His gifts of Flis awn frec grace, It was Jesus, not
Paul, who first told us that there is more joy in God’s heart over one sinner
that repenteth than over ninety and nine just persons, which need no re-
pentance. It was Jesus who first in a parable made God say, “I will grant
unto this last even as unto thee. Is it not lawful for me to do what 1 will
with mine own? Dost thou look with envy, becausc I am generous? So the
last shall be first, and the first last.” And how cssendally (even after we
have discounted Luke’s use of the word “justify” as being possibly due to
Paul's own influence) is the Pauline gospel of salvation not by works but
by grace through faith contained in Jesus’ parable of the Pharisee and the
Publican, with its cry of “God be merciful to me a sinner” and its con-

ampalfr——
7 Jesus of Nazareth, American edition (1925), pp. 377f.
® The Old Testament and After, p. 205,
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clusion that “this man went down to his house justified rather than the
other™!

There is, in fact, no historical perception which is more necessary to the
proper understanding of the New Testament than the perception that the
characteristic outlook of Paulinism has its roots firmly planted in this dis-
tinction on which Jesus was always insisting berween two ways of facing
life and approaching the Divine—the way of the Pharisee and the way of
the publican in the parable. The distinction finds its first clear expression
in the Beatitudes, where blessedness is promised only to those who are “poor
in spirt” and “meek” and who “hunger and thirst after righteousness.” It
reaches its heighe in the sclection of the lictle child as furnishing a type for
the ateitude of mind necessary for entrance into the privileges of the divine
fellowship. “Of such is the Kingdom of God. Verily 1 say unto you, Who-
soever shall not receive the Kingdom of God as a little child, he shall not
enter therein.” What God requires of us as a precondition of acceptance
into the kingdom of His love is not—so our Lord consistently tanght—any
kind of arrainment, but only humility. It does not matrer if we have nothing
to offer, so long as only we are willing to receive. For Jesus, as for Paul,
God’s Kingdom is always a free gifr. “It is your Father’s good pleasure to
give you the Kingdom.” It is worth while to quote the testimony of the
same two Jewish writers, Montefiore and Klausner, on this pomt. The
former writes:

The Kingdom ... ., is not so much a reward as a grace. Do what he will, man never de-
serves ity do his duty as he may, man has no claim for special recognition and reward.
The Kingdom, when it comes, will be far greater and more glorious than any man can
have merited. It is not the product of calculating justice and retribution; it is the oucflow
of God’s free and exuberant love,

I do not think chat these few statements go beyond what Jesus actually says in the
Synoptic Gospels, and I am also inclined to think that, though they are not without their
parallels in the Rabbinic lirerature, they nevertheless may be regarded as comparatively
new and original.’

Rabbi Klausner is still more emphatic in his ateribution to Jesus of the teach-
ing that our acceptance with God is in no way preconditioned by any merit
on our part, but it is interesting to see that, unlike Dr. Montefiore, he utterly
rejects this teaching as contravening the spiric of Judaism:

There was yet another element in Jesus' idea of God which Judaism could not
accept.

Jesus tells his disciples chat they must love their enemies as well as their friends, since
their “Father in heaven makes his sun to rise on the evil and on the good, and sends
his rain upon the righteous and upon the ungodly.” . . . . It follows, therefore, that God
is not absolute righteousness, but the good Lefore whom is no evil, . . . . He is not the
God of justice, in spite of his Day of Judgement: in other words, he is not the God of
History,

With this, Jesus introduces something new into the idea of God. .. .. Not that Judaism
does not also rate highly the repentant sinners, , . . . But the unrepentant destroy the
world, they break down the mroral order, and therefore destroy the natural order too.

-+ God 1 good; but he also requires justice. He is “merciful and compassionate, Tows-

® Some Elements of the Religious Teaching of Jesus, pp. 97 f.
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suffering and of great ldndness”_; but, none the less, “he will by no means acquit the
guilty.” .. . . Jesus' idea of God is the very reverse®

The assumption is constantly being made by writers of our day that the
redemptive aspect of the Christian rcligion is purely Pauline in origin, and
does not go back at all ro the Jesus of the Synoptic narratives. Nothing
could be less true. We have already seen how Jesus’ own ministry was en-
tirely given over to the enterprise of redemprion. All His days were spent
in going out after the lost sheep of His native land and secking to win them
back into the fold. And when people twitted Him about the strange com-
pany He wwas thus led to keep, His deliberate reply was, “I have not come
to call just men but sinners.” Yet no attentive reader of the Gospels can fail
to be aware that He gocs to these lost sheep armed, not merely with His
own love, but with the love of Almighty God. He seeks them out Himself,
but His essential message to them is that God is seeking them out. “The
Pharisees and scribes murmured, saying, This man receiveth sinners and
eateth with them”; and Jesus, to justify this redemptive passion of His, told
them the parables of the lost sheep, the lost coin and the lost son; yer when
He has finished telling them, it is only God’s redemptive passion that He
justifics! He does not say that likewise there is more joy in His own human
heart over one repentant sinner than over ninety and nine just persons; He
says that there is more joy in beaven—in the heart of God. And what is that
but the gospel of redemption—

“The patience of immortal love
Qutwearying mortal sin.” **

In speaking of the religion of the apostolic age we found its crowning
insight to be the realisation that the divine redemptive quest of the human
heart somehow necessarily involves suffering, and that such suffering found
its supreme embodiment in the Passion and death of Christ. There is a
sense, no doubt, in which this teaching had to wait for the Master’s death
before finding expression. God could not be found in the Crucifixion until
the Crucifixion had taken place. And in this respect, if in no other, it is
true that the Christianity of the apostolic age represents a fuller gospel
than any that could have come from the Master’s own lips in the days of
His flesh. So it might be held that instead of claiming that Jesus anticipated
Paul in finding in His Passion a revelation of the suffering love of God, we
must content ourselves with claiming, in the words of Archbishop Temple,
that “His bearing throughout the Passion is the exact counterpart of His
own teaching about God,” 12 Yet this is not quite the whole truth. It is
plain that, in looking forward to His own death, He found in it a divine—
we might almost say a cosmic—significance. He knew Himself to have been
chosen of God for this work of redeeming Isracl’s lost sheep, and He knew

s Jesus of Nazareth, pp. 379 .
* Whittier, “My Birthday.”
**In Foundations (ed. Streeter), p, 221.
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also thar His suffering and death were a divinely-appointed part of this work
of redemption. And so in His forward view of it, hardly less definitely than
in Paul’s baclcward view, the Cross appearcd as the final seal and proof of
God’s love for man, . . ..

v

Meanwhile I think that we have fully established the Church’s right to
what we called the simpler view of its Lord’s significance—~His significance
as the true Pioneer of its faith and Founder of its fellowship. I believe,
indeed, that this side of Jesus’ significance is clearer to us now than it has
ever been before, That new feeling for the actualities of history which has
come to our Western World during the last hundred years has resulted in
our now having in our possession a truer picrure of the Jesus of history than
has been available to any previous generation of Christians since the apos-
tolic age; and here we have, beyond question, one of the greatest gains—
perhaps the very greatest—which the mind of our time has had to contribute
to the further development of our Christian heritage. It is but too true that
this century-long “quest of the historical Jesus” has had its perplexities, its
set-backs, and even its moments of despair. But for myself 1 have no doubt
at 2l that it has left us richer than it found us. It has brought our Lord far
closer to our latter-day souls and to our latter-day problems than He could
ever otherwise have been. It has given us a Brother of the very kind we
need, one tempted and tried in the very ways in which life tries and tempts
ourselves, yet victorious over life and showing us the way to victory. Never
before has it been quite so true that His life was the light of men.

Of recent years there has been a tendency among a certain school of
writers, who have combined a “modernist” open-mindness towards the his-
torical criticism of the Gospels with a close attachment to the later “catholic”
tradition, to draw sharp contrast between the “Jesus of history” and the
“Christ of faith,” and to declare that their own interest is centered in the
latter rather than the former. To this end they have been ready to male
alliance with the school of historical writers whom we have in this chapter
been concerned to criticise. They will tell you that Jesus, so far from having
founded the Christian religion in all irs fulness and richness, was an orthodox
Jew with no new teaching of any kind. They will tell you that the true
core and centre of the Christian religion lies not in the teaching of Jesus,
nor in the spirit in which He went to His death, but rather in the fact
(which became progressively clear and definite to the mind of the Church
in the early centuries) that it was the second petson of the Divine Trinity
who here lived and died. Yet I am convinced that none of the alternatives
at present confronting Christian thought has so lictle light of hope in it as
this one. No more is needed for its complete collapse than the simple re-
minder that if there was nothing remarkable in the spirit in which Jesus
faced His life or in His teaching about how life should be faced, then there
is left to us no possible or thinkable ground for finding God present in Him
in any greater way or degree than He is present in the rest of us. It was R
impression made upon His disciples by the spirit and the words of the
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historic Jesus which first suggested to them that higher view of His signifi-
cance to which the Church has ever since clung; and it is only so far as
the historic Jesus, as portrayed in the existent records, can still make that
impression upon us, that we of to-day can hope to share that view and find
it reasonable.

Thus to the actempted separation of the religion of Jesus and the religion
abour Jesus there is only one effective reply. There is no hope in the position
that Christianity founds not in the former but in the latter. Nor is there
any hope in the pasition that it founds in a combination of both, regarded
as different and separate entities. The only hope lies in seeing that, in the
last resort, and at heart, the two religions are one and the same. I believe,
and I have tried to prove, that every essential root of the religion of Paul
and the apostolic age is to be found in the mind of Jesus of Nazareth. And
for myself I will add this, and I will say it in full remembrance of the many
puzzles and perplexities which the study of the New Testament still con-
tinues to present to me—that the light of Christian truh which has illamined
for me the dark and difficult road of life nowhere shines with so clear and
pure a radiance as just in the Synoptic story.



THE UNIQUE CHARACTER OF THE GOSPELS
Adolf Harnack

Our autiorITIES FOR the message which Jesus Christ delivered are~-apart
from certain important stacements made by Paul—the first three Gospels.
Cverything that we know, independently of these Gospels, about Jesus™ his-
tory and his teaching, may be easily put on a small sheet of paper, so little
docs it come to, In partcular, the fourth Gospel, which does not emanate
or profess to emanate from the apostle John, cannot be taken as an historical
authority in the ordinary meaning of the word. The auchor of it acted with
sovereign freedom, transposed events and put them in a strange light, drew
up the discourses himself, and iflustrated great thoughts by imaginavy situa-
tions. Although, therefore, his work is not altogether devoid of a real, if
scarcely recognisable, traditional element, it can hardly male any claim to
be considered an authority for Jesus' history; only little of what he says can
be accepred, and that letle with caution. On the other hand, it is an authority
of the first rank for answering the question, What vivid views of Jesus’
person, what kind of light and warnich, did the Gospel disengage?

Sixty years ago David Friedrich Strauss thought that he had almost en-
tirely destroyed the historical credibility not only of the fourth bur also
of che first three Gospels as well. The historical criticism of two generations
has succeeded in restoring that credibility in its main outlines, These Gospels
are not, ir is true, historical works any morc than the fourth; they were not
written with the simple object of giving the facts as they were; they are
books composed for the work of evangelisation. Their purpose is to awaken
a belief in Jesus Christ's person and mission; and the purpose is served by
the dcscriPtion of his deeds and discourses, as well as by the references to
the Old Testament. Nevertheless they are not altogether uscless as sources
of history, more especially as the object with which they were written is
not supplied from without, bur coincides in part with what Jesus intended.
But such other great leading purposes as have been ascribed to the evan-
gelists have been one and all shown to lack any foundation, although with
each individual evangelist many secondary purposes may have come into
play. The Gospels are not “party tracts”; neither are they writings which
as yet bear the radical impress of the Greel spirit. In their essential substance
they belong to the first, the Jewish, epoch of Christianity, that brief epoch
which may be denoted as the palacontological. That we possess any reports
dating from thar rime, even though, as is obvious in the first and third Gospel,
the setting and the composition are by another hand, is one of those his-
torical arrangements for which we cannot be too thankful. Criticism to-

<
From What [s Christimity? New York, 1908, pp. 21-40. Reprinted by permission of
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day universally recognises the unique character of the Gospels. What es-
pecially marks them off from all subsequent literature is the way in which
they state their facts. This species of literary art, which took shape partly
by analogy with the didactic narratives of the Jews, and partly from cate-
chetical necessities—this simple and impressive form of exposition was, even
a few decades later, not any longer capable of exact reproduction. From the
time that the Gospel was transferred to the broad ground of the Graeco-
Roman world it appropriated the literary forms of the Greeks, and the style
of the evangelists was then felt to be something strange but sublime. When
all is said, the Greek language lies upon these writings only like a diaphanous
veil, and it requires hardly any effort to retranslate their contents into
Hebrew or Aramaic. That the tradition here presented ro us s, in the main,
at first hand is obvious.

How fixed this tradition was in regard to its form is proved by the third
Gospel. It was composed by a Greek, probably in the time of Domitian;
and in the second part of his work, the Acts of the Apostles—besides the
preface to the first—he shows us that he was familiar with the litcrary lan-
guage of his nation and that he was an excellent master of style. Bur in the
Gospel narrative he did not dare to abandon the craditional type: he tells
his story in the same style as Mark and Matthew, with the same conncction
of sentences, the same colour, nay, with many of precisely the same details;
it is only the ruder words and expressions, which would offend literary
taste, that are spavingly corrected. T'here is another respect, too, in which
his Gospel strikes us as remarkable: he assures us at the beginning of it that
he has “had perfect understanding of all things from the very first,” and
has examined many accounts, But if we test him by his authorities, we find
that he has kept in the main to Marl’s Gospel, and to 2 source which we
also find appearing again in Matthew, These accounts both seemed to him,
as a respectable chronicler, to be preferable to the crowd of others. That
offers a good guarantce for them. No historian has found that it is possible
or necessary to substitute any other tradition for the one which we have here.

Another point: this tradition is, apart from the story of the Passion, almost
exclusively Galilean in its character. Had not the history of Jesus’ public
activity been really bounded by this geographical horizon, tradition could
not have so described it; for every historical narrative with an eye to effect
would have represented him as working chiefly in Jerusalem. That is the
account given by the fourth Gospel. That our first three evangelists almost
entirely refrain from saving anything about Jerusalem arouses a good prej-
udice in their favour.

It is true chat, measured by the standard of “agreement, inspiration and
completeness,” these wrirings leave a very great deal to be desired, and even
when judged by a more human standard they suffer from not a few im-
perfections. Rude additions from a later age they do nog, indeed, exhibit—
it will always_remain a noteworthy fact that, conversely, it is only the
fourth Gosch which makes Greeks ask after Jesus—but still they, too,
reflect, here and there, the circumstances in which the primitive Christian
community was placed and rhe experiences which it afterwards underwent.
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People nowadays, however, put suc.h r_:onstructions on the tex: more readily
than is necessary. Further, the conviction that Old Testal_nent prophe:cy was
fulfilled in Jesus' history had a disturbing effect on tradition, Lastly, in some
of the narratives the miraculous element is obviously intensified. On the
other hand, Strauss® contention that the Gospels contain a very great deal
that is mythical has not been borne out, even if the very inde:ﬁnite de-
fective conception of what “mythical” means in Stranss’ application of the
word, be allowed to pass. It is almost exclusively in the account of Jesus’
childhood, and there only sparingly, that a mythical touch can be traced.
None of these disturbing elements affect the heart of the narrative; not a
few of them easily lend themselves to correction, partly by a comparison of
the Gospels one with another, partly through the sound judgment that is
matured by historical study.

But the miraculous element, all these reports of miracles! Not Strauss only,
but many others too, have allowed themselves to be frightened by them
into roundly denying the credibility of the Gospels. But, on the other hand,
historical science in this last generation has talen a great step in advance by
learning to pass a more intelligent and benevolent judgment on those nar-
ratives, and accordingly even reports of the marvellous can now be counted
amongst the materials of history and turned to good account. I owe it to
you and to the subject briefly to specify the position which historical science
to-day takes up in regard to these reports.

In the first place, we know that the Gospels come from a time in which
the marvellous may be said to have been something of almost daily occur-
rence. People felt and saw that they were surrounded by wonders, and not
by any means only in the religious sphere. Certain spiritualists among us
excepted, we are now accustomed to associate the questions of miracles ex-
clusively with the question of religion. In those days it was otherwise. The
fountains of the marvellous werc many. Some sort of divinity was, of course,
supposed to be at work in every case; it was 2 God who accomplished the
miracle; but it was not to every god that people stood in a religious relation.
Further, in those days, the strict conception which we now attach to the
word “miracle” was as yer unknown; it came in only with a knowledge of
the laws of nature and their general validity. Before that, no sound insight
existed into what was possible and what was impossible, what was rule
and what was cxception. But where this distinction is not clear, or
where, as the case may be, the question has not yet been raised at
all in any rigorous form, there are no such things as miracles in the strict
sense of the word. No one can feel anything to be an interruption of the
order of Nature who does not yet know what the order of Nature is.
Miracles, then, could not possess the significance for that age which, if they
existed, they would possess for ours, For that age all wonders were only
extraordinary events, and, even if they formed a world by themselves, it
was certain that there were countless points in which that other world
mysteriously encroached upon our own, Nor was it only God’s messengers,
but magicians and charlatans as well, who were thought to be possessed of
some of these miraculous powers. The significance attaching to “miracles”
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was, therefore, in those days 2 subject of never-ending controversy; at one
moment a high value was set upon them and they were considered to
belong to the very essence of religion; at another, they were spoken of with
contempt.

In the second place, we now know thar it is not after they have been long
dead, nor even after the lapse of many years, that miracles have been re-
ported of eminent persons, but at once, often the very next day. The habit
of condemning a narrative, or of ascribing it to a later age, only because
it includes stories of miracles, is a piece of prejudice. ’

In the third place, we are firmly convinced that what happens in space
and time is subject to the general laws of motion, and that in this sense, as
an interruption of the order of Nature, there can be no such things as
“miracles.” Bur we also recognisc that the religious man—if religion really
permeates him and is something more than a belief in the religion of others—
1s certain that he is not shut up within a blind and brutal course of Nature,
bur that this course of Nature serves higher ends, or, as it may be, that some
inner and divine power can help us so to cncounter it as that “everything
must necessarily be for the best,” This experience, which I might express in
one word as the ability to cscape from the power and the service of transitory
things, is always felt afresh to be a miracle each time that it occurs; it is
inseparable from every higher religion, and were it to be surrendered, re-
ligion would be at an end. But it is an expericnce which is equally true of
the life of the individual and of the great course of human history., How
clearly and logically, then, must a religious man think, if, in spite of this
experience, he holds firmly to the inviolable character of whar happens in
space and time. Who can wonder that even grear minds fail to keep the
two spheres ‘f'l“ite separate? And as we all live, first and foremost, in the
domain not of ideas but of perceptions, and in a language of metaphor, how
can we avoid conceiving that which is divine and males us frec as a mighty
power warking upon the order of Nature, and breaking through or arresting
it? This notion, though it belong only to the realm of fantasy and metaphor,
will, it seems, last as long as religion iwelf.

In the fourth place, and lastly, although the order of Nature be inviolable,
we are not yet by any means acquainted with all the forces working in it
and acting reciprocally with other forces. Our acquaintance even with the
forces inherent in matter, and with the field of their action, is incomplete;
while of psychic forces we know very much less. We see that a sirong will
and a firm faich exert an influence upon the lifc of the body, and produce
phenomena which strike us as marvellous. Who is there up to now that has
set any sure bounds to the province of the possible and the actual? No one.
Who can say how far the influence of soul upon soul and of soul upon body
reaches ?No one. Who can still maintain that any extraordinary phenomenon
that may appear in this domain is entirely based on error and delusion?
Miracles, it is true, do not happen; but of the marvellous and the inexplicable
there is plenty. In our present state of knowledge we have become mory
careful, more hesitating in our judgment, in regard to the storics of the
miraculous which we have received from antiquity. That the earth in it
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course stood still; chat a she-ass spoke; that a storm was quieted by a word,
we do not believe, and we shall never again believe; but that the lame walked,
the blind saw, and the deaf heard will not be so summarily dismissed as
an illusion. ] -

From these suggestions you can arrive for yourselves at the right position
to take up in regard to the miraculous stories relaced in the Gospels, and
at their net results, In particular cases, that is to say, in the application of
general principles to concrete statements, some unccrtainty will always
remain, So far as T can judge, the stories may be grouped as follows:—(1)
Storjes which had their origin in an exaggerated view of natural events of
an impressive character; (2) sto;ies which had their origin in sayings or
parables, or in the projection of inner experiences on to the external world;
(3) stories such as arose in the interests of the fulfilment of Old Testament
sayings; (+) storics of surprising cures effected by Jesus’ spiritual force; (5)
stories of which we cannot fathom the secret. It is very remarkable, however,
that Jesus himself did not assign thac eritical importance to his miraculous
deeds which even the evangclist Mark and the others all attributed to them.
Did he not exclaim, in tones of complaine and accusation, “Unless ye sce
signs and wonders, ye will not believe”? He who uttered these words cannot
have held that belief in the wonders which he wrought was the ripht or the
only avenue to the recognition of his person and his mission; nay, in all
essential points he must have rhought of them quite otherwise than his
evangelists, And the remarkable fact thar these very evangelists, without
appreciating its range, hand down the statement that Jesus “did not many
mighty works there because of their unbelicf,” shows us, from another and
a diffcrent side, with whar caution we must receive these miraculous stories,
and into what category we must put them,

It follows from all this that we must not try to evade the Gospel by
cntrenching ourselves behind the miraculous stories related by the evan-
gelists. In spite of those stories, nay, in part even in them, we are presented
with a reality which has claims upon our participation. Study it, and do
not let yourselves be deterred because this or that miraculous story strikes
you as strange or leaves you cold. If there is anything here that you find
unineelligible, put it quietly aside. Perhaps you will have to leave it there
for ever; perhaps the meaning will dawn upon you later and the story
assume a significance of which you never dreamt. Once more, let me say:
do not be deterred. The question of miracles is of relative indifference in
comparison with everything else which is to be found in the Gospels. It
is not miracles thar matter; the question on which everything turns is
whether we are helplessly yoked to an inexorable necessity, or whether a
God exists who rules and governs, and whose power to compel Nature we
can move by prayer and make a part of our experience.

Our evangelists, as we know, do not tell us anything abont the history of
Jesus' early development; they tell us only of his public activity, Two of
the Gospels do, it is true, contain an introductary history (the history of
Jesus’ birth); bur we may disregard it; for even if it contained something
more trustwocthy than it does actually contain, it would be as good as
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useless for our purpose. That is to say, the evangelists themselves never refer
to it, nor make Jesus himself refer to his antecedents. On the contrary, they
tell us that Jesus’ mother and his brethren were completely surprised at his
coming forward, and did not know what to make of it. Paul, too, is silent;
s0 that we can be sure that the oldest tradition knew nothing of any stories
of Jesus® birth,

We know nothing of Jesus’ history for the first thirty years of his life.
Is there not a terrible uncertainty here? What is there left us if we have to
begin our task by confessing that we are unable to write any life of Jesus?
How can we write the history of a man of whose development we know
nothing, and with only a year or two of whose life we are acquainted?
Now, however certain it may be that our materials are insufficient for a
“biography,” they are very weighty in other respects, and even their silence
on the first thirty years is instructive. They are weighty because they give
us information upon three important points: Ir the first place, they offer us
a plain picture of Jesus® teaching, in regard both to ity main features and
to its individual application; in the second place, they tell us how bis life
issued in the service of his vocation; and in the third place, they describe to
us the hupression awhich be mpde upon his disciples, and which they trans-
Juitted.

These ave, in fact, three important points; nay, they are the points on
which everything turns. It is because we can get a clear view of them that
a characteristic picture of Jesus is possible; or, to speak more modestly,
thar there is some hope for an attempt to understand what his aims were,
what he was, and what he signifies for us.

As regards the thirty years of silence, we gather from our evangelists
that Jesus did not think it necessary to give his disciples any information
about them. But much may be said about them negatively. First of all, it
is very improbable that he went through any Rabbinical school; he nowhere
speaks like a man who had assimilated any theological cultare of a technical
kind, or learned the arc of scholarly exegesis. Compare him in this respect
with the apostle Paul; how clearly it can be seen from the latter's epistles
that he had sat at the feet of theological teachers, With Jesus we find nothing
of the kind; and hence he caused a stir by appearing in the schools and
teaching at all. He lived and had his being in the sacred writings, but not
after the manner of a professional teacher,

Neither can he have had any relations with the Essenes, a remarkable order
of' Jewish monks. Were that so, he would have belonged to the pupils who
show their dependence on their teachers by proclaiming and doing the
opposite of what they have been taught. The Essenes made a point of the
most extreme purity in the eye of the law, and held scverely aloof not only
from the impure but even from those who were a litele lax in thejr purity.
It is only thus that we can understand their living strictly apart, their dwell-
ing in particular places, and their practice of frequent ablitions every day.
Jesus exhibits 2 complete contrast with this mode of life: he goes in search
of Siiners and eats with them. So fundamental a difference alone makes it
certain that he had nothing to do with the Fssenes. His aims and the means
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which he employed divide him off from them, If he appears to coincide with
them in many of his individual injunctions to his disciples, these are accidental
points of contact, as his motives were quite other than theirs,

Further, unless all appearances are deceptive, no stormy crisis, no breach
with his past, lies behind the period of Jesus’ life that we know. In none of
his sayings or discourses, whether he is threatening and punishing or draw-
ing and calling people to him with kindness, whether he is speaking of his
relation to the Father or to the world, can we discover the signs of inner
reveolutions overcome, or the scars of any terrible conflict. Everything seems
to pour from him naturally, as though it could not do otherwise, like a
spring from the depths of the earth, clear and unchecked in its flow., Where
shall we find the man who at the age of thirty can so speak, if he has gone
through bitter struggles—struggles of the soul, in which he has ended by
burning what he once adored, and by adoring what he burned? Where shall
we find the man who has broken with his past, in order to summon others
to repentance as well as himself, but who through it all never speaks of his
own repentance? This consideration makes it impossible that his life could
have been spent in inner conflict, however little it may have been lacking
in deep emotion, in temptation and in doubt,

One final point; the picture of Jesus' life and his discourses stand in no
relation with the Greel spirit. That is almost a matter for surprise; for
Galilee was full of Greeks, and Greek was then spoken in many of its cities,
much as Swedish is nowadays in Finland. There were Greek teachers and
philosophers there, and it is scarcely conceivable that Jesus should have been
entirely unacquainted with their language. But that he was in any way in-
fluenced by them, that he was ever in touch with the thoughts of Plato or
the Porch, even though it may have been only in some popular redaction,
it is absolutely impossible to maintain. Of course, if religious individualism—
God and the soul, the soul and its God; if subjectivism; if the full self-
responsibility of the individual; if the separation of the religious from the
political—if all this is only Greek, then Jesus, too, stands within the sphere
of Greek development; then he, too, breathed the pure air of Greece and
drank from the Greek spring. But it cannot be proved that it is only on this
one line, only in the Hellenic people, that this development took place; nay,
it is rather the contrary that can be shown; other nations also advanced to
similar states of knowledge and feeling; although they did so, it is true, as a
rule, only after Alexander the Great had pulled down the barriers and fences
which separated the peoples, For these nations, too, no doubt it was in the
majority of cases the Greek element that was the liberating and progressive
factor. But I do not believe that the Psalmist who uttered the words, “Whom
have [ in heaven bur thee? and there is none upon earrh that I desire beside
thee,” had ever heard anything of Socrates or of Plato.

Enough: from their silence on the first thirty years of Jesus’ life, and from
what the evangelists do 7ot tell us of the period of his activity, there are im-
portant things to be learnt.

He lived in religion, and it was breath to him in the fear of God; his whole
life, all his thoughes and feelings, were absorbed in the relation to God, and
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yet he did not talk like an enthusiast and a fanatic, who sees only one red-hot
spot, and so is blind to the world and all that it contains. He spoke his mes-
sage and looked at the world with a fresh and clear eye for the life, great
and small, that surrounded him. He proclaimed that to gain the whole world
was nothing if the soul were injured, and yet he remained kind and sympa-
thetic to every living thing. That is the most astonishing and greatest fact
about him! His discourses, generally in the form of parables and sayings, ex-
hibit every degree of human speech and the whole range of the emotions.
The sternest tones of passionate accusation and indignant reproof, nay, even
irony, he does not desfpise; but they must have formed the exception with
him. He is possessed of a quiet, uniform, collected demeanour, with every-
thing directed to one goal. He never uses any ecstatic language, and the
tone of stirring prophecy is rare. Entrusted with the greatest of all mis-
sions, his eye and car are open to every impression of the life around him—
a proof of intense calm and absolute certainty. “Mourning and weeping,
laughing and dancing, wealth and poverty, hunger and thirst, health and
sickness, children’s play and politics, gathering and scattering, the leaving of
home, life in the inn and the return, marriage and funeral, the splendid
house of the living and the grave of the dead, the sower and the reaper
in the field, the lord of the vintage among his vines, the idle workman in
the marketplace, the shepherd searching for the sheep, the dealer in pearls
on the sea, and, then again, the woman at home anxious over the barrel of
meal and the leaven, or the lost picce of money, the widow’s complaint to
the surly official, the carthly food that perishes, the mental relation of
teacher and pupil, on the one side regal glory and the tyrant’s lust of
power, on the other childish innocence and the industry of the servant—
all these pictures enliven his discourse and make it clear even to those who
are children in mind.” They do more than tell us that he spoke in picture
and parable. They exhibic an inner freedom and a cheerfulness of soul in
the midst of the greatest strain, such as no prophet ever possessed before
him. His eye rests kindly upon the flowers and the children, on the lily
of the field~“Solomon in all his glory is not clothed like one of them”
—on the birds in the air and the sparrows on the house-top. The sphere in
which he lived, above the earth and its concerns, did not destroy his in-
terest in it; no! he brought everything in it into relation with the God
whom he knew, and he saw it as protected in him: “Your Father in
heaven feeds them.” The parable is his most familiar form of speech. In-
sensibly, however, parable and sympathy pass into each other. Yet he who
had.not where to lay his head does not speak like one who has broken with
everything, or like an heroic penitent, or like an ecstatic prophet, but
like a man who has rest and peace for his soul, and is able to give life
and strength to others. He strikes the mightiest notes; he offers men an in-
exorable alternative; he leaves them no escape; and yet the strongest emo-
tion seems to come naturally to him, and he expresses it as something nat-
‘,‘-ri,"h he clothes it in the language in which a mother speaks to her child.



THE ORIGIN OF THE GOSPELS
Charles C. Torrey

THE LANGUAGE OF the Four Gospels, as they have come down to us from
the earliest times, is Greek, but Greek of a peculiar character. It is Hellen-
istic, but of no literary type, nor does it represent any spoken dialect. This
does not mean that the writers are ungrammatical; on the contrary, cach
one of the four shows himself well acquainted with the details of morphol-
ogy and syntax. They all write uncouth Greek, on page after page, but by
no means in the manner of unlearned men. In the large vocabulary which
they use there is nowhere to be found any barbarous or otherwise ques-
tionable element, Some locutions and usages which once were suppased to be
peculiar to this or that evangelist have in recent times found their cquivalents
in the papyri, or elsewhere, and such parallels will continue to be discovered.
The diction is only what might be seen in any literary work of the time,
dealing with such matters as are treared in the Gospels. The peculiarity of the
language lies solely in the idiom, which is more or less distinetly Semitic,
Recognition of this fact has gained ground steadily in recent years,

It is very noteworthy that the four writings should exhibit such a degree
of uniformity in this regard that it has been found possible to speak of
“the language of the Gospels” as a variety of New Testament Greek, The
four supposed authors wrote with somewhat different aims, ar different
times and places. They represent more than one type of education, and are
decidedly unlike one another in literary method. Matthew, as all agree,
wrote in Palestine, primarily for Jews, Mark is said to have written in Rome
or Alexandria, and to have had in mind Gentile readers as well as Jews.
Luke, a man of Greek parentage and rraining, dedicated his Gospel to a
Hellenist, Theophilus, and is said to have written at Caesarea, or in Achaia,
The Gospel of John is said to have been put forth at Ephesus, somewhat
later than the other Gospels. Yet all four present the same curious jargon,
half Greek, half Semitic. . ., .

It is widely customary at the present day to dismiss the problem by
concluding that these writers were imperfectly trained men, each essaying
a task for which he was not fitted by his education; they “used the Greek
language, but thought in Semitic.” Bilingual to a certain extent, able to en-
gage in small talk and do small business with their Hellenist neighbours,
and yet unfamiliar with Greck idionss, they reproduced in the forcign
words the syntax of their mother-tongue.

This theory shatters completely on the marvelous use of words by the

From The Four Gospels, New York, 1933, pp. 237-85. Reprinted by permission g.f’the
publishers, Harper & Brothers.
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evangelists. Where did Mk, or Jn, get his vocabulary? Certainly not from
a lexicon, nor {rom better-informed neighbours. The man who is writing a
language with which he is imperfectly acquainted is certain to emplo
single words in 2 wrong sense, at least occasionally, If his knowledge of the
strange tongue is slight, and the work which he’is composing is extensive,
the examples of such inexact use will be many; while now and then a word
will be introduced in a sense so plainly unidiomatic that the reader who is
thoroughly familiar with the language will say to himself, Here we see the
foreigner! .. ..

The evangelists were not dependent on dictionaries. Their Greck was
not obtained from grammars and phrase-books, but from the speech of men,
and from wide reading. Each one of the four is master of a very extcnsive
and varied vocabulary: all sorts of terms technical, literary, philosophical,
and religious; verbs of action or emotion, many of them unusual; elaborately
formed adjectives and adverbs. And all this equipment is handled with
learned accuracy, each word yiclding precisely the shade of meaning in-
tended; with no indication, at any point, of an uncertain hold. This means,
of course, that these writers were on long-familiar ground. No man ever
acquired the bones of a language without its meat. There is no such thing
as a wide and cxact use of words without a corresponding knowledge of
idioms. . . ..

If the “language of the Gospels” was not freely composed, the natural
hypothesis is, that it was translated. Semitic-Greek is familiar enough. . . . .

The origin of this “translation-Greek™ is easy to understand. The inter-
preters sought to make available, with the least possible loss or alteration,
writings of unique importance, the foundations and pillars of a faith which
they believed essential to salvarion. No one of them supposed himself to be
writing vernacular Greek, or wished to write it; that was not his business.
Whar he aimed at in every case was to produce something that could be
understood by Greel readers, while remaining faithful to every word and
idiom of the original. It was not only by far the easiest course, it was also
the safest, to follow along word by word, There was no lack of knowledge
of Hebrew, every one of the translacors was thoroughly familiar with it;
but the danger of crror was constant, and no unnecessary responsibility
could be assumed. .. ..

As is now well known, the mother-tongue of Jesus of Nazareth, of the
Galilean villagers, of the people of Jerusalem and Judea, in short, of all
Palestine, was a fairly homogencous dialect of Western Aramaic. This had
been the language of the land for centuries, and it continued to be the
vernacular until long after the Apostolic age. The speech of the common
people of Galilee differed in some noticeable respects from the Judean
dialect; the literary language however was uniform, not only throughout
Palestine, but also in the Jewish Dispersion. Wherever 2 word or phrase is
quoted in its original form, in the Gospels or Acts, it is Aramaic. This was
the language used all the time by Jesus and his disciples, and by all those
with" Whom they spolte, in the varied transactions and discourses recorded in
our Gospels. The Hellenist author of the second half of Acts records that
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the charge given by Jesus to the Apostle to the Gentiles (26:14-18) was de-
livered in Aramaic (“the Hebrew language”).

Josephus tells us that he originally composed his history of the Jewish
War in “the language of our country,” and sent it our to his comparriots in
the extensive Dispersion to the north, south, and east; mentioning Parthia,
Babylonia, Arabia, and Mesopotamia, Later, for the benefic of the Greek-
speaking world, he wrote it out in Greek. Not only in western Asia, how-
ever, but also in Egypt and the Mediteranean lands, Aramaic was the
language commonly spoken and written by the Jewish colonists. The
younger Gamaliel, in his circular letter sent out from Jamnai to the countries
of the Dispersion, at about the year 100, writes in Aramaic to “the Golah
of Javan,” as well a5 to those of Babylonia and Media. In regard to Egypt,
in the later Prolemaic period, we have some more definite information.

Throughout the Persian period, as is well known, and down to the time
of the Mohammedan conquest, a period of about 1,200 years, Aramaic was
by far the most imporrant language of the great Semitic group. Even be-
fore Cyrus and his successors, moreover, this had begun to be the lingus
Franca of western Asia. In the Assyrian empire, as Noldeke remarks, “a
very large proportion of the population spoke Aramaic”; though the lan-
guage written in the cuneiform character was still, and for many centuries
continued to be, the medium for official and business documents which
required to be preserved. Even into northern Arabia Aramaic made its
way before the Persian period. The cause of its later rapid spread and com-
plete conquest was not the fact that the Persian officers adopted ir as the
means of communication with their western subjects, though this was a
contributory influence; the real reason is to be found in the fact that it was
perhaps the richest, and certainly the most adaprable, flexible language in
Asia,

Aramaic was much better fitted to be a world-speech than either Hebrew
or Arabic. Its representative Semitic (and withal very hospirable) vocabu-
lary, the comparative regularity of its morphology, the ease, for instance,
of forming abstract nouns, and the simplicity of its syntax, made it a
speech very casily adopted by Semites and quickly acquired by others,
“It lends itself far more readily to the linking rogether of sentences than
either Arabic or Febrew. It possesses many conjunctions and adverbs to
express slight shades of meaning. It permits, moreaver, great freedom in the
order oft words in the sentence, These qualities make it the natural vehicle
of a clear and flowing prose style” 1 .. ..

Each of the four translators has his own habits of rendering, which form
an interesting study, but cannot be described here. The native tongue of
each of them, as has been said, was Greck, They all were masters of
Aramaic; and yet Mk, could be led astray, in 7:3, by the unusual position
of an adverb. His translation is cvidently somewhat hasty, occasionally
rough and disjointed, as though a first draft which was not revised. Greek
Mt. is a prince among Biblical translators, and his work is uniformly ad-

*Th. Ngldeke, Die semnitischen Sprachen (1899), p. 46.
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mirable. Probably no scholar of his time, holding to the principles then rec-
ognized as essential, could have produced a finer result, worthy of its orig-
inal. Luke, who easily surpassed the others in his collection, arrangement,
and scholarly treatment of the available material, is the one whose work
is most readily recognized as a translacion. His manner of rendering is
meticulously faithful, and the result is very often a painfully literal phrase-
ology. He shows remarkable skill and ingenuity in fitting the Greek to
the Semitic original. His lack of acquaintance with usage peculiar to Pales-
tinian Hebrew and Aramaic is very striking and instructive. The translator
of the Fourth Gospel had the most difficuit task. He probably was remote
in place from the home of the Gospel, and certainly remote in time from
the date of its composition; yet it is not in these circumstances that the
main difficulty lay. The close, sometimes obscure, reasoning of its author,
who deals not only in theological subtleties but also in verbal conceits,
would make trouble for any translator. The Aramaic text, moreover, con-
tained a few slight but troublesome faults. Nevertheless Jn. wrote his Greek
with more freedom than Mk. or Lk., and his work is a masterpiece.

In general, each of the two translators Mr. and Lk, adopts the Greek
wording of his predecessor, or predecessors, wherever a faithful use of his
source permits bint to do so. The reasons for this proceeding are obvious,
On the other hand, probably no ancient translator (not even Aquila) ever
followed at all times a rigid rule. . ...

Though the original Gospels disappeared from Palestine in the year 70 or
soan after, Semitic gospels derived from the Greek were current, and pos-
sibly numerous, at a later day. Certain Jewish-Christian sects in the first
centuries are known to have employed retroversions into Aramaic. Such
were the “Gospel according to the Hebrews,” and the “Ebionite Gospel,”
mentioned by a number of the earliest church fathers. Epiphanius and
Jerome, especially, display great interest in these gospels, and Jerome cells
us that he translated one of them into Greek and Latin. From the time of
Eusebius onward, the opinion was quite generally held that the “Gospel
according to the Hebrews” was the original of Matthew’s Gospel. These
translations would probably be found nearly worthless for critical pur-
poses, if we had their text to compare. There is very good reason to believe
that an especially able and complete (also occasionally expanded) retro-
version into Aramaic, an “original” gospel very widely celebrated in its
time (early second century?) and thereforc translated into Greek with con-
stant employment (from memory?) of the wording of the standard Greek
text of that day, was the origin of our Codex Bezae and the “Western” text.

Ar the present day, at least, satisfactory retroversion of the Gospels into
the original languages is of course quite impossible, and atrempts to perform
the feat in extenso are not likely to be useful. In great measure, indecd, the
precise wording of the Aramaic or Hebrew is unmistalable, thanks to the
unfailing faithfulness of the Greek translators. Very often, however, there
is no way of determining which of two or more synonyms was employed,
and i many passages, in which knowledge of Syriac, or of the later Jewish
Aramaic, would make easy a rendering of our Greek into some variety
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of idiomatic Aramaic, we cannot know what words the Palestinian dialect
of the first century would have used. The Old Syriac (Lewis) Gospels can
occasionally give a suggestion here, for there is evidence thar they were
translated by Palestintan Christians who had migraced, or fled, to the
neighbourhobd of Antioch. Very many traces of their native dialect appear
in the Syriac; which, however, rarely has any great value for critical
purposes.

The sketeh of Gospel origing atcempted in the preceding pages rests
mainly on the results gained by New Testament scholars through long-
continued research in historical, literary, and textual criticism, Tt has also
been made possible by the new marerial broughr w light in rhe Semitic
field in recent years, Two things, cspecially, have held back recognition of
the truth: first, the widespread unfamiliarity with the Aramaic language
and its history; and second, the failure of modern scholars ro interpre
rightly the Hebrew Prophets (cspecially the Second Isaiah) and the Psalns,
and o realize that the Jews of the first century believed the Old Testament
scriptures and took them at their face value. When, for example, it can
be sasid—and very recently it has been repcated with emphuasis—thar 1k,
21:20, “When you see Jerusalem surrounded by armies,” cte,, shows that
its author wrote after the year 70, it is time ro enter a strong protest.
Every Jew knew that the beginning of the end was to be the caprure and
devastation of the city by Gentile armies. This could have been learned
unmistakably from Daniel, even if Zech. 14:2 had not said it in s0 many
words! And again, the prophecies permitted no doubt as to the fact, stared
clearly and repeatedly in all four Gospels, that the Messianic message was
first of all for the Jews, and eventually through then: for the Gentiles;
that which actually took place. The Gospels gave the IHebrew people, bath
their common folk and cheir learned men, the opportunity which was
theirs by right,

The evidence of the Palestinian-Aramaic origin of the Gospels daes
not rest solely on the linguistic argument, though the constant and un-
broken presence of the Arammic idiom, necessarily unscen by those who
are not {amiliar with it, is in itself conclusive. The case cannot be made
to rest on these or those mistranslations; even the least certain of rhem
given some support by the great array, That which most of all has been
necded is a coherent whole, a consistent theory of the Synoptic w ritings
and of the origin of the Fourth Gospel, such as is here presented in brief
outline; and a complete translation showing clearly the resule.

There is however no possibility of speaking, at present, of “compeliing”
proof! Every difficulty in the Gospels has been “explained” again and
again, and what has once satisfied may continue to satisfy. Every advocare
of an original Semitic texr of these wonderful records knows what a barrier
is before him. The Greek is here; and his postulated original s gone, [or-
ever. He is inclined to say to himself thar the only evidence that could
make any impression on his colleagues of the Greek persuasion would be
the resurrection of one of the Aramaic or Hebrew texts, say in Egvpr. But
on second thought he will add, doubtfully: “If they hear not my recon-
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structed text, neither will they be persuaded if one rise from the dead.” He
feels that through his suggested emendations certain difficulties are removed;
but it is easy to say, and to belicve, that they arc cast out by Beelzebub.

A writer in a theological review has recently objecred: “If this theory
of Aramaic originals for considerable parts of the New Testament were
to be admitted, the Greek text would lose its place as the ultimate author-
ity.” There is however (as the writer quoted would be the first to
insist) an authority behind the Greek, and behind the Aramaic or Flebrew,
which is quite untouched by any conjectures or conclusions as to the
literary history of these records. It might conceivably have been the
divine purpose that in the latter days men in various parts of the world
should pay attention not only to Greek, the language of the early Gen-
tile church, but also to Aramaic, the language of Jesus and his disciples.
Tt would seem, after all, to be a question of fact rather than of dogma.



THE ORIGINAL LANGUAGE OF THE GOSPELS
Edgar J. Goodspeed

Morz TIAN FORTY years ago an aspiring young English scholar undertook
to account for the resemblances and differences in the first three Gospels
by the theory that they had all been translated from a primitive Aramaic
Gospel, the cxpressions of which were understood differently. The idea
was very seriously considered and debated by the leaders of critical study,
but was definitely rejected for a number of reasons. Onc was that it created
more difficulties than it solved, for it made the very numerous exact
identities of Greel wording among the Gospels harder than ever to explain.
Another was that there were no contemporary Aramaic documents extant
with which to compare the supposed Aramaic idioms demanded by the
theory.

This scholar’s merhod was to pick out here and there expressions in our
Greek Gospels that sounded to him like constructions used in Aramaic, the
everyday speech of the first-century Jews of Palestine, and translate them
as best he could into that idiom. If the Aramaic he thus produced could
then, by supposing some misunderstanding or miswriting of it, be trans-
lated back mto a Greek form that gave an casier meaning, or inro the
parallel, slightly different form given in another Gospel, the theory was
considered supported.

The subjective character of this method is obvious and it did not long
continue to hold the interest of New Testament scholars. Recently, how-
ever, it has been revived in various novel forms, with much talk of new
sources and new evidence. In reality no new sources or evidence favorable
to these solutions have come to light. On the contrary, all the discoveries
of the past forty years have made such solutions more and more improbable.
For one thing, they should of course, if sound, increase the rhetorical power
of the Gospels, the Oxiental vigor of their imagery; bur they invariably
dilute and diminish these. This in itsclf is enough to show that the procedure
is a mistaken one. Mr, Chesterton once observed that the style of Jesus
was gigantesque—{ull of camels leaping through needles and mountains
being hurled into the sea. The effort to tame such a style and reduce it to
the commonplace is plainly futile. The tamer it becomes, the more im-
probable it is.

But the greatest difficuley with the method was that there seemed to be
no historical occasion likely to have called forth the Aramaic Gospel it
assumed, espechally at so early a date as it claimed—50 or 52 .

This is the core of the problem. How did soch a Gospel come to be

Reprinted by permission of the author from The Atlamtic Montbly, October, 1934.
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written? The Gospel is Christianity’s contribution to literacure. It is the most
potent type of religious literature ever devised. To credit such a creation to
the mast barren age of a never very productive tongue like Aramaic would
seem the height of improbabiliry.

For in the days of Jesus the Jews of Palestine were not engaged in writing
books. It is not too much to say that a Jernsalem or Galilean Jew of the time
of Christ would regard writing a book in his native tongue with positive
horror. Even a century before, a Jew who wrote a book felt obliged to
put it under the name of some ancient worthy like Enoch, the seventh from
Adam, or to claim as its author some ancient Jew of what was called the
Prophetic Period, which was understood to extend from Moses to Ezra,
and from which it was believed all sound books on religion must come.

This aversion to writing books was not merely negative. It was positive.
They had plenty of things to say and they said them, but they would not
write them, Those were the days when the famous oral amplification of
the Jewish Law was being developed by such masters as Hillel and Shammai.
But the Jews would not write it; they memorized it, [t seemed an act of im-
piety to write it, for then it might seem to rival the Scripture itself.

Those days also witnessed the translation of the Hebrew Law into the
Aramaic vernacular, But this too remained unwritten for generations. Indeed,
it is impossible to realize the fantastic unreality of the first-century Jewish
attitude toward writing books.

There is a rabbinical story that about 50 anp. Gamaliel the First, the
grandson of Hillel, saw a written copy of an Aramaic transiation of Job,
and immediately had it desiroyed. The story may not be true, bur its
intention is obvious; if anyone was wicked enough to write down the
Targum on Job, it must be destroyed. This was the orthodox Jewish atti-
tude toward writing books in Aramaic, in Jerusalem about the middle of
the first century.

If anything could heighten the picture, it is the behavior of Jews of
that very period who escaped from these narrowing walls into the great
Greek world of the day. Such men wrote books freely, but they wrote
them principally in Greek. There is a peculiar irony in this, that gifted Jews
should have to turn to Greek as a medium of literary expression. But Philo,
Paul, and Josephus tell the siory. They wrote, but they wrote in Greek.

Of the Jewish Apocrypha written within a century of the life of Jesus,
the great majority were composed in Greek, not Aramaic, and it scems
abundantly clear that in the times of Jesus the Jews were not writing books
in Aramaic; indeed, they were actually resorting to the strangest devices
to avoid doing so.

Even if the Jews had been given to Aramaic composition, and contempo-
rary Aramaic literature had been a garden instead of a desert, the early
Christians could' hardly have contributed to ir. They were constantly over-
shadowed by the sense of imminent catastrophe. The Messianic Advent
overhung them like a huge wave of fate, threatening—or promising—to break
at any moment. [t was their urgent task to hasten about the ancient world
warning men of what was at hand. Clearly it was no time for writing books.
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But within 2 generation of the death of Jesus Christianity had entered
the Greek world and begun to establish itself there. In that world it found
a wholly different attitude to writing and publication. “If you find a saying
of a certain philosopher and have no paper,” ran the Greel proverb, “write
it upon your garments!” The Greeks took notes, and they wrote books.
They were insatiable readers. Novelty did not repel them; it attracted them.
The Athenians seemed to Luke to spend all their time telling or listening
to something new. Certain it is that from the time Christianity really entered
the Greek world it instinctively went about recording itself in writing—
first letters, and then books.

These books were copied and rccopied with such zest and zeal that
there are even now more manuscripts of the Greek Gospels than of any
other work of literature in the world. The oldest of these, the recently
discovered Chester Beatry papyrus, is from the first haif of the third century,
and was actually copied only half a century after the first assembling of
a New Testament. So near do our Greek documents bring us to the making
of the New Testament, and so ample is the existing manuscript evidence
for them.

No contrast could be more marked than that between the literary aridity
of Palestinian Judaism in Jesus’ day and the abundant fruitfulness of the
same times in the Greek world outside. Once out in that Greek atmosphere,
even the Christians fele the spirit of it and began to write. Paul’s letters
were written to the Greek churches in Asia Minor, Italy, and Grecce. But
they were hardly books; they dealt quite definitely with immediate per-
sonal situations and were read and laid aside and soon temporarily forgotten.

Not so the Gospels, In them Christianity first clothes itself in literary
form. They are its first books, worked out in spite of its background, in
spire of its Messianic expectations, under the pressure of the demands of
that Greek world in which it now found itself. How, When, Why, and
For Whom? To these questions the history of Christianity in Palestine has
no answers.

The answer, according to both tradition and criticism, is found in the
‘West, at Rome. Peter was dead. The veteran apostle in his last days had
visited Rome and there preached in his native Aramaic to the Greek Chris-
tians of that congregarion. With what rapr atrention must the Roman
Christians have listened as the old man told of his walks and talks with
Jesus in Galilee a generation before. As he spoke, his words werce translated
after him into Greck by young men familiar with both languages. Then
suddenly he was taken from them and hurried to martyrdom—the most
famous of all martyrdoims—about which have gathered such legends as the
Domine, quo vadis? interview. Peter, it was said, fleeing for his life from
Rome, met Jesus coming into the city. “Master, where are you going?”
“I am going to be crucified a second time!” Peter turned back and met
his deach like a hero.

There must have been something tremendous about that martyrdom to
create such legends as clustered about it. But the fundamental fact was
that the Roman Christians would never again hear the old man’s memories
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of his companionship with Jesus. With him a priceless treasure of memora-
bilia of Jesus perished forever from the world.

But not altogether. For among those who had been his interpreters before
the Roman congregation was one in whose memory some of his oft-
repeated stories had become fixed. Out of such memories arose the Gospel
according to Mark. Persecution (probably Nero’s) has already left its
traces upon the church, and the shadow of the siege and capture of Jeru-
salem falls more than once across its pages, which cannot have been written
before an. 70.

Mark’s hasty and primitive Gospel was soon expanded, probably at
Antiach, into the far more impressive and effective Gospel of Matthew, The
terrible fate of the Jewish nation had now had time to sink into the Chris-
tian consciousness. Matthew saw in it the nation’s punishment for its re-
jection of irs Messiah, and the unmistaleable shadow of the great catastrophe
is on many a page of his Gospel. Indeed, the Gospel of Matthew cannot be
understood without it.

Renan called Matthew the most important book in the world. Certainly
it is the climax of gospel writing, for the books that followed it were more
than gospels, Moreover, they now began to be written by Greeks. Luke's
history of the beginnings of Christianity was organized in two volumes, the
first of which covered the life and work of Jesus, not as a separate subject,
but as an indispensable part of the whole movement, Its progress was
traced from its beginnings in Palestine until Paul found it firmly established
in Rome, and the book was evidently written when the movement was such
a success that its future seemed assured.

Twenty years later, the neccssity of restating Christianity in terms im-
mediately intelligible to the Greek mind led to the Gospel according to
John, which is more a dialogue than a gospel, and is full of Greek feeling
from beginning to end. To further the influence of this grear book, so rich
alike in theology and in devotion, there were soon gathercd about it the
older local Gospels to form the great quartette we know. So understood,
the Gospels ardculate with what we know of the progress of Christianity
in the Greek world.

Some years ago, a young GGerman scholar happened to pick up a pamphlet
containing some newly published Greek papyrus documents, Each tran-
script was signed by the man who had deciphered it, and onec of these sig-
naures caught the young scholar’s eye, for it was the name of a friend of
his. He became sufficiently interested to read the text of the document above
the name, and immediately felt the likeness of the language to the Greek of
the New Testament. He pursued the idea, read numerous other such picces
and became convinced; the Greek of these letters, deeds, and contracts
written in New Testament times by people in Egypt was just like the
Greck of the New Testament.

The Greck of the New Testament had always been a good deal of a
problem. It was not like classical Greek; it was not like the Greek version
of the Old Testament; it was not like the literary Greek of its own day.
The older learning was forced to describe it as a Holy Ghost language,
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devised by Providence for the purposes of revelation, It remained for the
Greek papyri, hidden in the sands of Egypt, to reveal to us its real char-
acter. It is simply the informal, colloquial Greek of its day.

Not long after the youthful Deissmann had observed the resemblance of
the Greek of the papyri to that of the New Testament, two young Oxford
Fellows settled down for a winter of excavation in Upper Egypt, in the
camp of Professor Flinders Petrie, the distinguished Iigyptologist. They
were there to learn the art of excavation and to pick up any Greek papyri
that might present themselves. Professor Petric’s interest was in prehistoric
Egypt, and, when the site very soon proved to be as late as the Roman
period of Egyptian history, he at once turned over the digging to his young
friends.

There wete fame and fortune for Grenfell and Hunt in those low, drab
mounds of Oxyrhynchus, One day, fifteen hundred years before, the
Romans had cleared out their record office and sent the old papers our to
be burned. But the fire had smouldered and gone out, and the sand had
covered the worthless old papers and protected them from damp, so that
Grenfell's men carried them to his camp sometimes in the very baskets in
which the Romans had sent them out to be burned. Ir was the greatest
discovery of Greek papyri ever made. But what made Oxyrhynchus forever
memorable was the finding there of a leaf of Sayings of Jesus.

Three years later at Tebtunis, Grenfell and Hunt again struck it rich,
They chanced upon a crocodile cemetery, and had exhumed dozens of
crocodile mummies, but no papyri, when one January day a workman in
vexation struck one of the mummies with his martock and broke it open—
and behold, it was wrapped in papyrus from head to tail! So were all the
Tebtunis crocodiles!

With every such increase in our papyrus resources, Defssmann’s brilliant
discovery reccives abundant confirmation. It used to be the fashion to class
some five hundred New Testament words as found only in Biblical or
ecclesiastical Greek. Within twenty-five years after the advent of the
papyri, this list had shrunk to fifty—about one per cent of the New Testa-
ment vocabulary—and it has now practically disappeared.

Many unusual constructions in New Testament Greek used to be ex-
plained as Semitisms—that is, as due to imitation of Hebrew or Aramaic
idioms. But in the presence of the Greek papyri these too have rapidly
dwindled until they have lost any possible licerary significance. It has become
clear that New Testament Greek is not a kind of ancient Yiddish, as some
have supposed. The thousands of Greek papyrus documents from the verv
vears of its origin have definitely established its right to be, and, agajnst
the protests of classicists and Semitists, have recovered for it its righcful
position, of which it had long been disinherited. The Gospels were written
not in muddy Greek or an awkward patois. They were, rather, master-
pieces of popular literature, the first books written in popular Greek. Their
rapid advance to influence is an unanswerable testimony to their clearness
and force,

Their kinship with the vernacular Greek of the papyrus letters and
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documents becomes steadily clearer as more and more of these appear in
print. It is an amazing fact that we now have definitely dated papyrus
documents from every single year of the first century; not late copies, but
the actual originals. If we possessed one single Aramaic text from anywhere
in that century, or even a copy of one, in the language of Palestine, we
should be fortunate. But none has cver been found.

Yet the Jews were in Egypr long before the Greeks, and were numerous
and active there in the first cenrury. Buy, like Philo, they expressed them-
selves in Greek, not in the Aramaic vernacular of Palestine,

We cannot connect the Gospels with Palestinian Judaism. It definitely
refused the Gospel. There is no escaping that. We may wish it otherwisc,
but the hard fact remains. We cannot at this late date alter it. Jerusalem
had neither the will nor the skill to produce the Gospels. No one has ever
succeeded in fitting them into its literature or its life. Appeals to Aramaic
writings five hundred years earlier, as though their diction could prove
something, reveal the desperateness of the endeavor. It is like seeking sup-
port for nineteenth-century English in the idiom of Wiyclif.

The Greek Gospels are a convincing monument of the conquest of the
Graeco-Roman world by Christianity, and alse of the conquest of Chris-
tianity by the Greek genius. It is no accident that these important and
most telling of books arose in Greek circles and on Greek soil. Where else
in antiquity could such books have arisen? Taken as a whole, the Gospels
are integrated with no one place or pcriod, buat reflect clear and definite
stages in the spread of the new faith among the Greeks. And the New
Testament will be best understood as the literary precipitate deposited by
the Christian movement when it impinged upon the Greek world,



THE RETURN TO THE HISTORICAL JESUS
Shirley Jackson Case

Tur CHRISTIAN MOVEMENT was the matrix that nourished into life all tradi-
tion from the carliest fragment to the most complete biographical narrative.
Throughout the entire period of its growth, the gospel tree remained firmly
roated in the soil of the Christian society. The portions of the literature
that have survived, whether in canonical or apocryphal books, arc quite
as truly sources of information for the contemporary status of the new
religion as for the history of Jesus’ career. Doubtless these books are most
frequently read simply for information about him. But it would be cn-
tirely appropriate to consult them for data regarding the history of Chris-
tianity from the time of Jesus’ death until early in the second century.
The themes that interested an evangelist, the drift of his argument, his
choice of selections from older tradition, his arrangement of macterials, his
Interpretative emphases—all are windows through which a modern reader
may look upon different scenes in the evolving hiscory of Christianity dur-
ing the gospel-making age.

Our earlier survey of the content of the several gospels should have made
sufficiently evident the immediate interests of the different cvangelists.
In producing their respective portraits of Jesus they werc seen to be simul-
rancously, though perhaps unconsciously, recording the hismry of their
own times. They were all immensely concerned to establish the divine
authority of the new religion which at the moment was competing with
rivals for the allegiance of both Jews and Gentiles throughout the ancient
world. This fact could not have been one whit plainer had each author
explicitly affirmed that Christianity was now an indcpendent movement,
organized for missionary purposes, equipped with the rites of baptism and
the Lord’s Supper, served by recognized leaders, resisted in its expansion
by powerful enemies, and destined in the opinion of its advocates ultimately
to triumph over all its foes.

For each evangelist the Christian society was a going concern, from which
he drew his immediate enchusiasms and whose interests lay close to his heart.
By recasting the story of Jesus’ career as it had been transmicted to him
through inheritances from the past, he would forge a better inscrument for
serving the present and the future of the new religion. Differences of indi-
viduality, of inheritances, of time, of provenance, and of outlook among the
several authors resulted in the production of books that varied widely from
one another, Each gospel revealed the distinctive social experience of its

From Jesus—A New Biography, Chicago, 1927, pp. 104-15. Reprinted by permission of
the publishers, The University of Chicago Press.
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particular writer and his immediate associates within one or another area
of growing Christianity. While formally his work was a biogra hy of Jesus,
virtually it was also a treatise dealing with issues and interests OF the author’s
own day.

The primal units into which the present written gospels must ultimately
be resolved are no less closely bound up with the life-interests of the earlicr
Christian society. Everywhere in evidence are indications of exigencies that
prompted rehearsals of Jesus’ words or deeds. At one time it might be a
celebration of the Eucharist that led someone in the assembled company to
recall an occasion when Jesus had fed a multitude of people with a few loaves
and fishes. The observance of the eucharistic rite was so frequently repeated,
and in so many different places, that the accompanying story of the feeding
soon took on a number of variations. The author of Mark knew it in at least
two forms, one mentioning five thousand participants and another four
thousand (6:34-44; 8:1-10). Happily, he included both in his book, even
though he had no distinctive setring for the second account bur was content
to introduce it with the vague phrase “in those days.”

Perhaps, on another occasion, free intercourse with Gentiles in the prose-
cution of missionary work met severe criticism from Jews, or from Christians
with strong Jewish leanings. Then it was especially in point to recall con-
troversics between Jesus and his adversaries, and to note that he had virtually
eliminated the distinction between clean and unclean meats (Mark 7:1-23),
Or, again, wearied by the struggle to save a world that responded none too
eagerly to the Christian message, a discouraged congregation revived its
drooping spirits by reciting a parable of Jesus likening the Kingdom of God
to a diminutive mustard seed growing from small beginnings into a plant with
great branches (Mark 4:30-32).

When enemies cast doubt upon the divine character of Christianity by
alleging that its expulsion of demons in the name of Jesus was simply Satan-
magic, such as might be performed by other exorcists of the time, again
appeal was made to an incident in the lifetime of Jesus, His work had been
similarly disparaged. Opponents had said that his wonders were accom-
plished through an alliance with Satan, and not through the power of the
Holy Spirit, But with great emphasis he had affirmed that such blasphemy
was the one unforgivable sin (Mark 3:22-30). Thus Christians sought to
turn the edge of hostile criticism, and the divergent forms in which this
incident has been reported suggest the frequent recurrence of the situation
in the experience of the disciples (Matr. 9:33 f,; 12:22-32; Luke 11:14-23).

Were it necessary, additional illustrations to demonstrate the vital social
connections of a wide range of gospel tradition could casily be adduced.
As it now stands, this literature is intimately bound up with the evolution
of the new religious movement from the days of its very beginnings in
Palestine down to the period of its spread over the Mediterranean world at
large. The wealth of local color in the gospels, gratifying though it is to
the historien of early Christianity, greatly enhances the difficulty of isolat-
ing exactly the figure of the carthly Jesus. On the other hand, a full recog-
nition of the presence in a gospel of interests vital to the contemporary
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Christian society is the only sure basis from which to assay the genuineness
of its tradition, Negatively ar any rate, the significance of such interests is
self-evident. That which is peculiarly apposite to a situation realized first
in the social experience of the disciples afrer Jesus’ death can hardly be
taken to represent a well-cstablished fact of his own career.

Positive results are also available. Jesus, too, lived in a very real social
environment, Conditions within Palestine during the first third of the first
century, and tendencies which later culminated in the disastrous revolution
of the year 66 s, are hardly less significant for the life of Jesus than they
are for the history of Judaism. Contemporary religious activities among
Jews, the attirudes characteristic of various strara in Palestinian society, and
the outstanding problems to engage the attention of Jesus and his associates
must be made the ready possession of his modern biographer. It is as true
of the religious genius, as of the poet, that he may not be understood by one
unfamiliar with his native environment.

No return to Jesus will be adequate that is not at the same time a return
to the living conditions of his own time, with all that they signified for
the derermination of his course of life and the shaping of his experience.
To visualize in concrere fashion the social setting in which he did his work
will carry one a long way toward 2 genuine understanding of the tasks
that confronted him and the line of conduct he chose to adopt, Since he
made immediate connections with the life of his age, the issues he faced
and the ideals he upheld must have been of vital concern to his contempo-
raries. Had he talked of things remote from their interests he would hardly
have created enemies, much less would he have won disciples. The attitudes
taken toward him, whether of friendship or of hostility, were an outcome
of circumstances to be understood only when viewed in connection with
the life-situation by which he was environed and of which he was a mov-
ing part. T o Y

When the framers of gospel tradition have been socially integrated within
the early Christian movement, and Jesus has been vitally linked with the
Palestinian socicty of his day, the problem of recovering dependable his-
torical information about him becomes more readily soluble, Gospel tradi-
tions that dovetail normally into his experience within a Palestinian environ-
ment need not be called in question, On the other hand, when he is made
to sponsor interests or opinions whosc social appositeness emerges first in
the later history of the Christian movement, one will be very hesitant about
accepting the historical reliability of such data. A gospel-writer may, to
be sure, correctly represent what Jesus would have said or done had he
been present on the later occasion. But this possibilicy must not be con-
founded with historic fact. To feel justification in assuming that Jesus
would have met a furure contingency in a particular way is one thing;
to affirm that it was a part of his actual experience is quite another. The
assumption may represent perfectly good interpretation, but it is not valid
history. The particular situation in which Jesus lived is never to be confused
with the different situations in which the disciples found themselves doring
the later years when gospel literature was a-making.
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At the outset, however, the social experience of Jesus, and that of the
disciples who first perpetuated his memory, largely coincided. Their Pal-
estinian setting was identical with his: they had inherited a similar range
of religious interests, and they were enveloped by the same general con-
ditions of life. In recalling incidents from his career, the occasion for
interpretative elaboration, while present from the start, operated under
significant limitations. The vividness of the disciples’ own recollections and
literalness of memory on the part of their coniemporaries, together with
the general sameness of social environment, tended to compel the earliest
Christians to paint Jesus in the main true to life. Gospel tradition at its
inception was of necessity essentially historical in character. Bur the new
religious movement did not long restrict itself to Palestinian territory. With
the widening of the missionary enterprise to include, first, Jews of the
Diaspora and then Gentiles as well, it was found necessary to translate the
preachers’ message into new language and recast even its content, in ac-
cordance with the requirements of the new sicuation. To what extent the
quality of genuinc history was lost in this transition is ultimatcly de-
terminable only by the character of the social experience reflected in the
later forms of the tradition.

The decisive consideration in dealing with all gospel tradition is the
extent to which the narrative reveals the dominance of interests suitable
to the distinctive situation of Jesus, in contrast with conditions character-
istic of later stages in the growth of the Christian movement. Such norms as
canonicity, supposable apostolic authorship, the fixing of the earliest written
sources, or the determination of distincrive literary forms, are only pre-
liminary to the more fundamental test of social experience as revealed in
the content of the narrative. Every type of tradition, whether an entire
gospel or a documentary source or a more primitive fragmentary block,
is subject to the same test; and no supposable date of origin is early enough
to secure immunity for any portion of the gospel. Not only Mark but the
most primitive sections of the Logia have to be subjected to this same test.

Likewise, later portions of the literature, such as material peculiar to
Matthew, to Luke or to John, are entitled to a hearing in the same court
of appeal. To declare offhand their unreliability, just because of their late
emergence in the written records, is an improper procedure. The conditions
within the early Christian society do not warrant the assumption that there
could have been only one or two original sources, such as the Logia and
Marlk, whence reliable data were derivable. In the ardor of their devotion
to the two-source solution of the synoptic problem, scholars all too readily
imagined that true gospel history flowed down in a single channel from
one head. When one visualizes the actual conditions under which gospels
arose, no such simplicity is imaginable. When the crystallization of tradition
first set in, the memories of different persons in various communities were
at work on the task; and it is not at all improbable that some rivulets from
a perfectly genuine fountain-head may have beex} much later than others
in joining the swelling stream that ultimately constituted the present gospels.
Except for the mechanical inconvenience which it causes the modern student,
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there would seem to be no reason for supposing that the author of Matthew
or of Luke, and even of John or of an apocryphal book, might not have
embodied new materials that were quite as reliable as anything in Mark or
the hypothetical Logia.

Every staternent in the records is to be judged by the degree of its suitable-
ness to the distinctive environment of Jesus, on the one hand, and to that
of the framers of gospel tradition at one or another stage in the history of
Christianity, on the other. When consistently applied, this test will prove
our safest guide in recovering from the present gospel records dependable
information regarding the life and teaching of the earthly Jesus.



FORM CRITICISM
Floyd V. Filson

At FIRst siGHT form criticism seems to be concerned merely with technical
gospel study, and thus appears to be quite remote from the minister’s practical
daily activity. Once understood, however, it is seen to be most clasely re-
lated to his work, and fruitful for his study not only of the life of Jesus
but also of developments in the primitive Church. Close attention to the
form and structure of the gospel material yields not merely an improved
understanding of the structure of our Gospels, but also an insight into the
transmission and practical use of the tradition by the earliest Christians.

The expression “form criticism” is a rendering of a German word, Form-
geschichte, which means literally “form-history.” It was in Germany that
the main lines of the merhod were developed. . . . .

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF Form CritIcIsm

It is not possible to draw up a statement of the aims and method of
form criticism which will apply equally well to all the scholars named.
What is here attempted is a description of its main characteristics, with
some attention to differences among its various representatives,

One important fact about form criticism is that it focuses attention upon
the earliest period of the transmission of the gospel material, The first two
decades of the Church are the period of special interest. This is a difficult
period to study, in view of the fact that (pace Torrey) we have no written
records from it, But it is the most important period in the life of the gospel
tradition. Upon the handling of the tadition in those years depends the
trustworthiness of our Gospels, for they were written later and give us the
tradition as known at the time of their composition. If the material was
as carefully preserved as Burney’s book on The Poerry of Our Lord sug-
gests, we can trust our Gospels. If, however, it was not subject to any
careful control, but was allowed to fade away amid the fanciful creations
of minds devoid of any historical sense, our Gospels are inevitably un-
reliable as records of Jesus’ life.

Another feature of form criticism is the way it stresses the stage of oral
tradition. Of course it uses our written Gospels in its studies. It also
recognizes written sources back of our Gospels. But its main concern is
not with written sources. It seeks to analyze the gospel records and get
back of them and their written sources to the time the tradition of these
sayings and deeds was handed on by word of mouth. Whereas Torrey
would postulate written records from the very first years of the Church,

From Origins of the Gospels, New York, 1938, pp. 85-105. Reprinted by permission of
the publishers, Abingdon-Cokesbury Press.
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if not during the very lifetime of Jesus, the form critic believes that oral
transmission of the tradition was the rule for two decades at least, and that
it continued to be one form of transmission for many decades afterward.
As Donald W, Riddle points out in Early Christian Life as Reflected in
Its Literature (1936), Papias in the middle of the second century still has
a prejudice against written Gospels. He prefers the “living and abiding
voice.” Oral tradition, therefore, played its role even as late as his generation,

According to form critics, it was largely through constant 1'epeFitiop dur-
ing those days of oral use that the tradition receive_d the form which it now
pussesses. Studies of folklore and popular stories in various languages lead
to the conclusion that continued repetition of such material tends to give
it a rather fixed form, which is suited to the material and to the setting in
which it is used. These results arc regarded as good guides for go§pel study.
Through consrant repetition the material was given muc!x of its present
form. This idea is not entirely ariginal with the form crities. . . ..

It will be seen that this view minimizes the function of the individual
writers of the Gospel. Withour denying that cach Gospel bears the impress
of the man who gave it its final form, the form critic contends that for
the most part this man, usually called the “author” of the Gospel, simply
records the result of a long process which was mainly one of oral trans-
mission. Moreover, not only is the function of the final editor of the
material minimized, but the former tendency, still widely dominant, to
bridge the decades berween Jesus and the acrual writing of the Gospels
by some one eyewitness for cach Gospel, is seriously discounted. Instead,
for example, of sceing Peter as the sufficient guarantor of what Mk. contains,
there is a tendency to see in Mk. the deposit of a collection of units of
continnally repeared oral tradition.

Fundamental to the form critic’s method is the idea that the gospel mare-
rial first circulated in small, independent units. K. L. Schmide, in the
previously mentioned book dealing with the framework of the history of
Jesus, led the way in a eriticism of the connections between sections in Mk,
The average reader gers an impression, due as much to the repeated use of
“straightway™ as to anything else, that Mk. is a closely knit narracive.
Schmidt, and others as well, claim to show by an analysis of the narrative,
with special attention to transitional expressions and sentences, that these
connections do not reflect actual historical sequence but are metely editorial
devices, used to link together short sections which at the outset circulated
independently. The material originally was preserved in scparate sections
or units; there was no complere, full gospel narrative in the carliest days of
the Church.

This poiat is so fundamental that it will be well to translate the conclud-
ing sentences of Schmidt’s book. He says (p. 317): “The stories abour
Jesus lie for the most part upon the same planc. Only occasionally are we
able upon the basis of considerations concerning the inner character of a
story to give it a more exact location in time and place. But ou the whole
there is no life of Jesus in the sense of an unfolding life story, no chronolog-
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ical outline of the story of Jesus, but only single stories, pericopes, which
are placed in an (artificial editorial) frameworlk.”

A corollary of this view is that in excgesis stress must not be placed on
the context in every case. To the extent that these transitions are due to
editorial welding of originally separate sccrions of oral tradition, they reveal
the editor’s judgment as to connection, but are not to be taken as giving
the actual sequence of cvents in Jesus' life or the successive steps in Jesus’
thought. The inference is that we can never recover the sequence of events
in the ministry of Jesus.

A further trait of form criticism is its search for the background of the
tradition in the life of the primitive Church. It is held thar in order to
understand the formation of the gospel tradition, the student must seek
its Sitz im Leben, its setting in life, "The social situation in which the material
was preserved and used must be envisioned. The group life, not the in-
dividual carricr of the tradition, must be the center of attention. In this
respect the movement rccalls the social-historical method of study found
in writings of such men as Shirley Jackson Case and Donald W. Riddle,
who stress the importance of the social process and the group life in the
development of Christian thought and literacure.

This attention to the “setting in life” is an important feature of form
criticism. It offers a solution to the question as to why the material in our
Gospels was preserved and finally written down. ANl thoughtful readers of
the Gospels have been struck by the fact thar only a very small portion
of what Jesus said and did has been preserved. Nothing remotely approach-
ing a hundredth part of what occurred has found a place in the Gaspels.
It was not mere historical or biographical interest that poverned the choice
of what survived. The choice, according to the form critic, was governed
by the usage and needs of the Church. Four aspects of the early Church’s
need may be mentioned.

The primitive Church recalled and preserved sayings and incidents which
would give Christians gwidance in matters of belief and conduct. What
were they to do about Sabbath regulations? What attitude were they to
take toward the law? What was their obligation as to forgiveness? To these
and other questions they could and did give reply by recalling and re-
peating what Jesus had said or done thar threw light upon their problems.
In doing this they mighe sharpen the form of a saying so as to focus it
upon their problem. They might add a generalized utterance drawn from
some specific saying uttered in some particular situation.

Inquirers and converts had to have instruction as to the meaning of their
faith and the character of their Leader. Therefore the deeds and sayings
of Jesus were constantly used in this “earliest Christian pedagog_\;,” as
Easton calls ir. Easton particularly has stressed the teaching activity as
vital in the transmission of tradition. References by Paul to the class of
teachers (Rom, 12, 7; I Cor. 12. 29) suggest a definite nctivity of teaching
in the primitive Church.

A third situation in which the first Christians must have used the material
which later was embodied in the Gospels was the service of aworship in
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which the believers shared. Even in the earliest days of the Palestinian
Church, before the break with Judaism proved inevitable, Christians had
their own separatc gatherings for fellowship and worship (Acts 1. 13 £
2. 1, 46; 4. 23; ctc.). They needed materal with which to express the
specifically Christian fearures of their faith. At such times the memory of
the teaching and life of Jesus must have been vivid, and one feature of
these meetings was undoubtedly the recounting of such cherished recol-
lections, at first by eyewitnesses but later by others as W(?.ll. Dibelius finds
in preaching che setting for the use of the tradition, and while his cor.lception
of preaching is exceedingly broad, including teaching of all kinds, he
evidently conceives it as centering in the Christian meetings.

Froin the outset Christians had to give a reason for the faith that was in
them. They faced criticism and opposition, They had to answer objections
and slanders. Thus they defended their Leader and their own position in
controversy. Appeal to what Jesus said and did gave them their best am-
munition for debate. Bultmann claims that debates with fellow Christians
and with unbelievers led to the creating and shaping of tradition. In this
situation, as in the others previously mentioned, there was no set order in
which the material was used, What was used depended upon the Church’s
need at the moment. Each incident or teaching episode in the life of Jesus
had a separate existencc and was connected with relevant situations as
they arose.

Thus the tradition which best served the needs of guidance, instruction,
worship, and controversy was preserved. But it was not merely the content
of the surviving tradition which was determined by church use and interests,
The form also was affected by the practical concern. Just as a modern
minister tells 2 story in order to bring our most effectively the point he
has in view, so those who repeated the tradition shaped it to serve the
immediate end. If the purpose in telling an incident was to bring out a
teaching point of Jesus which would apply to the Church’s situation, the
incident was shaped so as to lead up to this point as a climax, with perhaps
the addirion by the teller of a generalizing sentence which would male
perfectly clear the application of this point to the church problem. If 2
miracle was to be told, the seriousness of the malady had to be made clear,
the part played by Jesus depicted, and some definite proof of complete cure
given, with possibly some expression of amazement by spectators added
as 2 fitting climax,

If a single saying was to be reported, the church situation might operate
not only to recall a certain utterance, but also to suggest the most effective
phrasing of the idea whose original and exact wording could not be remem-
bered and was not considered important, That saying or incident felt to be
typical of Jesus' atticude on a certain question would be chosen. Just as
ministers and laymen of our time are known to cite Bible illustrations which
prove to he composite, combining features of more than one Gospel section
or Bible incident, so these early Christians might have repeated and used
a story or teaching unit which in reality was a composite product, As the
material was told and retold, it was altered at times to meet the changing
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needs of a developing church, always, of course, with the honest intention
of making a legitimate application of the original tradition. This eagerness
to possess a tradition adequate and timely might even lead the Church or
its leaders to “construct” or to borrow fitting material and ascribe it to
Jesus. Some form critics, for example, Bultmann, find in this latter process
of supplementing the tradition the origha of g large proportion of the
contents of our Gospels.

Such is the nature of form criticism. . . . . This position may be most
sharply and drastically formulated in the statement that the Gospels are
a primary source for the study of the apostolic age, but only secondarily
of value foy study of the life of Jesus. Even if such an extreme and in m
opinion untenable viewpoint is rejected, it may stll be held that the
Gospels reflect many features of primitive Christian life and choughe. . . . .

As may readily be seen, if the Gospels thus reflect the life and thought of
the primitive Church, the problem of the reliability of the material for
the study of Jesus’ life arises. This is frankly recognized by the form critic,
and when an element of the tradition shows a developed church interest,
or a Hellenistic character, it is rejected from the fund of usable data for
the life of Jesus. Since all the material preserved was used by the Church,
this skepticism may go so far as practically to deny that we have any
dependable data left with which to picture the historical Jesus.

Tyrrs or MATERIAL 1N THE (GOSPELS

We have been seeking to understand the viewpoint of form criticism.
Closer attention needs now to be given to the actempts it makes to classify
the gospel material according to the form used. At once it becomes clear
that there is no unanimity among those who make the attempt, and that
other factors having to do with the content rather than the form of the
material influence the classification. . . . .

Dibelins distinguishes the following types: (1) Paradigms, short incidents
which climax in a teaching urterance of Jesus; (2) Tales, stories told for
their own sakes, usually miracle stories; (3) Legends, stories about saintly
people who are objects of interest to the Church; (4) Exhorrations; (5)
Myths, stories of doings of Jesus regarded as divine; (6) The Passion story,
which is the noteworthy exception to the isolated form of most primitive
material, and which in nucleus at least was a connected story trom the
beginning, While the classification is supposedly made upon the basis of
form, without prejudice to the question of historicity, the paradigms and
exhortations and the basic elements of the Passion story give Dibelius the
impression of historicity more than the other material,

Bultmann offers quite a different classification: (1) Apothegms, which
essentially coincide with Dibelius’s paradigms; (2) Sayings of the Lord,
which are subdivided into five groups; logia or wisdom utterances, prophetic
and apocalyptic sayings, legal and ecclesiastical pronouncements, sayings
using the first person “I" form, and parables; (3) Miracle stories; (4) His-
torical narratives and legends. One often feels that in this grouping con-
siderations of content weigh more heavily than mere questions of f\prm.
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It is also to be noted that in Bultmann's view practically all of this material
is the product of the apostolic Church, Jesus himself practically fades from
view.. ...

ProbablK as simple and satisfactory a classification of material as has been
made is that of Vincent Taylor, who gives the following divisions: (1)
Rassion narratives, placed first on the ground, generally accepted by form
critics, that this was the first part of the tradition to take definite and
ordered form; (2) Pronouncement stories, equivalent to Dibelius's
paradigms; (3) Sayings and parables; (4) Miracle stories; (5) Stories about
Jesus, T regard Taylor's book as the sancst and clearest presentation yet
published of the viewpoint under discussion.

As Frederick C. Grant and others have pointed out, the gospel material
does not yield completely to any of the proposed classifications. The lines
between the forms proposed are not clear. “Mixed” forms, with trairs
recalling more than one form and hard to classify, are not uncommon. This
shows that even though it is useful to trace various types under which a
part of the pospel tradition can be classified, too much must not be made
of any system of classification,



THE MATTHAEAN TRADITION
Karl Kundsin

Tur GospEL oF MArTHEW has a strongly expressed and distinet individu-
ality. It possesses a much greater understanding of Judaism than Mark and
Luke, and indeed, to some cxtent, even than the Logia (Q). On the other
hand, it draws the line between the old and the new theocracy, Judaism
and universal Christianity, no less sharply than do Paul, Mark, and Luke.
The Vineyard of the Lord, the Kingdom of Heaven, or however else it
may be designated, now belongs, because of the monstrous obduracy of
the Jews, to a people who bring forth fruit in its scason (Matt. xxi, 41 and
43—much more strongly emphasized than in Luke and Mark), ie. those
who stood outside and were not among those originally called (xxii. 7 f.).
It is the detailed exposition of the idea of the New Theocracy, which had
its heralds and forerunners in the prophets but first made its appearance
through the Son of God, and was thus both parallel to and contrasted with
the Mosaia stage of revelation.

One may question whether or not this is the work of an individual who
placed upon the traditional material the stamp of his own personalicy, rather
than that a view which dominated some new collective spiritual devclopment
of the common Christian life has here received expression. Nowhere else
in the Synoptic Gospels has the formulation and arrangement of material
been determined with such rigid consistency as here. On the other hand,
the following considerations deserve to be noted. The Gospel of Matthew
makes use of extremely distinctive sections of commmumity tradition, in
which the peculiarities are most clearly recognizable: e.g. vi. 1-18; xiii.
36-52; xvi. 16-19; xvii, 24-27; xviil. 15-35, passages in which much more
clearly than in the peculiar matter of Luke the existence of an organized
community is presupposed. In this and in similar material, as also in the
arrangement of the Gospel as a whole which bears the same peculiar mark,
we may observe an undeniable tendency (4) from the originally loosely
organized common life of a brotherhood of Christian believers to the
developed theocratic ecclesiasticism under the “primacy of Peter,” with
Word and sacrament, a sense of missionary obligation, and a rigid dis-
cipline; and (&) from the Spirit-filled life to a teaching or doctrine resting
upon scribism,

I. Tur Ipea or THE CHURCH
For Matthew far more than for Mark the return of the Son of Man is

From “Primitive Christianity in the Light of Gospel Research,” in Form Criticism,
wranslated and edited by Frederick C. Grant, Chicago, 1934, pp. 140-53, Reprinted by
permission of the publishers, Willerr, Clark & Company.
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removed to a distance. Jerusalem has already been destroyed (xxii. 7), and
yet “the bridegroom” continucs to dclay (xxv. 5 and 19). In this connection
there js a new attitude taken toward the idea of the Kingdom of Heaven.
In a sense it has already begun here upon earth. The period of waiting,
originally looked upon as destined to be brief, has now become more or
less the normal sitwation. This may be noted especially in the specifically
Matthaean parables of the Kingdom of Heaven and their explanation (Matt.
xiii). The Kingdom of Heaven is like a field in which the seed grows under
various conditions. It is like a field where many tares grow amid the stalks
of wheat. It is like a drag net in which not only good but also bad fish
have been caught. It is quite clear that the Kingdom of Heaven (in its
earthly stage) is nothing more nor less than a new kind of fellowship, the
Church. The tares in the field, which may originally have stood for the
evil in the world, are now made to mean, in the interpretation offered in
this Gospel, the wicked men whose father is the devil and who are, unfor-
tunately, to be found even within the Church. This reflects a great decline
in the purity of the common life, However, there is this much consolation:
things will not always be this way. At the “end of the world” the evil
will be separared from the good and given up to destruction, whereas the
righteous will shine like the sun in their Father's Kingdom (xiil. 40 f.,
49 f.; cf, xxv. 31-46).

The extension of the period of waiting into the state of normal con-
tinuance undoubtedly took place in the consciousness of the community;
cf, xxviii. 20, “Lo, I am with you alway, even unto the end of the world.”
Meanwhile, the true characteristic of this present carthly stage of the
Kingdom of Heaven is not the enthusiastic response to the guidance of
the Spirit, as in Luke, but the realization of the theocracy in the form of
the Church, The word ecclesia occurs in the Gospels but twice, and then
only in Martthew. It occurs in the classical passage Matthew xvi. 17-18,
where it clearly bears the meaning of the collective Church as an exclusive
institution; and also in Matthew xviii. 17, where the reference is to the
organized local church. If for no other reasons, these'facts alone suffice
to show that the apologetic attempt to find the church-idea in the oldest
evangelic marterial must be abandoned. It is not until we reach the period
of the Matthaean tradition that we come upon the attempt to trace back
the founding of the Church to Jesus.

The same applies to church organization and discipline, to which the
passage, Matthew xviii, is devoted. Matthew applies the word for “little
ones” (mikroi) to the members of the church, and likewise applies the
devastating “woes” to those who cause them to stumble. The sad fact that
there were already those who had been led astray is thus indirectly in-
dicated. The question had arisen: What was to be done with those who
had fallen under such destructive influences and were beginning to deny
their faith? How were they to be restored? The answer is found in the
passape already referred to, xviil. 15-20. Corresponding to the Jewish
practice, three stages of procedure are recommended: a private admonition,
then an admonition in the presence of one or two witnesses, finally, a public
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rebuke in the presence of the assembled congregation. With this, however,
the limits of gentleness and clemency have been reached: all other means
unavailing, nothing remained but expulsion from the fellowship, or, as
was said, “Let the guilty be to you as a heathen or a publican.” Conrrasted
with the generous-hearted Lucan atritude, this scems very rigorous, and
can scarcely be viewed as anything but a revival of the Jewish practice of
excommunication within the new Christian movement. As if the author
himself realized the danger that lay in such a process of “judgment,” he
adds, at the end of the chapter, the Parable of the Unforgiving Debtor—
a moving exhortation to unconditional readiness to forgive personal injury
(xviil. 23-35).

To the administration of congregational discipline and the imposition of
penance belonged the exercise of an authority which possessed the potestas
clavium or “power of the keys,” i.c. the right to impose excommunication
in the name of Jesus. In the passage already referred ro, xviii. 18, 19, it is
still the assembled congregation nself (or, perhaps, the college of the
Twelve?) through whom the Spirit speaks and in whose midst the exalted
Lord himself responds to the prayer of the disciples, and makes the decision.
This is at any rate the earlier situation, and corresponds to a time when no
one had as yet thought of 2 monarchical administration of the community.

However, as time went by the course of development took other direc-
tions. Whether in consequence of the developing Jewish synagogue organi-
zation in the period following the destruction of Jerusalem, or under the
influence of other factors—ic is hard to say which—there arose at any rate,
about the end of the first century, in Syria and Palestine, a tendency to
place at the head of the community a single authoritative person whose
powers could be traced back to Christ himself. In this connection it was
possible for the idea to arise thar Christ himself had committed to one of
his disciples the disciplinary (and perhaps the teaching) authority of his
ecclesin. Corresponding to the significant surname of Simon, Kephas (ie.
Rock), which usage undoubtedly goes back to Jesus himself, Simon was
designated as the Rock upon which the Lord meant to found his church,
Through the use of primitive symbolism he was honored as the possessor of
the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, and the authority was ascribed to him
to “bind” and to “loose,” ie. nor merely to pronounce forbidden or per-
mitted, but to retain sins and to absolve—in other words to pronounce or
to dissolve the ban upon sinners. Thus the ecclesia received in him its
hierarchical head, its first divinely commissioned leader and “Prince of the
Church,” whom apparently the Syrian Church was the first to honor, and
thus gave fixed form to the idea of the monarchical episcopate.

What had now come to pass? The figure of Peter, the model of the
disciple restored by grace after his fall, the great missionary, who casts
the net of the Kingdom of Heaven for its catch, is on the way to become
the foundation of the developing church, and thus to occupy a position of
dignity similar to that of Christ, equipped with full authority, not only to
safeguard the purity of the community, but also to share in determining
the eternal destiny of its members. In the same context belong the other
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Petrine sections in the Matthaean tradition, e.g. xiv. 28 ff., where he is
the only one of the disciples who at the behest of the Master walks upon
the tempestuous waves of the sea, and xvii. 24-27, where in the person of
Peter the (Jewish-Christian) community receives the direction to con-
tribute, for the sake of peace, the rcquired temple tax, even though their
members were, as children of the Kingdom, free from this obligation—a
passage which shows how close and strong were the bonds which still
held it to the synagogue! Finally, we must refer apgain to the Petrine
section in Matthew xviil, 21 ff, Onc may easily recognize the motive for the
incipient preference of the Church for the Gospel of Matthew: it is its
concern with the organization and inner life of the community, both alike
decked with the aurhority of Jesus and also thar of the Rock-disciple, and
its appreciation of rigid organization and control. Every group in the
developing church that longed for an ecclesiastical “legislation” and a
centralized control, in order to achieve inner unity and strength to resist
the hostile aggression of the Jewish Synagogue, rallied about this Gospel.
Here, and here only, was it clearly stated thar Jesus himself had been con-
cerned to secure a stable organization of the Church’s life, had not only
set forth the fundamental principles of the new ethics but also given rules
to apply to the questions of fasting, prayer, and almsgiving, instituted not
only the Lord’s Supper but also the sacrament of Baptism, gave strict com-
mand for the Gentile Mission, and thus himself laid the foundarion of the
Church with its Word and sacraments. Where, however, further directions
and ordinances were lacking, he had given to the leaders of the community,
in the person of Peter, the aurhority to provide them.

II, DocrrINE

What has just been said leads us a step further, since it shows us how,
contemporancously with the centering of the interest of the community
in the idea of the Church, there arose the need for a definitely formulated
teaching or doctrine, which came as the product of Christian scribism. In
the developed doctrinal teaching of the Gospel of Matthew we can dis-
tinguish a number of different elements.

First of all, there is the teaching concerning the “new righteousness” or
morality. This is contained in Chapter v, which begins the Sermon on
the Mount—in the so-called ancitheses. In general this section reflects ac-
curately the principles of the cschatologically-minded, world-renouncing
early Christians. Now as before, it is reconciliation, absolute honesty, purity
in the relations of the scxes, the victory over evil achieved through love,
which are central for ethics. At the same time the development has already
led ro a certain externalization and casuistic weakening of the grear absolute
imperative. The “new righteousness” is no longer set over against the
Pharisaic ethics, in an absolute contrast, but is preferred as outbidding the
latter in the measure of its earnest fulfilment of the Law (v.'19, 20); thus
the “legal” point of view is introduced into the ethics of the community.
In the warmning against the sin of anger (v. 21 £.), a casuistic scheme has been
introduced. The principle of the absolute indissolubitity of marriage and the
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equality of woman loses, through the addition of 2 clause, its original sublim-
ity and impressiveness (v. 32). Even the substitation, in place of an oath, of
the solemn formula of asseveration, the doubled “Yea” or “Nay” (v. 37),
scaxcely corresponds to the original meaning of the saying (cf. James v.
12). On the other hand, the command to love one’s enemy appears in its
wholly primitive and unaffected sublimity, though even this has received
additions which reflect the Christian awareness of a sharp distinction be-
tween themselves and’ their neighbors and their expectation of a higher
reward than that awaiting the heathen and publicans (v. 46 £.).

A further element in the doctrinal teaching is the section dealing with
the new forms of piety (vi. 1-18). Corresponding to the traditional Semitic
triad—alms, prayer, fasting—the general point of view is the common Chris-
tian onc of absolute inwardness. Even here, however, the system of rewards
begins ro make its appearance. A certain externalism is to be noted even
in the words introducing the Lord’s Prayer: “After this manner therefore
pray ye” (vi. 9)—words that really contradict those found in the pre-
ceding verse and show that emphasis was already being laid upon the
sacredness of the formula itself, though not yet in the absolute leglistic
sense which we come upon later in the Didache (Did, viii. 2). Similarly,
the command regarding fasting in Matthew vi. 16-18 is some stages re-
moved from the primitive rejection of external ordinances.

With this new teaching of ethics and piety corresponds further the
conception of Jesus as the new Lawgiver and Fulfiller of the Law, or, we
may even say, the Founder of the new religion. This is worked out in
a clear ?arallelism between Jesus and Moses, the founder of the Old Testa~
ment religion. Just as the legislation of Moses, so also is that of Jesus delivered
upon a mount (v, 1 f.). Just as Moses accredited his divine mission by
miracles, so likewise did Jesus. Just as Moses chose and sent our twelve
heralds, so Jesus sent out his twelve disciples. It was not as one who un-
settled the Law but as one who deepened and fulfilled the Law that Jesus
appeared, This may be seen in his knowledge of the Law and of scripture,
in which he is far superior to the Jewish teachers of the Bible (Matt. xxii).
Had anyone before him ever proved so conclusively from the scripture that
the Messiah was both Son of God and Son of David (xxii. 41 ff.)? Or like
him set forth the quintessence of the Law in a few words (xxil. 34 f.)? It
was all to no effect that the Pharisaic scribes and the Sadducees undertook
to silence him—through his superior knowledge of the scriprure and keen-
ness of utterance he rather silenced them (xxii. 34, 46).

Likewise, as a teacher of wisdom, he showed his superiority to all others.
This is demonstrated with indisputable clarity in the seven parables of
the Kingdom of Heaven (Matt. xiii). An ideal Scribe, he, and the disciples
who followed in his footsteps, knew not only how to proclaim what was
new, but also how to set the old in a new light and make it useful
(xiii. 51 £.).

However, Jesus is not only the Law-giver and tcacher of wisdom, but
also the Messianic King, the Son of David and Son of God, in whom all
the Old Testament promises and predictions received their fulfiment. In
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the twenty passages on the life and work of Jesus in which the evangelist
sees an explicit fulfilment of Old Testament prediction, this has been clearly
ointed out—note the use of the stercotyped formula, “that it might be
fulfilled,” and similar expressions. There is scarccly a significant passage in
the history of Jesus which does not correspond to some Old Testament
prediction. Elis birth of a Virgin and his Davidic ancestry, Bethlehem as
the place of his birch, the coming of the heathen wise Men and the pre-
sentation of their gifts, Herod’s slaughter of the Innocents and the flight
into Egypt, the appearance of the Baptist, and the activity of Jesus in 2
semi-heathen territory, the relieving of the ill from their diseases, the dis-
closure of the secrets of the Kingdom of Heaven, the Messianic entry into
Jerusalem, the cleansing of the temple, the children singing praises, and a
whole series of details in the Passion Narrative—all of these have been
rovided with Old Testament quotations. Thus the whole history of Jesus,
by aid of a Christian scribism, is inwrought with an apologetic body of
teaching, further enlarged and buttressed, with the clear purpose of meeting
with their own weapons and upon their own territory the strongest op-
onents of Christianity, the Jewish teachers of the Law. How strong the
apologetic tendency became in the development of the tradition is best
seen in the reaction to the calumnies and attacks which were launched
by the synagogue about this time against certain important Christian teach-
ings. The answer to the charge of Jesus' lowly origin is found in the proof
of his descent from Abraham and David (cf. the Genealogy in Matt, i.
1-16); the aspersions cast upon his birth are answered by the story of the
angel's message to Joseph, informing him of the miraculous conception
(Matr. i. 18-25); the lying reports of the theft of Jesus’ body are answered
by the account of the sealing of the tomb and the setting of a watch
(xxvii. 62 f1.), as also the bribing of the watch by the Jewish authorities
(xxviii, 11-15). It is thus perfectly clear that a series of Christological or,
rather, Messianological doctrines, including chiefly those of the Virgin
Birth, the descent from David and the disguised Kingship, and the bodily
resurrection, were already in process of becoming the inalienable possession
of the Grear Church.

More or less the same change has taken place with regard to the con-
ception of the last things as took place in regard to the moral teaching
and Christology. Here also, in place of the unreflective faith and the
burning hope of the first witnesses, a somewhat learned view appears, and
one thart likewise shows the influence of the rabbinic spirit. The view which
has already appeared in Mark is now taken for granted, viz. that the end
cannot come until the gospel message has been carried to all peoples
(xxiv. 14; xxviili. 19); since the world judgment is 2 judgment of all the
nations of the earth (xxiv. 31; xxv. 32), the opportunity must first be
given them to declare themselves either for or against Christ. For those
who have accepted him and have actually confessed him, paradise awaits;
for those who have rejected him, eternal damnation (xxv. 46). This idea
of a two-fold destiny in the world ro come has grown into one of the most
impartant of ecclesiastical doctrines, while the conception of the endless
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penalries of hell, which at first were more or less incidental, picturesque,
prophetic details, is now granted its full title to a place in dogmartics.

These are only a few examples to show how remote the Matthaean
special tradition is from the free and unreflective, non-legal Christianity
of the Spirit and of prayer which was to be found in the first decades. It
must indeed be admirred that it had come to terms with the widespread
universalistic view which was maintained by the vicrorious Hellenistic
tendency, €.g. the prospect of the evangelizing of all nations, the absolute
futility of Jewish nationalism, the absurdity of external lustrations, the
Sabbath ordinances, and other traits; moreover, the account of the Virgin
Birth shows close contact with Hellenism, or rather with Syncretism. In
line with this is its sharp criticism of orthodox Palestinian Judaism, And yet,
for all this, nowhere in the Synoptic tradition has the true Jewish spirit
more obviously effected an entrance into Christianity than it has here—
with its characteristic high regard for scribism and knowledge of the Law,
its keen distinction between “lictle” and “great,” its juristic formulation of
the doctrine of reward and punishment, its separation between the chosen
of God and the “Gentiles and publicans.”



FORM CRITICISM AND THE CHRISTIAN FAITH
Frederick C. Grant

Wuat wint, Form Criticisin do to the Christian faich? . . . . Is not the
end-result of all modern criticism, if Form Criticism may be taken as its
final phase, a total disintegration of the historical data—which, for an out
and out historical religion like Christianity, is about as disastrous as any-
thing could be? , . ..

Now I must confess I do not share this feeling of uncertainty, or believe
that criticism is doomed to end up in historical skepticism. Give me even
twenty pages of Dibelius’ Botschaft, and 1 can still go on saying the
Apostles’ and Nicene Creeds: though of course [ was reared 2 Churistian. . ...
What we have in the Gospel-tradition, for the most part, is just the kind
of material, as far as form goes, that was natural in the religious milieu of
first-century Palestine. And it is a tradition which circulated almost ex-
clusively within the Christian group, the Church, not outside and by
popular hearsay. It is a Church-tradition, from the very outset. What
lies behind it, enfolds it, and carries it on, is a vital spiritual movement
which sprung from the fellowship of men with Jesus and, still more impor-
tant, from their fellowship with him and with each other afrer his resur-
rection: the Christian Koindnia was fellowship with a risen, glorified, tri-
umphant and all-powerful Lord who was at the same time standing at the
right hand of God and present in the assembly of his followers. The Gos-
pels, and their underlying units of tradition, are simply inexplicable as
purely literary products; they are the fragmentary records of Jesus' life and
teaching as treasured within the companies of his followers, believers, and
worshippers. True, they contain miracle-stories of a more or Jess “Hellen-
istic,” non-Jewish pattern; and the later, apparently, the more non-Jewish.
But they contain sayings, parables, incidents, a Passion Narrative, and at least
one Resurrection Narrative, which betray no later “Hellenistic" or non-
Palestinian influence, and are as authentic as any traditions to be found any-
where in human history. They are not stenographic or phonographic rec-
ords, of course, nor did Jesus or his immediate disciples write journals,
memorabilia, or letters. Buc they are precisely the kind of record Jewish
teaching received in that age, and are much earlier in date than the records
of other Jewish teachers and leaders—Hillel, for example, or Gamaliel, or
Alkiba. And their value, for religious life and faith today, is precisely as
great as it has ever been. We can no longer, of course, trace the journeys
of Jesus, or date his utterances (“in the spring of the year 29,” e.g.), or
locate the incidents of his life (the Mount of Transfiguration, the Mountain

Reprinted by permission from The Journal of Bible and Religion, February, 1939.
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of the Sermon, and so on; though the Synagoguc at Capernaum, the site
of ancient Nazareth, Cana, Bethany, Calvary, and some others, are fairl

definite); nor can we say, On such and such a day Jesus fed the multitudes,
On such and such a nighe he walked on the water. Nor are we sure of the
historical order of the events in his ministry, nor the length of its duration.
But we are in no worse case than were Christians at the end of the first
century—or even, probably, moest Christians by the year 50 ap. And if, on
beyond these more or less superficial and external data, and as 2 much more
serious matter, we are not sure that he identified himself with the ideal
coming King of Isracl, portrayed by the Messianists; or, if 5o, in what
sense he thus identified himself, we are no whit less able to repeat with
conviction the great affirmations of the Christian crecds: “In him was life,
and the life was the light of men”; “God . . . . for us men and for our
salvation, came down from heaven, and was made man”; “The Word be-
came flesh, and dwelr among us, and we beheld his glory™; “In no other name
under heaven can we abrain salvation, but only the name of our Lord Jesus
Christ.”

This truth can be Lriefly stated: the Church, which treasured these tra~
ditions, and in time produced the Gospels, is still the fellowship of Jesus'
followers and worshippers. And rhe life within this {ellowship, the life of
obedient response to his spirit, of prayer and communion, of active practice
of the Gospel “way” of life, comes first, must come first, before one can
evaluate his teachings or the records of his career. This is true, even though
at the same time it is often the figure of Jesus in the Gospels which first
awakens the soul to awareness of his divine authority, to the endless appeal
of his character and teaching. “Spiritual things are spiritually discerned.”
“He that docs the will of God shall know of the doctrine,” whether it be
true or not. And certainly it is not the evidence of the miracles, which are
now more of a problem than a support to faith, in these days, but the irre-
sistible appeal of his spirit, which takes captive the imagination and the will
of men,

This has always been so, to a far greater degree than we usually recognize.
What was it that won St. Paul’s obedience to the faith? Was it the record
of Jesus’ miracles? Was it a complete and satisfying biography of the Man
Jesus® . ... It was not the Man of Galilee, of our romantic modern quest
for satisfying biography, nor a purcly theological figure, robed in texrs
and armed with miracles, that won St. Paul and captured the hearts of
multitudes in the great cities of the Mediterrancan world in the first century,
and thus launched Christianity upon its cousse in history; it was the Spiritual
Christ, the Lord of the Church’s faith, manifesting himself as a Presence and
Power among his own, reflected in the old traditions from Galilee and Jeru-
salem but by no means completely enshrined or reported in them, or fully
accounted for by them: a historical figure, a winsome, inspiring human char-
acter, now victorious and exalted—this was the Christ who conquered the
hearts of men in that ancient world, and is still the Lord of his Church.

How shall we find him today? In precisely the same way as of old,
through obedience unto faith, through following his guidance, through
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absorption of his spirit, through living his life. That, I believe, is the es-
sential Gospel, as Evangelical Christianity has always understood it; and
that is the Gospel, as the New Testament understands it. And, as far as
I can see, it is the best—if not the only—way out of the impasse created
by modern historical criticism of the life and teaching of Jesus. Of course
it involves a new philosophical putlook—or rather the revival of an older
one—for which the term “spiritual” shall no longer be an adjective connot-
ing what is transitory, evanescent, impressionistic, one-sided, or emotional,
but rather a substantive denoting whar is most real, imperishable, un-
changing, and cternal. For, ag St. Paul put it, “The things which are seen
are temporal”; cternal things arc unseen. The Spiritual Christ, the Christ
of Faith, is the FEternal Christ.

From the point of view which I have been trying to set forth, it would
appear that our problem results largely from the overlybookish, much too
literary point of view which characterizes our religious inheritance as
Protestants. We need to correct and supplement it with a more “social,”
more organic conception of religion; and right here Form Criticism may
come to our aid practically, by helping us to see that Christianity, ie.,
the Christian faith and way of life, is something more than, and prior to,
the documents in which it is reflected, recorded, and handed on. It was
so in the first century—for the spiritual movement that eventuated in the
Christian Church existed before any documents were produced; existed
before any of the early communities or their teachers thought of compiling
the traditions into orderly presentations; and the same order is important
today. The earliest Christians were born Jews, or else were devout prose-
Iytes or religious-minded pagans. The Christian Revelation came to them
ag the fulfilment of the best they knew, believed, and hoped of God. Juda-
ism, the Law, Greek philosophy, the mysteries—all were “paedagogues”
leading them to Christ, What they were provided with, in Christianity,
was not a book, but a life—and that not just one supreme Life, but the
whole way of life of a group, his followers, who were inspired by his
teaching and example, treasured his utterances and certain anecdotes from
his career, and expected him to return any day to bring the present age
to an end and inaugurate the Reign of God; meanwhile, he was present
with them, as was certain from manifold signs—the outpouring of the Spirit,
the “powers of the age to come” already realized in the present, the cures
of the sick, the speaking with tongues, the inspiration of prophets, the
demonstrations of joy and gladness which accompanied their worship and
their common meals, and in many other ways. . ...

But I am aware that the considerations advanced thus far are more or less
general and preliminary. What of the fundamental question: Does criticism
leave Christ divine, or not? Upon the basis of purely critical research, what
was the essential thing in primitive Christianicy?

Our answer depends in large measure upon the view we take of primitive
Christianity as a whole. Was it an out-and-out Messianic movement, at least
in origin, like other such movements in the first century? Or was it a charis-
matic movement, the “spiritual” or ecstatic experiences of believers begin-
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ning not at some later, “Hellenistic” stage, but traceable back to the very
“first days of the Gospel,” the period of the appearances of the risen Christ
and the “outpouring” of the Spirit at Pentecost and on other occasions?
1 do not think we can confine either of these types of religious thought and
experience within “stages” of development, and arrange them in chronologi-
cal sequence. Messianism was a constant throughout the first century, I be-
lieve, and even larer; and its recrudescence at later periods only shows how
deeply it is rooted in the Christian tradition and outlook, Nor can the charis-
matic or pneumatic experience be limired to the Gentile church, and treated
as if it had been read back into the early chaprers of the Book of Acts
by its Gentile author. There are traces of it in “Q"—which is certainly Pales-
tinian, certainly early, and though affected here and there by Hellenistic
influcnce is not Hellenistic as a whole.

Now I cannot undertake a survey of primitive Christianity upon this
occasion; nor even a survey of the evidence for my views. [ must beg you
to let me stage my views as clearly as I can, and then go on to discuss the
question before us. I believe the Messianic setting of primitive Christianity,
and of the life of Jesus, and likewise the Messianic interpretation of Jesus’
message and mission and the rise of Christianity, has been vastly overrated.
(1) After all, Messianism was only one strain in first century Judaism; an
elemental strain, but not its dominant characteristic. It was exaggeraced,
and the tragic consequences of the exaggeration were apparent to all re-
flecting minds in the two revolts of 66 and 132 a.p. And if ordinary first
century Messianism, which always managed to keep its feet on the soil of
this earth and looked for a revival of the kingdom of David, was an cxag-
geration of only one element in Judaism, how much less significant for
Judaism as a whole was apocalyptic Messianism, the kind represented by
I Enoch, IV Ezra, Il Baruch, and similar writings! I believe the doctrines
of these books were far from common property; and that in fact many
of the most striking passages are later interpolations, and not part of the
original text. This is certainly so in IV Ezra; and I think also in I Enoch,
ie. to a wider extent than most editors have hitherto suspected. (2) More-
over, I believe it is not a unified “Son of Man dogmatic” (as Bousset quite
properly called it) that we see in these books, bur 2 mélange of several
parallel and sometimes competing ideas: Gressmann was right, T think, in
distinguishing at least three, viz. the Messiah of the prophetic expectations
in the O. T,, the returning David, or Son of David; the Scrvant of the
Lord in II Isaiah, whom, like Kdhler, he views Messianically; and the “Son
of Man” of the Apocalypses just named, and of certain parts of the N, T.
To these three figures we may add a fourth, from the N. T., the “Man from
Heaven” of Paul’s system—an idea whose cognates and antecedents have
been studied by such writers as Carl Kraeling and Eduard Meyer, The
conception is similar to, but not identical with, the “Son of Man” in the
Parables of Enoch. (3) 1 believe, moreover, that the primitive Christian tra-
dition was submitted to a strong influence of “Son of Man” dogmatic, at
a very early date—so early, in fact, that it is found in both “Q” and Mark;
ie., it probably swept over the tradition while it was still in the oral stage.
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That points to Palestine, and I think to the north: there is evidence that I
Enoch, at least the Parables, come from this neighborhood, viz. somewhere
near “the waters of Dan.” And if so, this would in turn support the hypo-
thesis of Lohmeyer and Lightfoot that Christianity did originate in Galilee,
and had a strong center there in the first generation or two, and was not
centered exclusive in Jerusalem. At any rate, certainly the Marcan tra-
dition (which is surely Palestinian in origin) has undergone a bath of
“Menschensohndogmatik”; the “Son of Man” sayings can almost all be
separated from the pericopes in which they are now lodged. And this
means that the Marcan tradition has not only been influenced by what
Johannes Weiss called Mark’s “Pragmarism,” and been edited from the
standpoint of Marl’s view of the “Messianic secret”—as Wrede held—and
of the obduracy of the Jews and their hardness of heart (shared also by
the disciples!) and the inability of Jesus’ closest followers to understand
his real nature and mission until after the Resurrection: not only that, but it
also means that the tradition itself, prior to Mark, has been handed down
in a circle (or in circles) where the prevailing conception was Messianic,
in the “Son of Man” sense and with the special “Son of Man” presupposi-
tions, including a particutar theodicy, and so on. This strong influence I
believe was exerted, as [ say, at a very early stage in the transmission of
the oral tradition; whether it goes back to Jesus himself I cannot say,
or if so, to what degree. But I doubt if it goes back to Jesus; if this were
so, the pericopes of the tradition would not bear “Son of Man” sayings
embedded in their narrative, or attached to them at the end, but as their
very heart: le., not, like the saying, “The Son of Man is Lord of the Sab-
bath,” but like the allegory of the Last Judgment in Matt., where “the
Son of Man” is integral to the whole conception. Yet it is precisely the later,
not the earlier, sections that show this rclationship. And, as everyone
knows, the process of substituting “Son of Man” for the first person
singular is characreristic of Matthew. No doubt the process can be traced
back into the oral tradition: it scarcely began with Matthew’s new and
enlarged edition of Mark,

Hence—and 1 beg your indulgence for my brevity, and failure to bring
forward full evidence for these views—I believe the whole modern Apoc-
alyptic-Messianic, “thoroughgoing” eschatological interpretation of the
life of Jesus (inaugurated by Schweirzer and in part by Johannes Welss)
is one-sided and impossible, Jesus' prophetic ministry was interpreted Mes-
sianically, at a very eatly stage; but I doubt if he cver identified himself
categarically with “the Son of Man” in the Enochic, “thoroughgoing,”
transcendental sense. As a consequence, primitive Christianity was not cen-
tered exclusively in Messianism, certainly not wherever it stll clung to the
recollections of the carthly Jesus. Nor was it Messianic for long, on any
showing—i.e. in the transcendental apocalyptic sense: for it was not a great
while before the Church crossed the borders of Palestine and moved out
into the Graeco-Roman world. Even in Syria, which was still in the main
Semitic soil, Jesus was not “Messiah,” but “Lord”—Maran. The citle Ma-
shikha was left behind, save as “Christos” interpreted it—and even that
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term soon became a proper noun, even on Paul's lips; the new title, with
its whole new set of connotations, was Kyrios; aud this has been in use
ever since, for almost the whale of Christian history.

I believe the N. T. not only marks this great transition, from Fast to
West, from Judaism to Hellenism, from the Semitic world to the Graeco-
Roman, from the ancient Orient to the modern Occident—but the N. T.
also makes it clear that the basic conception even in the Messianic “Chris-
tology” (at that early stage) is really spiritual and transcendent; i.e. Jesus
is a risen, glorified Lord, present with his worshippers, and inspiring them
through his Spirit, from the very outsct. Even though his firse title 1s Mes-
sianic (understood of course in the “Son of Man” sense), the meaning
which that title is intended to convey is really better conveyed by “Lord,”
“Kyrios,” “Son of God,” and other Hellenistic divine titles, This is the
justification for later Catholic Christology, in its historical evolution, In the
very earliest Christian tradition, Jesus rises from the dead (not necessarily
from “the grave”), as Messiah. He was proved to be Messiah, by his Res-
urrection. He became Messiah at his Resurrection: “Thus it behoved the
Messiah to suffer, and to enrer into his glory”; “Wherefore God hath highly
exalted him.” These surcly are the primitive attempts at cxplanation. The
Christology of the New Testament is itself a process of development, i.e.
a development already under way. And it goes back to the appearances of
the risen Lord in Jerusalem, shortly after his crucifixion,

I am sorry I can touch only the outstanding points. If this view is cor-
rect, then Professor Dodd'’s and the late Rudolf Otto's view, viz. that Jesus
announced the Kingdom as already present, is something more than exegesis
of a Greek verb: Eggiken gar hé basilica tou Theou gives us the whole
outlook of early Christianity summed up in a phrase. The Kingdom of God
is at hand; and not only at hand, but already here; and yet not here in its
full realization, but only in its initial stage, It is like the dawn of a new day
—the sun has not yer fully emerged above the horizon, but it is on its way,
and nothing can hold it back. That is the mood of assurance which charac-
terizes early Christianity, and this surely goes back to Jesus—not to the
resurrection appearances, but to his teaching and his ministry: for without
this view already established, how could the appearances, and the charis-
matic phenomena of the early community, ever have come to be inter-
preted Messianically? . . . .

So, I insist, apocalyptic Messianism is secondary, What is primary is the
teaching of Jesus; his atritude; his confidence in God and in the Salvation
which God is bringing to pass; his ethics; and above all the impress of his
personal character upon those who tried, in one way and another, to in-
terpret him to others—and to themselves. In doing this, they turned nat-
urally to the Messianic category, including the “Son of Man” category
which~at least in its Danielic sense, if not the full Enochic sensc—he
himself had already uscd, though not necessarily identifying himself wich
this “Son of Man.” If they thought of him, now, not as the Teacher in
Galilee but as the exalted Lord, or as the “Son of Man” of the coming
judgment, it is perfectly certain that they did not forget the tradition of
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his life in Galilee. Though modified in some respects by the new view-
point, it was at basis still the recollection of their teacher in Galilee which
gave to the primitive Christology, and indeed the whole primitive Chris-
tian world-view, its distinctive quality. It was the bumility of the Messiah
that jmpressed Paul—and led to his theory of the bumiliation of the pre-
existent Christ: though, as in Phil. ii, the two features (personal character
and divine act) flow into one. It is the “glory of God” that is seen re-
flected in the face of Jesus Christ: reflected not in a program of Incarna-
tion, Atoning Death, Resurrection and Exaltation, but in his personal
character. That marks the vast qualitative difference between the pre-
existent Messiah of one school of Jewish speculation, and the actual per-
son Jesus who appeared in history, was loved and followed, who “went
about doing good,” who “took the form of a servant,” who “became
obedient to death, even the death of the cross,” and who triumphed over
death and the grave, since “death could not hold him.” One comes to
know rhis Lord partly through the traditions of his earthly life—but only
partly: “Though we have known Churist after the flesh, yer so know we
him now no longer.” Partly, he is known through the testimony of the
Church, especially in worship; partly, through direct personal contact
with him in spiritual experience. . . . .

To sum up. Primitive Christianity is much more than a modified type
of Jewish apocalyptic Messianism, and was from the start a movement
of spiritual and moral idealism, or, better, of deep religious faith. As this
faith survived the downfall of the apocalyptic hopes of the first genera-
tions of Jewish Christians, so its acknowledgment of the quality of life
manifested in Jesus survived the Messianic terminology in which it was
originally interpreted. That “quality of life,” that character, that “spirit”
which men recognized in Jesus is still the completest expression of what we
instinctively call divine; and the more perfectly men respond to it the
more depth and reality and }acrmanence they find in it—“In his light we see
light.” It is no aberration of passing enthusiasm that has led countless mil-
lions of our fellows to identify Jesus in onc way or another with the eternal
God—though, as I would insist, both the grounds of our recognition of his
deity, and the real basis of his union with the Father, are in the realm
of “character” rather than in that of miraculous power, or of an assumed
self-identification, on his part, with some sapernatural Messianic figure, let
alone any hypotherical substratum of personality derived from the cate-
gories of later Greek metaphysics. All these were due to the efforts men
made to explain him—human efforts, more or less successful at the time,
none of them permanent, none of them exhaustive. And T believe that
in our teaching of the Life and Message of Jesus, today, the approach
should be by way of recognition of this character, this quality of life, this
“spirit” that was in him, rather than theologically—though a theology is
indispensable, sooner or later, since “men must think,” as the French
proverb says. And this approach brings us much closer to the real sig-
nificance of Jesus than any attempt to make him responsible for the
apocalyptic doctrines of his followers, or for the Messianic category in
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which he is now described in the Gospels—chiefly in Matthew, but also
in all the rest, and in their sources as well.

Was Jesus then only a propher? It may be a hard saying, but after all
“prophet” is only one more historical category—and Jesus was unique.
In fact, on Jewish lips “prophet” was the highest possible caregory, next
to God himself, just as it was later among the Moslems. It was so in an-
cient Hebraism; it was so in the days of Maimonides. But it was a far more
natural, morc human and more religiously significant category than the
purely imaginary one of Messiah, let alone that of “Son of Man” or “Man
from Heaven” in the esoteric circles of the Apocalypuists. And when we
come down to the present, once more, is it not even now a more significant
title than any derived from Messianism, whether apocalyptic, polirical, or
cosmological? For my own part, if you will let me close with a personal
testimony, I simply cannot believe that Jesus was ever the deluded, fanatical,
eventually disappointed and heart-broken Messianist that Schweitzer makes
him out to be; or the monstrous, self-assured, self-deceived dogmatist that
the mechanical role of Son of Man “Messiah” would require of him. A
wholly different person spealss from the Gospel traditions which have
come down to us, influenced though they were, at some time or other, and
probably very early, by that idea. My own feeling is more nearly that of
the now oft-derided nineteenth-century Liberalism, or even that of the
liberal Evangelicalism of the 1840’s and 50's; and it scems to me far more
probable, even on theological grounds, as well as on historical, that the
Incarnation should have taken place through a “prophet” rather than
through one who was only another deluded first-century false Messiah!
Put the other way about, Jesus the prophet, the Teacher sent from God,
seems to me not only to fir far better the actual historical situation re-
flected in the Gospels, but also to provide a far more probable mode of
the Incarnation than any category drawn from apocalyptic Messianism.
Thus historical and literary criticism (even including Form Criticism),
at least as far as I am able to make our, not only docs not endanger the
Christian faith, but rather anchors it even more deeply and sccurely in the
firm foundation of actual, concrete, ascertainable history—our human, but
divinely guided, past, so far as it can be recovered at the present day.



THE LIMITATIONS OF HISTORICAL METHOD

James Moffart

Tue aore Tur historical method knows its place, and keeps its place, the
mare likely it is to commend itself. Let me suggest . . . . some of the direc-
tions in which the claims of the historical method have to be qualified, and
its range delimired.

1

Take, for example, the primary aim of the historical approach to the
New Testament, the reconstruction of the historical setting m which Chuis-
tianity arose. The aim and end of the historical imagination is to put our-
selves, ag far as possible, in the position of those to whom the words were
at first spoken. We must create their world afresh for ourselves, with its
far-off colour and shape, its environment and its atmosphere. William

Morris opens the prologue to his Earthly Paradise by making this demand
upon his readers:

“Forget six counties overhung with smoke,

Forget the snorting steam and piston-stroke,

Forget the spreading of the hideous town;

Think rather of the pack-horse on the down,

And dream of London, small and white and clean,
The clear Thames bordered by its gardens green;
Think, that below bridge the green lapping waves
Smite some few keels that bear Levantine staves
And cloth of Bruges, and hogsheads of Guienne;
While nigh the thronged wharf Geoffrey Chaucer's pen
Moves over bills of lading.”

That is, he asks and helps the reader to go back to the latter half of the
fourteenth century, in order to understand his poem. So with the historical
method; it invites us to forget the intervening centuries, and to imagine,
with the aid of research, the far-off conditions of life in which first-century
Christianity arose, as these are represented or implied in the New Testa-
ment, . ...

We are so reluctant to go beyond our own circle and range of interests.
Yet to put ourselves into the place of other people, to realize how they live,
to appreciate their difficulties, to penetrate below differences of class and
education to our common need and nature—this is one of the clues to

From The Approach to the New Testament, London, 1921, pp. 199-236. Reprinted
by permission of the publishers, Hodder & Stoughiton, Ltd.
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mutual service and humal welfare. Discord rises generally from misunder-
standing, and suspicion is invariably due to ignorance. Now it is much the
same qualities that are required and developed by the historical method.
It ought not to be more difficult, and it is certainly not less essential, to
think ourselves into the position of our fellows ro-day than to think our-
selves back into the first century. . . . . It might be some help if we employed
our imagination even on a rcmote past like the New Testament period; the
effort might render us more alive to the need of a similar effort to under-
stand the present,

This by the way, however. | want to admit candidly that such an effort
of the historical imagination cannot yield us all we might expect. We have
not, at Ieast we have not yet, the materials for reconstructing the outer or
the inner world of the New Testament with any completencss. Unfilled
spaces remain in any synthesis we draw up. Economic life in Palestine, for
example, is still uncertain for the most part, owing to our lack of con-
temporary evidence. So is our knowledge of the primitive missions in Pal-
estine. So is our knowledge of the varieties which must have prevailed in
the Jewish idea of the messiah and the kingdom—a subject of such impor-
tance for our knowledge of the rise of Paulinism. On these and a number of
other topics, which are vital to a satisfactory estimate of primitive Chris-
tianity, we must admit frankly that nothing can be gained except a more
or less reasonable probability, Several crucial phases in New Testament
Christianity, as for example the prominence of the Eucharist, the relation
of Paul’s thought to earlicr and contemporary Christianity, and the rise
of the term “lord” as applied to Jesus, are by no means so obvious and plain
as some textbooks suggest.

I

Furthermare, the last word about New Testament problems like the con-
sciousness of Jesus or any of the so-called “supernatural” phenomena, does
not lic with the historical method. We scrutinize and sift, for example, the
evidence for traditions like the virgin-birth, the so-called “miraculous
stories,” and the resurrection of Jesus. Literary and historical criticism
analyses the data by the ordinary methods of research. Yet the conclusion
seems to be that in the end these can neither be proved nor dispraved by
historical investigation; the ultimate decision lies with faith or, if you like,
with dogma, at any rate with some factor which is introduced into the
discussion. The historical method may determine the relative amount of
probability in any case, and chrow some light upon the origin of the be-
lief from analogous phenomena. But the temptation to averrate its own
capacities must be resisted.

The truth is, the hiscarical method is in much the same position with
regard to the New Testament religion as che scientific method is with re-
gard to the universe; it can answer the How? but not the Why? One of
the healthiest signs in the practice of the historical method is the increasing
sense of its own limitations. The genesis and structure of a belief are its
task, not the validity of the belief. It has now vindicated its right to live



92 THE NATURE OF THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS

and work, and claimed the sphere within which it can operate. But the more
it is conscious of its domain, the more it is beginning to realize what lies
beyond its particular catcgories. The task to which it addresses itself is
that of viewing the Christian religion in its casual setting; it has a distinct
contribution to make, and neither simple faith in tradition nor mystical
speculation can deny its night to co-operate in the estimate of the Christian
origins, provided, as T have already hinted, that it does not go beyond its
commission by committing iiself to decisions upon matters like revelation,
decisions which depend upon the unconscious or surreptitious introduction
of some philosophical idea,

This does not imply that the historical student is reduced to the rank of
the annalist or chronicler, whose chief function is to register and record
events, not to explain and interpret them. It means simply that in certain
cases, as he deals with traditions in the New Testament, the historical in-
quirer who is scrupulous and competent must admit thar his methods and
data do not furnish a criterion for choosing finally between two or more
possible explanations; his rask ends by leaving the question open. No his-
torical method, for example, can define the essence of Christianity without
furtively employing metaphysical and philosophical principles,

111

The limitations of the historical method become still more obvious in the
region of that ethical application which the New Testament is rightly as
well as wrongly assumed to furnish.

It is something gained when the Christianity of the New Testament is
realized to be a truth which needs to be practised as well as proved. The
practical use of the New Testament is an indispensable clue to its inner
meaning, To be sensible of this, to expect guidance and authorirative coun-
sel from its pages, is to approach it for the original ends for which it was
composed. For the New Testament is not a little collection of remote
documents, whose stories are doubtful in the light of history, and whose
ethical message is antiquated. Neither is it an Oriental anthology which
may be left to exercise the ingenuity of scholars, It is in the world to do
more than provide an interesting occupation for people who edit rexts
and practise the craft of criticism. It was not written for scribes, and it
ought not to be left to scribes. Its pages contain religious realities which
have been a spiritual treasure for men, and which are likely to remain so.
One of the ends of histarical research is to bring out the living and actual
messages which this book carries for our world, and one of the growing
convictions of thoughtful people in aur own day is that, so far from requir-
ing to be discarded as an obsolete production, the New Testament con-
tains something which is ahead of our age, something which is essential
to our well-being, something which may be translated into modern prac-
tice as the permanent basis of right relations between man and man.

But this process requircs thought and care. There are the two ex-
tremes, that of those who regard the New Testament as out of date, be-
cause they refuse to interpret its contents except in a literal, unhistorical
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temper, which does no manner of justice to the permanent value of much
that is conveyed in some provisional Oriental setting, and that of those
who, with equal disregard of historical perception, take it over literally
and prosaically as a model for present-day practice. ‘The latrer method has
been responsible in large ineasure for the tendency to discredit the New
Testament which characterizes the former party. What the historical ap-

roach means, is that a truer estimate of the writings is put forward than
could be reached so long as rhey were regarded as equally and verbally
inspired.

The position now is, that the New Testament is not a code any more
than a deposit or a germ; it presents not cven materials for a code which
can be applicd to ecclesiastical and social life, Lut a spiritual impulse
which creates a moral consciousness of unrivalled range. The spirit or cre-
ative power pours from the life of Jesus Christ and {rom those whom he
inspired; it is a life, the method of life. It expresses irself in his words and
deeds primarily, then in the thoughts and actions of his followers as com-
munities. These expressions in the New Testament are always related to
specific historical situations; they are not abstract statements thrown into
the air, but struck out from the clash of the Christian spirit with definite
occasions. The first way to distinguish what is fundamental in any ex-
pression, and to appreciate the temporary elements, is to realize as exactly
as possible the historical conditions under which the particular statement
was made. And, while this consideration applics to the theology in par-
ticular, it bears with equal weight upon the ethical inferences and impli-
cations, These are particularly difficulc to understand, It is more easy to
enter into the meaning of what the New Testament has to say about forgive-
ness and prayer, for example, than to form a truc notion of what is meant
for us by the sayings of Jesus to his contemporaries about questions like
divorce, trade, property and politics. The reason is that the passage of the
centuries alters the social setting more than the religious, Our position
to-day, economically and politically, is not that of the Palestinian peasants
and tradesmen to whom Jesus spoke, nor of the citizens in towns of Asia
Minor and Greece to whom Paul wrote. The New Testament provides many
striking and searching words about duties and responsibilities. But if we
are to touch their spirit instead of being content with their letter, if the
New Testament is to be more to us than the Koran would be to adhcrents
of Islam if they lacked the Traditions, it is impossible to apply these say-
ings profitably in every case to ourselves unless account is taken of their
original object, and therefore of their limited and special range.

The function of the historical method is restricted.

At the outset, it often suggests a cqvest. The New Testament, inter-
preted by its canons, refuses to yield all the justification which progres-
sives sometimes profess to find in its page for their methods and ends.
For example, well-meaning enthusiasts are occasionally fond of describing
vital Christianity as revolutionary. True Christians, they say, are men
who “turn the world upside down.” But this phrase is a libel upon Chris-
tianity. It is the language of the malignant Jews at Saloniki, who, unable to
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thwart Paul and Silas in their mission, accused them of treason and sedi-
tion. These that have turned the world upside down are come hither also
—so the Jews and their tools, lewd fellows of the baser sort, alleged to
the authorities. The apostles, they urged, are all violating the decrees of
Caesar by declaring some one else called Jesus is king. In one sense,
the accusation was true, unconsciously true. Christianity implies a radical
change in many conventional practices and opinions; it does upset the
world of easy-going, selfish men. But the primitive Christians did not
dream of overturning the political and social order of the Empire. . . . .

Jesus certainly did not identify his kingdem with any economic revo-
lution, and Paul, when he reached Corinth, did not attack the social
problems there, This, I repeat, was (i) partly owing to the strong escha-
wological fecling in the Church. But (i) partly also it sprang from the pro-
found sense that the religious aims of Jesus Christ were absorbing, and
could be atrained, whatever were the local circumstances. Many of ocur
most pressing modern problems were not on the horizon of the first cen-
tury, and the New Testament therefore cannot offer us materials for legis-
lating with regard to them, What it does contribute is the spirit in which
they are to be met, the vital principles thar must dominate the relation of
man to God and man to man. . ...

We have the perplexing paradox that over and again the driving force for
social reform has come from men who were indifferent to religious ends,
while the religious members of society either held aloof from the movement
or joined it later. The other-worldly temper, which is not always identical
with the eschatological temper although it often produces similar results,
induces some natures to condone or to ignore external handicaps, while
those who see the one sphere of happiness in this world and in a mare or less
material well-being, are naturally whetted to a humanitarian zeal.

The task of mecting such issues of the hour with intelligence as well as
with sympathy, plainly involves a wider range of Christian perception than
the historical study of the New Testament can furnish, The later experience
of the Church, the accumulated sense of tradition, and the living spirit of
the Christian religion are all required in order o determine the practical
line of duty for Christians, individually or corporately, at any modern
crisis which raises problems of this order. The historical approach to the
New Testament has only the subordinate, though essential, task of ascertain-
ing the central interests of Jesus amid the varying points of view in the New
Testament, and of emphasizing his primary religious outlook as the dominat-
ing consideration. ... .

v

Finally, the limitations of the historical method have to be recognized
in relation to the devotional use of the New Testament.

In approaching the New Testament along the lines of historical research,
we certainly gain 2 new sense of reality which is indispensable to devotion,
unless the latter is to be fantastic and sentimental. Also, the method does
produce a new sympathy with the religion of the primitive Church; if
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truly followed, it emancipates the mind from anything like 2 patronizing
or superior attitude to Jesus and his first disciples. In one sense we may say
that the devotional attitude is the criterion of the historical as well as of
the doctrinal interest in the New Testament, and that the historical method
is an aid here as elsewhere by putting us into touch wich a Lord who is real,
not a projection of our private fancies, and with living truth, which after
all is the source of devotion as it is of moral courage—for the religious mind
has a vital interest in truth. Yer more than all this is required in order to
possess the faculty of appreciating the inward meaning and message of
the New Testament. It is an insight which is aided but not produced by
the historical method. . . ..

The historical method neced not block the way to this devotional enjoy-
ment and understanding of the New Testament. To concentrate upon the
original meaning, to reconstruct the bearings of a New Testament passage
upon its immediate circle in the first century, is to do much, but not to
do all. It would be pedantic and unhistorical in the extreme to imagine that
the words of the New Testament cannot suggest to our minds more than
they did to those wha first heard or read them. The New Testament, like
all great lirerature, becomes charged with associations and fuller meanings,
as it lives on for those who use it. It is the property of a classic to contain
more than is at first intelligible, to gain or rather to reveal a reach of which
possibly even its original author was not fully conscious. “Thoughts were
given” to them “beyond their thought.” Even when we withhold from
the New Testament any special predicate of inspiration, we are bound to
allow it what we allow to writers like Homer, Virgil, Dante, or Shakespeare.
Its words carry far beyond their original circle, and their message is in-
exhaustible. A man may come by experience to life to find that passages
from Homer and Horace appeal to him “as if he had never before known
them,” and then he begins

to understand how it is that lines, the birth of some chance morning or evening at an
Ionian festival, or among the Sabine hills, have lasted generation after generation, for
thousands of years, with a power over the mind, and a charm, which the currenc litera-
ture of his own day, with all its obvious advantages, is utterly unable rto rival

So with the New Testament writings. Their authors do not always real-
ize the truth and range of what they sce and recount. Fuller experience is
required to draw this our, and the same applies to the effect of their
words. . ...

The truth is, that in its moments of anguish or of ardour, perplexed by the
sheer misery of the world or haunted by the sense of an indifferent order of
nature, struggling with the demands of God and the duties of human life,
or facing the tragic facts of sin and guilt and death, the soul understands
the New Testament as it was meant to be understood and as it always has
been understood by some on earth; here it meets the revelation of a liv-
ing God with pardon and peace, enjoying direct intercourse with a Lord

* Newman, Grammar of Assent, p. 78.



96 THE NATURE OF THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS

who liberates and renews and understands. Those who belong to any of the
various Christian communicies which have somehow adjusted themselves to
the New Testament by means of doctrines about tradition and inspira-
tion, are specially open to this devotional influence. The collective experi-
ence of the Christian past creates an atmosphere in which the New Testa-
ment vibrates for the present and acquires sacramental efficacy. The constant
use of it in religious discipline and direction charges its language with in-
spiration and impulse for the devour soul, till it ceases o be a mers world
of echoes and reminiscences. But the historical method is not necessarily at
variance with this use of the New Testament, unless we persist in regarding
that method as dry and detached—which is as uncritical as to imagine that
the knowledge of sciences like botany and geology impairs an eager appre-
ciation of nawure. Historical and literary criticism of the New Testamenc
may indeed, at some stages, preoccupy the mind with considerations which
do not make for any devortional use; the process of research may induce un-
easiness by appearing to leave us amid the débris of an historical framework,
or it may add to our insight without necessarily awakening our emotions;
the mind again may become conceited and unduly self-conscious as it
warks upon the records, unril their intrinsic force and meaning cease to be
felt. Yer these are either incidental defects, for which the historical method
itself is not responsible, or temporary pains of growth, Here, as in other
departments of inquiry into literary classics, the ultimate end is enjoyment
and appreciation. This is what justifies any critical training. It does not in-
deed imply, nor does it invariably accompany, broad and sound knowledge.
Anyone knows how in studying a classic like Homer or Dante we may
allow the rechnique of the critical method to prevent us from getting
through to the force and fire of the original, which the untrained will
often feel through the mere medium of a translation. It is a pity and a loss,
ten times 5o in the study of the New Testament. Let this then be my last
word about the historical method which weuld set our feet upon the road
to the New Testament: in moving towards this great literature we are not
fully enlightened if we fail to be moved by it as we approach it
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THE FOURTH GOSPEL AND SOME RECENT
CRITICISM

Vincent Tuaylor

THERE Is REASON to think that the next task to be undertaken in the discus-
sion of the Fourth Gospel is a kind of stocktaking. Are there any positions
which seem definitely won, and which therefore may serve as footholds for
further advance?

I

The date of the Gospel is perhaps the question on which the largest
amount of agreement has been reached. The days are gone for ever when
Baur could plead for the year 170 as the date of composition, and this is just
as true of the year 150 on which some of his followers fixed, and of the
year 140 which Schmiedel, influenced by the supposed allusion in John v.
43 to Bar Cochba’s rebellion, suggested. Step by step, in a progress largely
secured by the labours of Lightfoot, Westcott, Zalm and Sanday, the date
has been forced back to the end of the first century, or the opening years
of the second, Professor Bacon may be said to sum up the discussion when
he declares that the “formative period” of the Fourth Gospel “has al-
ready been determined as closely as the data available, or likely to be-
come available, admit.”

Equally decisive is the question of the provemance of the Gospel. It is
true that the late Canon Burney heas pleaded for Antioch as the region
where the Fourth Gospel first appeared, but the evidence offered is not
convincing, and cannot really be compared with that which converges
on Proconsular Asia, and on Ephesus its metropolis, as the place of origin.
Bacon, indeed, can urge with justice that the modern form of the Johannine
?uestion is but slightly, if at all, a question of date and provenance. Light-

oot’s battle-ground has become a well-established base of departure.

Agpain, we are at liberty to assume, with a high degree of confidence,
that the author was a Jew. The exceptions to the almost unanimous agree-
ment of modern scholars on this point are Professor Grill, of Tiibingen,
and M. Loisy. Alike by his knowledge of the Hebrew Bible, his acquaint-
ance with current Messianic expectations, his generally correct but un-Greek
style, his familiarity with Jewish feasts, parties and customs, the evangelist
plainly reveals his nationality, The objection that he speaks of the high-
priesthood as if it were an annual office is amply met by the reply thac in
describing Caiaphas as high priest “that year” the evangelist means “that
fateful year,” “that year of all years,” while his use of the term “the Jews”

Reprinted by permission from The Hibbert Journal, July, 1927.
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in reference to his own people is explained by the probabilicy of his long
separation from his native land, and by the part which his fellow-country-
men had played in the rejection and crucifixion of Jesus. On this question
Dr. J. Estlin Carpenter justly remarks: “However hard it is to explain the
language imputcd to Jesus zhout his own people, by almost universal con-
sent the evangelist was himself a Jew.” Whether the evangelist was a Pal-
estinian Jew is more open to question, He certainly has an accurate and
detailed knowledge of Palestinian topography, and of the Temple and
its environs in particular. Few geographical difficulties meet us in the Gos-

el, the most notable being the description of the Sea of Galilee as the Sea
of Tiberias, and it is rcasonable to suppose that with fuller knowledge these
would be explained. At least a “pilgrim’s knowledge” of Palestine 15 com-
monly granted to the evangelist, and how far this is a minimum is best
discussed in connection with the question as to whether he was an eye-
witness of the ministry of Jesus.

The fact that the evangelist was strongly aflected by the complex in-
fluences of his Hellenistic environment is beyond dispute. It is here, in the
study of the Gospel in relation to its environment, that modern research
has won its greatest triumphs, and among many who have contributed to
this advance may be mentioned Wendland, Wellhausen, Harnack, Bousset,
Bultmann, Loisy, Bacon, and in this country Stanton, Moffatt, Gardner, and
Carpenter. If the evangelist was a Jew by birth, he was by reason of his train-
ing and sympathies # Greek. The extent to which he was influenced by
Stoicism, the Alexandrian philosophy, the mystery religions, Gnosticism,
and the like, are matters upon which warm disputes will long be waged;
but of the effect of such influences upon the evangelist’s presentation of his
story and of his version of the sayings and discourses of Jesus there can be
no question. There is something very refreshing in Canon Streeter's confes-
sion that to him it has always been a matter of no little surprise that de-
fenders of orthodoxy, of all people, should be anxious to find the ancestry
of the evangelist’s Logos doctrine not in a conception of Philo, but “in a
Rabbinic paraphrase which is at best a rather childish attempt to dodge
the necessity of thought.” . . ..

Yet another point which research has removed from the realms of con-
jecture is the evangelist's use of Mark as a source. It is true that for cen-
turies the traditional view was that the evangelist was familiar with all the
Synoptics, and that he wrote with the idea of supplementing them. But
in modern times this assumption, like so many more, has been challenged
and subjected to criticism by Bacon, Buckley, Stanton, Streeter, Carpenter,
and others. The result of these inquiries may be summarised as follows:
Opinion is practically unanimous that the evangelist used Mark; it is divided
as to the use of Luke; and, on the whole, unfavourable to the writer's use
of Matthew. The importance of this question is greater than at first sight it
appears to be, as may be indicated by a quotation from Streeter: “The de-

endence of the Fourth Gospel vpon two earlier lives of Christ, neither
of which purports to be the work of eye-witnesses, would make it hard
to accept the tradition which ascribes it to an apostle, even if that ascrip-
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tion involved no other difliculties.” There is, of course, another considera-
tion to be borne in mind along with this, and that is the “extraordinary in-
dependence” with which the evangelist writes, the “masterful way” in which
he deals with the narratives of his predecessors. With much reason Streeter
contends that this fact, coupled with the evangelist’s evident familiaricy
with Palestinian topography and Rabbinic usage, “is much easier to explain
on the hypothesis that he was a personage who possessed, and was recog-
nised as possessing, a claim to write with independent authority.”

The remaining question to be considered in the present section is more
important than any which has yet been noticed: it s the agreement of re-
cent critics, almost without exception, in denying the direct Apostolic au-
thorship of the Gospel. Twenty-one years ago, when Dr. E. F. Scott pub-
lished. his stimulating book, The Fourth Gospel, Its Purpose and Theology,
he was taken to task for quietly assuming this position; but, if recent schol-
arship is any guide, no one could justly be criticised for taking this course
to-day. Indeed, to anyone who reads in succession the works of contem-
porary British scholars on the Fourth Gospel, the agreement in rejecting
the Apostalic autharity is positively astonishing, only a rare voice or two
is heard on the other side, The collapse of the traditional position has all the
decisiveness of a landslide. “And the ruin of that house was great” is the
only language apposite to the situation. I mention British scholarship in
particular because, while we can never forget rhe monumental work of
Zahn, it is in this conntry that the Apostolic anthorship has been defended
with so much ability and rtenacity of purpose, The worls of Westcotr,
Lightfoot, Drummond, and Sanday belong to the classical literature of the
subject, distinguished alike for their ripe scholurship and patient industry.
All'the more striking becomes the change which definitely set in abour 1920
In that year there appeared Stanton’s judicial treatise on the Fourth Gospel
and Charles’ epoch-making commentary on the Apocalypse, and subsequent-
ly and in rapid succession we have had more or less detailed discussions of
the Johannine problem by Garvie, Burney, Streercr, Strachan, Muirhead,
Charnwood, Nolloth, and Carpenter. These discussions have been marked
by keen penetration and an earnest desire to arrive at truth, and the signifi-
cant fearure is that, with a single exception, all these writers unite in re-
jecting the direct authorship of the Gospel by John, the son of Zebedee.
The exception is C. F. Nolloth, who remains with Bishop Gore a canvinced
supporter of the traditional position. To the list of scholars mentioned above
must also be added the name of Dr. A. E. Brooke, who, writing in Peake’s
Comrmentary, thinks that, while the Apostle John visited Ephesus, there
has been confusion in early tradidon berween him and another John, per-
haps his disciple, who lived till Trajan’s reign, We must also add the names
of those who previous to 1920 departed from traditional views, incloding
Abbotr, Moffatt, Gardner, Jackson, Burkitt, and Inge. Mareover, as is
well known, Sanday himself towards the end of his long life underwent a
change of mind; his final admission that he was “probably wrong” in his
earlier views is an intriguing statement, which, alas! can never be fully
explained. Among the names cited above none is so significant as that of
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Stanton. . ... It is not possible to state his argument in a few lines, but if a
single extract can indicate the considerations which weighed most with him,
the following may be selected:

Nor is the mental growth which must be assumed to have raken place in the evangelist,
if he was one of the Twelve, through having been brought under new influences, and
called to meet new intellectual and spiritual needs, perhaps an inconceivable one. But
is it probable; more partcularly is it probable if John, the son of Zebedee, was the
disciple in question? I do not think it can be held to be so by anyone who will duly
consider the course of his life so far as we know it (The Gospels as Historical Docu-
ments, Parc 11, p, 280).

It would be difficult to cite a passage more important in the discussion of the
Johannine problem in recent times than this, if we have regard to the point
of view which Stanton expressed and the massive character of his scholar~
ship. His investigation has convinced Lord Charnwood, and many others,

that the Fourth Gospel was “actually written by a follower and pupil of
the Apostle.” . ..,

I

On the borderline between positions which seem assured and those still
under dispute stands the question of the identity of “the disciple whom
Jesus Joved.” Indeed, we might transfer this question to the previous sec-
tion but for the uncertainty which besets the authorship of the Johan-
nine Appendix. In the case of John xxi. there can be no doubt at all that
the Beloved Disciple is the apostle John. Most scholars would hold that
the same identification is true of John xiii, 23, xix. 26, xx. 2, but a more
definite conclusion regarding the authorship of the Appendix seems neces-
sary to supply ground for full confidence. grofessor Bacon's explanation of
the disciple as an ideal figure wins few converts, although his treatment
of the question has probably done much to develop the view that, if
the Beloved Disciple is indeed the apostle, he is the son of Zebedee ideal-
ised.

The authorship of the Appendix is a question which to some extent can
be isolated and treated in irself. Unfortunately, on this issue agreement
has not been reached; and yet, in view of recent research, the difficulties
ought not to prove insuperable. So long as the author of the Gospel was
found in the apostle, it was difficult, if not impossible, to attribute John
xxi, to his pen, for the situation most naturally presupposed in the chap-
ter is that of the recent death of the Beloved Disciple, All the difficulties
by no means vanish when the evangelist is distinguished from the apostle,
but they are materially lessened. . . . . In any case, it is in the highest
degree unlikely that John xxi, 24 (“This is the disciple which beareth
witness of these things, and wrote these things: and we know that his
witness is true”) was written by the evangelist. On this point there is
very wide agreement, though the scholars who regard the Appendix as

the addition of a later writer generally take John xxi. 1-24 as a single
whole.
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This is perhaps the place where we can discuss to the best advantage
the tradition of the Epbhesine residence of the apostle. It cannot be doubted
that this question has suffered from being bound up with that of the
apostalic authorship of the Gospel; and it is much to be desired, now
that the latter position is so widely abandoned, that the former should
be debated afresh. It is true that in the two cascs the traditional evidence
is much the same. None the less, “false in onc false in both” is in this
matter a very misleading assumption. The two things do not stand on the
same plane. The residence of the apostle in Ephesus, if it is a fact, would,
as Stanton contends, be “matter of common knowledge, about which it
would have been exceedingly difficult for an error to arise and to hold its
ground”; while, on the other hand, “the writing of the Gospel would be
a work performed in private, of which few could have direct knowledge,
while from the first there would be 2 general disposition to magnify the
apostle’s connection with the book if he had, or could be suppased to
have had, any at all" (The Gospels as Historical Documents, Pare 1II,
pp. 279 f). To this excellent argument we may add the probability, sup-
ported by the few {and debated) quotations in Ignatius and Justin Martyr,
that the Gospel only slowly won its assured place in early Christian favour,
Early confusion on the question of authorship by no means carries with it
the necessity of denying the apostle’s sojourn in Ephesus. Indeed, it is
likely enough that the fact of the confusion requires the rest of the
tradition.

No doubt we must be careful lest we be guilty of trying to save at
all costs the remnants of a discredited tradition. It is of no use to “dig in”
at Cambrai if the only sound halting place is the line of the Marne,
But an objection of this kind may well be superficial, for there is good
reason to think that in retaining the tradition of the Ephesine residence
we really do stand on the banks of the Marne. Four considerations point
in this ({irection: (1) In the first place, the tradition itself is strong. It is
vouched for by Clement of Alexandria, Polycrates of Ephesus, the author
of the Muratorian Canon, Irenaeus, and Justin Martyr; and not only are
these witnesses independent, and as far removed from each other as
Egypt, Asia Minor, Rome and Gaul, but they also presuppose a tradition
which had long been current and which had established itself in every
part of the Christian world. (2) Again, the Appendix, whatever its au-
thorship, points in the same direction. (3) The fact also that no less than
five New Testament books, written in Ephesus or its neighbourhood,
have been attributed to the apostle’s pen is most naturally accounted for
if St. John had some association with that city. (4) Further, the very in-
dependence of the Gospel, and the fact that on several important points
its witness is superior to that of the Synoptists, are matters harmonious
with the tradition. To these arguments we must zdd the fact that impugn-
ers of the Gospel, like the Alogi, never attempted to contest the tradi-
tion that St. John had lived in Ephesus, although it would have served
their interests to do so, and also the fact that the Asian Quartodecimans
expressty defended their practice and beliefs regarding the time for ob-
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serving Faster by pleading the example of the apostle who had lived
amongst them. These points need to be considered afresh by critics who
have satisfied themselves that the inguiry ought now to be limired to the
study of the Gospel itself, or who treat the external evidence as if it
were mainly a study in the stupidities of Irenaeus.

Thus far I have left out of account the alleged Papias tredition as to
the martyrdom of the apostle, and this omission must now be repaired.
The evidence consists of the statements of two later writers, Georgius
Harmartolus (ninth century) and Philip of S8idé (fifth century), sup-
ported by a Syriac Martyrology of the fifth century and probably also
by the sixth century Calendar of Carthage, by the silence of certain early
writers who do not mention St. John among the surviving apostles, and
by Mark x. 39 (the saying about the Cup and Baptism) which is sup-
posed to imply the death of both James and John. This evidence has been
accepted as conclusive by many Continental scholars, and by Moffatt,
Burkitt, Charles, Strachan, and others, in Great Britain; but it has been
adversely criticised by Zahn, Harnack, Stanton, and more recently by
Nolloth, whose discussion of the evidence is particularly thorough and
trenchant. It is perhaps the reproach of modern scholarship that it should
be so divided on this issue. In particular, the opinion of Canon Charles,
who thinks the evidence sufficient to remove the Papias tradition “from
the sphere of hypothesis into that of reasonably established facts of
history,” is surprising; for the opinion may be hazarded that counsel of
average abiliies would have no difficulty in tearing the case to shreds.
As against the tradition that St. John suffered martyrdom the following
points may be summarised: (1) the fact that the very MS. of the Chron-
icle of Georgius, which supplies the alleged quotation itself contains the
ordinary tradition of rthe longevity of St. John; (2) the doubt that
Georgius and Philip are independent witnesses; (3) the fact that Philip
of Sidé is a proved bungler among carly ecclesiastical historjans; (4) the
very doubtful evidence supplied by the Calendars, the Syriac Calendar
in particular; (5) the dubious character of the interpretation assigned to
Mark x. 39; (6) the improbability that the Church in Asia Minor would
have denied to its greatest saint the crown of martyrdom; (7) the silence
of Irenaeus and KFusebivs, who doubtless had read the five books of
Papias. . . . . It is noteworthy that in the latest discussion of the Johan-
nine literature Dr, J. Estlin Carpenter, while admitting that “the view of
the relatively carly death of the apostle in Palestine has gained a large
amount of assent,” takes up a cautious attitude towards the question, and
remarks that “che student who examines the passages collected by Dr.
Charles may not feel his confidence that the Papias tradition is ‘removed
from the sphere of hypothesis into that of reasonably established facts
of history’” (The Johannine Writings, p. 42).

We must next examine the indications within the Gospel which point
to the use of « tradition separate and distinct from that embodied in the
Synoptic Gospels, This question ought clearly to be distinguished from
that of the historical character of the Fourth Gospel in general, a ques-
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tion, it is needless to say, on which the widest differences of opinion are
prevalent. The immediate question concerns the sources of information
to which the evangelist had access. Strecter has recently presented a strong
argument in favour of the hypothesis that the evangelist has made use
of Jerusalem traditions, That the evangelist should have treated a source
like Mark, about a quarter of a century after its composition, with so
much freedom is indeed a remarkable phenomenon, especially if we have
regard to the very different procedure of our first and third evangelists.
The presumption is that he knew of other traditions, and of this we have
indications in the numerous parallels berween matter found in the Fourth
Gospel and material peculiar to the Gospel of Luke, and still more in
some of the outstanding differences between the Fourth Gospel and the
Synoptics in general. Among these differences we may note the follow-
ing: (1) the possibility that some of the disciples had been followers of
the Baptist, and had already enjoyed some association with Jesus previous
to the call in Galilee related in Mark i. 16-20; (2) the probability that
Jesus visited Jerusalem on more occasions than one, and carried on a
ministry there; (3) the possibility thar the evangelist is right in antedac-
ing the Cleansing of the Temple; (4) the still greater histarical superiority
shown in his date for the Supper and the Crucifixion; (5) the special
knowledge displayed in certain details in the Passion narrative, such as the
references to Annas and the disciple who was “known unto the high
priest.” The carrect induction to be drawn is a matter of no small diffi-
culty. It is certain, 1 think, that Streeter voices a growing conviction
when he says that “at any rate the hypothesis that the author of the Gos-
pel had a personal acquaintance with Jerusalem tradition would consid-
erably ease the critical difficulties arising from a documentary compari-
son of this Gospel with the Synoptics” (T'he Four Gospels, p. 418).
Was the evangelist himself an eve-witness? It will be remembered that
this question was the third link in the chain of argument by which West-
catt, and many since, sought to demonstrate the Apostolic authorship of
the Gospel. As such the link is broken: the clear signs of the possession
of a good historical tradition on the part of the writer do not really
compel us to suppose that he was an eye-witness in the sense that Peter,
James and John were eye-witnesses. And, indeed, with the Synoptic
Gospels before us, the contrary suggestion can hardly be resisted, for
lifelike as these Gospels are, even they are not the work of eye-witnesses.
And yet we have to reckon with the words of John i. 14 (*We beheld
his glory”), and still more with the words of I John i. 1-4 (“That which
.« .. we have scen with our eyes . . . . and our hands handled . . . .”),
passages which are not adequartely interpreted by the suggestion of spir-
itual sight and hearing, if we deal justly with the terms used and the
contexts in which they appear. The solution recently suggested by Stan-
ton and other writers docs grearer justice to the dual situation than the
views of either conscrvative or radical critics. Referring to the passages
cited, Stanton claims that, reasonably to justify their use, we must “at
least suppose that the writer, if not old enough to have been an actual
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follower of Jesus in the days of His ministry, could yer regard himself
and a few compeers as belonging to the generation then fast disappear-
ing in which the great revelation had been made” (The Gospels as His-
torical Documents, Part 111, p. 142). Later in the same work he writes:
“One can, however, understand that the claim in question might be made
by a youth or boy, younger by some years than the Apostle John . . . .
but who could remember having sometimes himself seenn and heard Jesus,
and who had dcrived a sense of a knowledge, which was at least almost
immediate, of rhe Divine revelation made in the Lord, by intimare as-
sociation with His personal disciples very soon after His departure” (op.
cit., 281). In line with this intcrpretation is the suggestion of a number
of writers, and recently of Strachan and G. W. Wade, that in the refer-
ence to the “disciple known to the high priest” (John xviii. 15) the evan-
gelist “actually and directly refers to himself,” “By mentioning that he had
brought St. Peter into the high priest’s court,” Wade writes, “he has in-
troduced his own figure inco a corner of one of the scenes which he de-
seribed (just as the Second Evangelist has done in Mark xiv. 51, 52" (New
Testament History, pp. 228 f). This is 2 conception of the evangelist as
an eye-witness very different from rhat of Wescott, bur ir seems to rest
on better foundations.



HISTORICITY OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL
AND THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS

Wilbert Francis Howard

“TuE Fourtn GospiL is not a faithful historical account of the life and
teaching of Jesus.” Such is the blunt verdice of M. Jean Réville at the
close of his critical analysis.? Dr. P. W. Schiniedel dismisses the matter
with. o mere wave of the hand. “A book which begins by declaring Jesus
to be the logos of God and ends by representing a cohort of Roman sol-
diers as falling to the ground at the majesty of His appearance (xviil, 6),
and by representing 100 pounds of ointment as having been used at His
embalming (xix. 39), ought by these facts alone to be spared such a mis-
understanding of its true character as would be implied in supposing
that it meant to be an historical worl.” 2

A far more discriminating judgment is given by Professor C. H. Dodd.
“We may now say with confidence that for strictly historical material,
with the minimum of subjective interpretation, we must not go to the
Fourth Gospel. Its religious value stands beyond challenge, and it is the
more fully appreciated when its contribution to our knowledge of the
bare facts of the life of Jesus becomes a secondary interest. This is not to
say that it makes no such contribution. But it is to the Synoptic Gospels
that we must go if we wish to recover the oldest and purest tradition of
the facts”'

Any actempt to estimate the historical value of the Johannine record
must therefore start with a comparison between the Fourth Gospel and
the Synoptics. For the present we shall limic ourselves to narrative, leav-
ing over the question of the Johannine presentation of the teaching of
Jesus for a later chapter. This comparison furnishes data under four
headings. () Episodes common to John and the Synoptics; (&) episodes
peculiar to John; (¢) Synoptic episodes omitted by John; (d) Synoptic
episodes nor recorded by John, which have yet left a trace in the Johan-
nine narrative,

(a) Under the first head are to be placed the ministry of the Baptist
and his testimony to Jesus, the call of the first disciples, the healing of
the officer’s son at Capernaum, the feeding of the five thousand, the
walking on the sea, the triumphal entry, the cleansing of the Temple, the
anointing at Bethany, the last supper, the warning of the betrayal, the

* Le Quatriéme Evangile, p, 297.
2 Encye. Bib,, ii. 2542.
* The Authority of the Bible, p. 228.

From The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticion and Interpretation, London, 1931, pp.
142-57. Reprinted by permission of the publishers, The Epworth Press.
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warning of the denial, the betrayal and arrest, the resistance of Perer,
the trial before the high priest, the trial before Pilate, the people’s choice
of Barabbas, the crucifixion and burial, the empry grave. In addition to
these, we should, perhaps, identify the story of the miraculous draught
of fish given in John xxi, 1-13 with the similar story placed eatlier in
the ministry of Jesus in Luke v. 1-11. It is also worthy of remark that
in the Fourth Gospel, as in the Synoptic Gospels, Perer’s confession of
faith follows the crisis in the Galilean ministry, being placed after the
feeding of the multitude, the walking on the sea, the demand for a
sign, and the close of the period of popularity.

(b) Of the episodes peculiar to this Gospel, the most remarkable are
four miracles: turning water into wine at Cana, healing the impotent
man at Bethesdr, giving sight to the man born blind (at Siloam), and the
raising of Lazarus. Amongst the others are the interviews with Nico-
demus and with the woman of Samaria, the advice given to Jesus by His
brothers to go up to Jerusalem to win disciples at the feast, and then, in
the course of the narrative of the Passion, the visit of the Greeks, the
feet-washing, the judicial appearance before Annas, with certain episodes
in the post-resurrection story, mare especially the visit of Peter and the
other disciple to the sepulchre, and the conviction of Thomas.

(c) Synopric episodes not represented in the Fourth Gospel are too
numerous to be recorded in detail. The most significant omissions are
the actual baptism of Jesus, the temptation in the wilderness, the cure
of demoniacs and lepers, the association of Jesus with outcasts and sin-
ners, the transfiguration, the institution of the Eucharist, the agony in
Gethsemane, the cry of dereliction on the cross.

(d) Synoptic episodes which, while not related by John, have yet left
a trace in the Fourth Gospel include the choosing of the Twelve (cf.
John vi. 70}, the imprisonment of the Baptist (iii. 24), the agony (John
xil, 27, xviil. 11), and possibly the Eucharist (John vi. 53, 54).

Before we can settle the question, How and why does John modify
the Synoptic material? there is the preliminary question to answer, Did
John know and use any or all of the Synoptic Gospels? By general con-
sent he made use of Mark. In addition to the verbal resemblances given
in an earlier chaprer, it is cnough to refer to the parallel narratives of
the feeding of che multitude (John vi. 1-15; cf. Mark vi. 32-44, viii. i-10).
There is less complete agreement regarding John's use of Luke. Stanton
denies it, while Streeter gives reasons for the o posite view. Some con-
siderations in favour of the theory that the Fourth Evangelist knew Luke’s
Gospel are that in these Gospels alone Annas (Luke iii. 2; John xviii.
12, 24) and Martha and Mary (Luke x. 38; John xi. 1 f., xii. 2 {.) are
named. In both, the Jews ask if the Baptist is the Messiah, and are told
by him that he is not {Luke iii. 15; John i. 19-20). In Luke vii. 38 the
woman who was a sinner wiped the feet of Jesus with her hair afrer
bedewing them with tears, This was a simple and natural action. But
when we read in John xii. 3 thar Mary acted thus after pouring precious
ointment on the Master's feer, we are as much surprised at the unsuit-
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ability of the instrument as at the unbound tresses of the lady of the
house. The only possible explanation is that the Evangelist, by association
of ideas, has worked into his otherwise authentic account of the incident
at Bethany a reminiscence of the familiar but distinct story told by Luke.
In the Passion narrative the treachery of Judas is attributed by both to
Satan’s entrance into him (Luke xxiii, 3; John xiii. 27). The Mount of
Olives is mentioned as a favourite resort of Jesus and His disciples (Luke
xxil. 39; John xviil. 2). Peter’s denial is foretold after, not during, supper
(Luke xxil. 31-4; John xiii. 36-8). It was the right car of the high priest’s
servant which Peter cut off (Luke xxii. 50; John xviii. 10). Pilate thrice
declared Jesus to be innocent (Luke xxiii. 4, 14, 22; John xviii, 38, xix, 4, 6).
The sepulchre in which Jesus was laid had never yet been used (Luke
xxiii. 52; John xix. 41). Two angels appeared to the women at the empty
tomb. To these Goguel adds three striking points of agreement: the
thought that the assumption of Jesus is regarded by both Evangelists as
the end of the ministry of Jesus (Luke ix. 51; John xiii. 1), that Luke
spealss (xxiv. 49) of the gift of the Spirit as of the promise of the Father
in a way that recalls the Johannine doctrine of the Paraclete, and that
the frequent escapes of Jesus from the hands of His enemies, in the
Fourth Gospel (John viii. 59, x. 39, xii. 36), are analogous to the story
in Luke iv. 29. The first would be more impressive if the Lucan term
avdAquins had recurred in John, who employs the figure of perdBaous.

Reasons have often been suggested for the Evangelist's choice, or re-
jection, of the material at his disposal. Thus of the many signs which Jesus
wrought he sclected, amongst others, four which serve to enhance the
superhuman power of Jesus: the nature miracle at Cana in Galilee, the
healing of a man who had been a cripple for thirty-cight years and of
another man who had been blind from birth, and, above all, the raising of
a man who had been four days in the tomb. On the other hand, it is easy
to find plausible grounds for some of the omissions. Thus the divine dig-
nity of our Lord might seem to be compromised by the story of the
temptation, the agony in the garden, and the cry of abandonment on the
cross, Polemical or apologetic aims may have led to silence regarding the
submission of Jesus to baptism by John, and the institution of the Euchar-
ist; and, if Gnostic errors were as keenly present to the mind of the writer
of the Gospel as when the First Epistle was written, we may, perhaps,
bring the strange avoidance of any reference to demoniacs under the same
head, Theological propriety may have led the Evangelist to suppress the
story of the transfiguration, since he regarded the whole incarnate life of
Jesus as a revelation of His glory (John 1, 14, ii. 11, xi. 4, 40) which would
be perfectly manifested only afrer His death (John vil. '39,',\'iii. 32, xvil,
1, 4, 5). It is not so easy to think that the Johannine Christ is deliberately
brought into the deferential company of a Nicodemus as an offset to the
humble companionship of publicans and sinners described in the Synop-
tics, The “higher social milier” of which Windisch speaks can be found
in the earlier Gospels as well.

Ar the samc time there are many touches in some of these narratives
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which suggest either that this Evangelist is dependent upon sources ather
than the Synoptics, or that he is taking them from an earlier source which
he and the Synoptists are using in common. Thus the note appended to
the witness of John to Jesus, “These things took place in Bethany beyond
Jordan, where John was baptizing” (John i 28), has no theological value,
and can hardly have been added to give topographical realism to a nar-
rative, since it introduces perplexity into the story, for the only Bethany
which is known is the village near Jerusalem. The same may be said of
the note in John i 44 that Bethsaida was the home of Andrew, Peter, and
Philip. In the account of the cleansing of the Temple, whatever may be
our judgment of the chronological position which this episode occupies
in John, the discussion with the Jews (John ii. 18-20) is independent of
the Synoptic record, but is most appropriate and gives a clue to the origin
of the false witness brought against Jesus at His trial (Mark xiv. 58). In
the story of the healing of the officer’s son, the term used, Bamduds, is more
correct; for Galilee was ar that time under the rule of Herod Antipas,
not of the Roman procurator, and an officer in Herod's little military
establishment suits the context far better than a subordinate officer in the
Roman army. Either this Evangelist is correcting the story in its Matthew-
Luke form, or else he is going back to an older tradition which has been
inexactly modified in Q. Goguel has acutely observed that in two episodes
recorded in John vii. 1-3 and x. 40-2 there is a picture of Jesus waiting
upon apportune circumstances which stands in sharp contradiction to the
Evangelist’s fundamental conception of the absolute opposition which
clashed with the work of Jesus. There is therefore internal evidence that
these two passages depend upon early tradition. In this, as in other cases of
the use of non-Synoptic information, we may think of written sources, or
of an eycwitness whose memoirs have been taken down by the Evangelist.

It is when we come to the Passion narrative that we are most keenly alive to
the presence of some other authority besides the Synoptic tradition behind
the Fourth Evangelist, This subject has received very full attention in a
monograph by Maurice Goguel, who detects signs of an early tradition
in the threefold indication that the Last Supper took place on the day
before the Passover (John xiil. 1, xviii. 28, xix. 14), in the first announce-
ment of Judas's treason (John xiii. 18-20), in the topographical detail in
the description of the garden (xviil. 1), in the intervention of the cohort
and the chiliarch in the arrest (xviii. 12), and of Nicodemus in the story of
the burial (xix. 39). There is another story which might well be added to
these episodes. M, Goguel treats the account of the feet-washing as an
elabaration of the saying in Luke xxii. 27, “For whether is greater, he that
sitteth at meat, or he that serveth? is not he that sitteth at meat? but I am
in the midst of you as he that serveth.,” On the contrary it seems likely
that the story preserved in the Johannine narrative of the Last Supper has
left this one trace in the Third Gospel, and that there is an echo of that
incident in the words used in 1 Pet, v. §, “Yea, all of you gird yourselves

(yxopBicacfe] with humilicy [as with 2 slave’s apron], to serve one
another.”
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The introduction of 2 Roman officer and a band of Roman soldiers into
the story of the arrest is ar firse sight an improbable embellishment, On
closer examination, however, it is not unlikely that, if the Sanhedrin, or
its most active spirits, had resolved no delivering Jesus up to the Roman
authority as a dangerous stirrer up of sedition, they would take the pre-
caution of seeking some help from the officer whose special duty at the
feast it was to prevent dangerous disorder from arising in the Temple
court. Years after, another chiliarch, Claudius Lysias, took counsel with
the Sanhedrin when the peace of the city seemed to be imperilled by
another Jew, a follower of the same Jesus. According to the Johannine
account the Temple police went forward to arrest the man whom they
wanted, and it was only when Peter’s rash flourish with the sword threat-
encd armed resistance that the soldiers took the lead. The picturesque ex-
aggeration of xviil. 6 does not destroy the historical value of the tradition
as a whole,

The relationship of the Fourth Gospel to the Synoptics is the subject of
an exhaustive discussion by Professor Windisch, who considers three pos-
sibilities, according to which the Johannine Gospel is supplementary to,
independent of, or interpretative of, the Synoptics, and rejects all these in
favour of a fourth attitude—namely, that it replaces them. This rigid dif-
ferentiation of aims seems too artificial, and we see more reason to say
that John often supplements and interprets the Gospels already in general
favour, and that he sometimes even corrects them, than that he intends to
supersede them. . . . .

There are several indications in the Johannine account of the last week
that the Fourth Evangelist is in possession of authoritative information
enabling him to correct the Synoptic chronology of that week in certain
important details. The story of the anointing at Bethany is introduced
(x1L. 1) with a precise indication of time which so obviously contradicts the
Marcan (and Matthaean) tradition that it is impassible to put it down to an
artificial appearance of accuracy on the part of an imaginative writer.
The scene at Bethany is dated “six days before the Passover,” and pre-
cedes the triumphal entry, whereas from Mark xiv. 1 (followed in Matt.
xxvi. 1) we learn that it was “two days” before the Passover, and some
time after the triumphal entry. Still more striking is the clear evidence
that the Fourth Evangelist dared the Last Supper on the night before the
Passover, and the crucifixion of Jesus on the day of the Passover (John
xiii, 1, 29, xviii, 28, xix. 14, 36). The Synoptists (Mark xiv. 16; Matt. xxvi.
19; Luke xxii, 13) all say that the disciples who were sent in advance “made
ready the Passover.” Yet Mark and Luke both have allusions which raise
doubts about the correctness of their identification of the Supper with the
Passover (Mark xiv. 2, 43, 47, 53, xv. 46; Luke xxil. 38, xxii. 56). More-
over, the phraseology of Luke xxil. 15, 16, although rather ambiguous,
probably implies that Jesus knew that He would not live to eat the Pass-
aver with his disciples.

In considering the date of the Supper and of the Crucifixion, as also in
determining whether the cleansing of the Temple is correctly placed in
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the last week by the Synoptists or eatlier in the ministry by John, the first
need is to rid ourselves of the assumption that there is a threefold witness
against the Fourth Gospel. As regards narrative Matthew s litle more than
a mere rcpetition of Mark. Those who accept the Proto-Luke theory, ad-
vanced with such cogent arguments by Canon Streeter, discriminate be-
tween those portions of Luke which belong to the earlier strata and those
which bear the sign of later introduction {rom Mark. Let the reader ex-
amine the text of this pre-Marcan form of the Gospel, and ask himself
whether Luke regarded the Last Supper as the Passover meal. Let him also
see what place is occupied by the cleansing of the Temple. The experi-
ment may be tried by reading Dr. Vincent Taylor's The First Draft of
St. Luke’s Gospel, which was drawn up on the basis of his book, Behind
the Third Gospel, and of Canon Streeter’s The Four Gospels, without
any reference to critical questions raised by the Fourth Gospel. The sto
of the cleansing of the Temple, which only occupies two short verses in
Luke, is treated as a Marcan insertion. In both these important questions
we have to choose between the Second and the Fourth Gospels, It 1s there-
fore a matter which must be decided by internal evidence. This has led
many moderrt scholars to favour the Johannine deparcure from the Marcan
dare of the Supper and of the Crucifixion. Certainly the great authority of
Gustaf Dalman can be cited for the Synoptic as against the fohannine
presentation. His explanation is that the Fourth Evangelist knew that the
words recorded by the Synoptists in connexion with the distribution of
the bread and of the wine were acrually spoken, but that he suppressed
them in his account of the events of the last evening, transferring them to
the discourse in Capernaum. He did this for a double reason. He wished to
emphasize “that it is the Person of our Lord (whose Flesh and Blood are
the organs of His Spiric) that is of the greatest value to humanity (perhaps
in opposition to 2 nascent tendency to over-emphasize the importance of
the sign as such).” He also feared that, as the disciples could not distin-
guish berween spirit and flesh (John vi. 60—3), the words if recorded in
their original form would give rise to more serious misunderstandings,
which would put the teaching and behaviour of Christians in an unfavor-
able light. Having, then, transferred words which were originally spoken
at the Last Supper as a Passover meal to another place, to show that what
our Lord said to His disciples on that last night had nothing to do with
this Jewish rite, he was compelled “to push back this last evening for one
day, so that the Passover meal would have taken place after the death of
Jesus, To the author, to whom the spiritual possession of God’s grace and
truth in Jesus was central, this method did not seem wrong.” Dalman
naturally ohserves with reference to the influence of motive upon nar-
rative, “If this be the case, it is a serious warning to us not to put too
much weight upon the Johannine presentation of the ourward order of
events of the earthly life of our Lord.” ¢

We shall consider later on the significance of the narrative in John vi.

¢ Jesus-Jeschua, pp. 84, 85.
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and the discourse on the Bread of Life. At the moment, our concern is
with the correctness or incorrectness of the Johannine date of the Supper
and the Crucifixion. We have seen that within the Synoptic Gospels there
are marks of confusion on this point, and Dalman’s treatment of these
marks is not convincing. But there is another witness whose evidence
turns the scale in favour of the Fourth Gospel in this matter. Paul’s meta-

hor of Christ as “our Passover,” and his allusion to the Resurrcetion “on
the third day, according to the Scriptures,” points clearly to a very early
tradition that the Crucifixion took place on the day appointed for the
slaying of the paschal lamb, and the first appearance of the risen Lord took
place on the morning when the sheaf of the first-fruits was lifted up and
waved by the priest in the Temple. “Purge out the old leaven, thar ye may
be a new lump, even as ye are unleavened. For our Passover also hath
been sacrificed, even Christ: therefore let us keep the feast, not with old
leaven, neither with the leaven of malice and wickedness, but with the
unleavened bread of sincerity and truth” (I Cor. v. 7 £.). “But now hath
Christ been raised from the dead, the firstfruits of them that are asleep”
(I Cor. xv. 20). The language is metaphorical, but its symbolism depends
for its appropriateness upon the historical traditon. In support of this
contention we nust also refer to Canon Box’s powerful arguments which
show that the ritual of the Supper is ro be identified with that of the
Kiddush of Passover rather than the paschal meal itself. The weight of
the evidence seems, therefore, to show that in this matter the Fourth
Evangelist is following information which he has good reason for pre-
ferring to the definite statement of the Synoptists.

Critical opinion is not so generally favourable to the Johannine dating
of the cleansing of the Temple. This question is bound up with another—
that is, the difficule problem of the raising of Lazarus. The Synoptic Gos-
pels are silent upon this tremendous miracle and for them it was the
cleansing of the Temple that provoked the bitter hostility of the high-
priestly group. With John, the raising of Lazarus focuses the enmity of
the authorities at Jerusalem, It cannot be denied that Formgeschichte has
shaken somewhat the older confidence that the Marcan narrative provides
a reliable chronological framework for the ministry of Jesus, Inasmuch
as Mark records only one visit to Jerusalem, if that tradition describing the
cleansing of the Temple had no time-context, the Evangelist had no option,
but would inevitably place it during the final week. We have seen that the
story was not in Proro-Luke, bur was inserted with other Marcan matter
in a senrence of twa. If the raising of Lazarus is dismissed as unhistorical
there is less doubt that Mark is right in bringing in the cleansing of the
Temple as a decisive factor leading to the death of Christ during thar last
Passover visit. But if, however the story be accounted for, persistent
rumours of some stupendous work of healing won for Jesus a royal wel-
come into the city, we have a sufficient cause for the determination to
take swift and effective measures for silencing Him for ever. Some scholars
still maintain the possibility that the dramatic act was repeated. But, whilst
the older writers did so for harmonistic reasons, Dr. Vacher Burch finds
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a reason for the different time and position given to the expulsion of the
vendors in this and the other Gospels in the repetition of the contrasts of
Churist's revelation, as the successive Passover presented the same features. ... .
We are thrown baclc upon the choice berween placing this incident at
the beginning or at the end of the ministry. Accidental displacement
seems out of the question. We have then to decide whether the Evangelist
placed it av the beginning for doctrinal or dramatic reasons, or because
he had good ground to trust the tradition on which he relied for the
order of narrative material, In view of the sound tradition of which he
avails himself in other places, and seeing that Synoptic evidence means
here no more than Mark, who has only the final week in which to place
any incidents belonging to Jerusalem, we feel strongly drawn to accept-
ing the Johannine date. Our chief misgiving arises from the close connec-
tion with the Nicodemus episode, which might have fitred more naturally
into a later stage of the Jewish hostility to Jesus. Archbishop Bernard
definitely prefers the Marcan dating of the cleansing of the Temple, and
attribures the Johannine position to “some mistake which cannot now be
explained.”



JOHN AND THE SYNOPTISTS

Benjamin W, Bacon

THE TESTIMONY of antiquity to the relation of Jn and the Synoptic

Gospels finds expression in two passages of Eusebius. The first of these
reads as follows:

They say that John, who had employed all his time in preaching the gospel orally,
finally proceeded to write for the following reason. The thrce Gospels already men-
tioned (Mt, Mk, Lk) having come into the hands of all, and into his own too, they say
that he accepred them and bore witness to their truthfulness; but that there was lacking
in them an account of the deeds done by Christ at the beginning of his ministry.*

As the context shows, this passage is a part of a summary of the argu-
ments advanced by Proclus against Gaius of Rome in their dispute over
the admission of the fourth Gospel into the Canon. In this dispute, which
occurred in the latter half of the second century and was reflected by
the Muratorianum and Irepaeus, Gaius maintained that to admit Jn to
canonical standing would set “the Gospels at varjance with one another.”
The chief cause of difficulty was Jn 1-4. To the objection raised on this
score, Proclus answered along the line of Eusebius’ statement: Jn was
written not to impugn the truthfulness of the Synoptists, but to supple-
ment their reliable record.

Eusebius’ second passage is a quotation from the Hypotyposes of Clem-
ent of Alexandria. Cited by the latter as the “tradition of the earliest
elders,” it shows a much deeper insight into the real difference between
Jn and the Synoptists, The passage reads:

Last of all John also, perceiving that the external facts had been made plain in the
Gospel, being urged by %is friends (an inference from Jn 21:24) and inspired by the
Spirit, composed a spiritual Gospel.®

Here again Jn is regarded as a document intended to supplement the
Synoptic Gospels. But according to Clement, Jn endeavored not so much
to introduce new facts and discoveries into the authorized tradition, as to
add height and depth to the whole record. As Macgregor says in his
recent commentary: “Clement means that it is the distinction of this
Gospel to present the soul of Christ’s life-story rather than its body, and
to interpret the inward and eternal significance of the Christian revelation.”

But even in this form the theory of supplementation does not do justice

* His, Eeel,, 11, 24, 7.
*Op. cit.,, V1, 14, 7.

From The Gospel of the Hellenists, New York, 1933, pp. 111-19. Reprinted by per-
mission of the publishers, Henry Holt & Company.
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to the facts. Jn is more than a Midrashic commentary on accepted tradi-
tion. He “sets out to interpret the Christian story and Christian experience
to the new world of Hellenism by translaring the gospel into a form
intelligible to Greek modes of thought.” And “the gospel” interpreted is
not merely the Synoptic tradition. It is a masterful selection of marterial
chosen from a wide variety of souvces with special reference to the pur-
posc in mind.

The last century has witnessed the gradual downfall of the supplemen-
tation theory as criticism has undermined, one after the other, the bul-
warks of the harmonists. No competent scholar will today contend that
the fourth Gospel was composed merely as a supplement to the other
three. On the contrary, it expresses the aim common to all our Evangelists,
namely, to supply the whole need of a regional church in the line of gospel
teaching. In its composition, Jn belongs to the period when each church
had but a single writing which it designated “the Gospel.” The Appendix,
it is true, knows another type of evangelic tradition, a type in which
Peter stands as chief witness; but even the Appendix places Peter in a
relatively unimportant position. Its apostolic “witness” is “the disciple
whom, Jesus loved.” No other, not even Peter, is competent to deliver the
complete saving “truth,” no macter how great the mass of “books” telling
of the “other things that Jesus did” might become. If the writer of the
Appendix, though familiar with another accredited tradition, none the
less claims supreme authority for Jn, shall we say that its author at a far
earlier date doubted the sufficiency of his own composition? This is cer-
tainly contrary to his own statement in Jn 20:30 f. where he indicates that
he regavds his work as a sufficient means of creating in its readers the faith
which leads to the supreme goal, “life.”

Of course, ancient harmonists did not attempt to deny that the fourth
Evangelist was acquainted with the work of his predecessors. This was
as readily apparent to them as to moderns. Moreover, in spite of their
great desire to give the Gospel an early date (Muratorianum) and above
all to insist on its apostolicity, they refused to account for the undeniable
parallels between the first three Gospels and the fourth by assigning pri-
ority to Jn. That Jn had been composed after the other Gospels was
apparently a known fact and was never really doubted. If, then, we
reject the theory of the harmonists, how can we account for the peculiar
combination of disregard and dependence which the fourth Gospel mani-
fests in its relation to its predecessors? This question, discussed by many
critics, has received no more thorough and exhaustive treatment than that
of H. Windisch in his volume Johannes und die Synoptiker. His conclusion
is that Jn was written not to supplement but to displace the Synoptic
Gospels.

So far as the extent and character of Jn's dependence on Mk, Lk and
Mr are concerned there will be little dissent from the conclusions of
Windisch, supported as they are by detailed comparison of texts, and
adopted rather as admissions to opposing views than in support of his
own. He considers Jn’s use of Mk certain, his use of Lk highly probable,
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and his use of Mt not improbable. Mt, indeed, is least congenial to Jn
both in tone and standpoint, and the only real instance of verbal agree-
ment betwceen them is that of Jn 12:8 and Mt 26:11. But Jn 12:8 is lacking
in the Sinaitic Syriac, our oldest witness to the text, and is probably a gloss.

Nevertheless, acquaintance with all three Synoptists must be regarded
highly probable. It is all the more difficult under these circumstances to
account for the high-handed manner in which Jn sets aside Synoptic
tradition, giving preference to elements taken from the mass of legendary
material referred to in 20:30. The process by which groups of anecdotes
were combined to produce a hieratic drama began, it is true, as early as
Mk. Here each of the two major phases of Jesus’ ministry, the Galilean and
the Judean, is introduced by an epiphany, the first in Mk 1:1-13, the second
in Mk 9:2-13. But for Jn this is not enough. Everything in his Gospel nmust be
conformed to the idea of the incarnation of the messenger from heaven.
Petrine tradition told how Jesus of Nazareth, after he was anointed with
the Holy Ghost, went about doing good, healing all those that were op-
pressed of the devil (Acts 10:38). But Peter's simple reminiscences seem
to have impressed Jn as quite unsuitable in character for liturgical reading
in the churches. His cpiphany (Jn 2:1-11), his “signs” of the Son of God,
and his message of rhe kingdom as given in the five great festal discourses
are all quite different from the Synoptic counterparts. Only the general
division of Jesus’ career into a Galilean ministry, extending from the bap-
tism to the feeding of the multicude, and a Judean miniscry, ending with
the Passion and Resurrection, remains as a reminiscence of the outline of
Mk, while the five festal discourses correspond in number, though not in
time, location or subject, to the five discourses of Mt. The few “signs”
which Jn thinks it worth while to take from Synoptic story are completely
rewritten and point a different moral. The teaching material is even more
completely recast. It is possible to recognize only a few standard themes
and an occasional logion.

We are carried even further toward acceptance of Windisch’s para-
doxical view when we endeavor to answer the question, What is the atti-
tude of the fourth Evangelist toward the authoriries recognized in his
time as the sponsors of Synopric tradition? Peter, who is the leader and
spokesman of the Tivelve in the Synoptic Gospels, has a somewhat similar
role in Jn. Yet he appears almost invariably in an unfavorable light, or
at least in a position inferior to thar of some other disciple. Thus in the
calling of the first disciples (1:35-42) it is Andrew, not Peter, who first
acknowledges the Lord and makes the grear confession. Peter is silent.
Where the confession of Caesarea Philippi should appear (6:68-71) Peter
is indeed relieved (at Iscariot’s expense) of the odium of comparison with
Saran (cf. Mk 8:33), but he loses also all claim to an individual act of faich,
voicing rather the opinion of the Twelve. Peter’s only other appearance
in Jn is in the Passion story. Here he is rebuked both for word and act
(13:6-10, 36-38; 18:10 f.), denies his Lord (18:25-27), and is not (save in
the Appendix) rehabilitated. Following the Lord “afar off” after Geth-
semane (18:15 f.), at the empry tomb (20:1-10), and even at the Sea of
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Galilee (21:1-7), Peter loses his claim to be first. Even in attaining the
resurrection faith he is second to another, unknown, disciple. If we com-
pare the way in which Mt or even Lk handles MKk's story of Peter with its
trearment at the hands of Jn, the difference in attitude will be entirely
apparent.

James, who as one of the desposynoi was the other outstanding sponsor
of evangelic tradition in the days of Jn, is not mentioned at all in the fourth
Gospel, save as onc of the group of “his brethren” who in 7:5 are said to
have refused belief in Jesus. There is, morcover, no suggestion that he
subsequently changed his views.

Of the other “relatives” only Jesus’ mather is mentioned, and then
merely to receive a rebuke at Jesus’ hand (2:4) and to be committed to
the care of the “disciple whom he loved” (19:25-27). The rest of the
Johannine dramatis persomae are equally out of raEport with Galilean
tradition. The Baptist's call to repentance, Jesus’ preaching of the kingdom,
the publicans and sinners, the demoniacs and those who imporrunately
plead to be healed have all disappeared. Other individuals and places appear
in the foreground. Cana takes the place of Capernaum as the opening
scene of the Galilean ministry, and Nathanacl, who according to the Ap-
pendix lived ac Cana, becomes one of the leading disciples, Apart from
Peter the only members of the Twelve who are of any conscquence for
Jn are those with Greek names and surnames, that is Andrew and Philip,
who come from the Greek city of Bethsaida, and Thomas Didymus. Save
where infrequently he depends upon Synoptic tradition, the real sponsor
of the events narrated by the Elder is the mysterious “disciple whom Jesus
Joved.”

All this is clearly contrary to the supposition of any line of tradition
leading back either to Peter or to a Jerusalemic body of “witnesses.” It
is taken by defenders of the traditional authorship to be favorable to their
contention that John son of Zebedee was the ultimate authority, if not
the author of the Gospel. To some extent this is really true. Unquestionably
the writer of the Appendix means the reader to take this view, and the
boldness with which Petrine and Jacobean tradition is swept aside favors
his suggestion. The complete silence of the Gospel concerning cither of
the two sons of Zebedee, particularly in the story of the calling of the
first disciples, where we expect James and John to follow Andrew and
Peter (1:35-42), would also favor this view were there not reason to
believe, because of the lack of a proper subject for the verbs of v. 43, that
the omission is redactional.

The fatal objections to the “defenders” theory are two in number.
First, the John, Son of Zebedee, who thus would sweep away the Petrine
tradition, would be the very antithesis of the John known to Synoptic
story and to Paul. Second, the subject matter which this John presents is
not, as we would naturally expect, more historical, but immeasurably more
legendary and more highly colored by religious myth, Of chis the “begin-
ning of miracles” at Cana, as compared with Mk 1:21-39, is sufficient as
an example.
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We are, then, in reality dealing with an evangelist of a relatively late
date. He wrote late enough to know the Synoptic Gospels, but sufficiently
early to prevent him from being overawed by their prestige. By the mid-
dle of the second century and even earlier such cavalier treatment of the
fist three Gospels would no langer have been possible. By this time writ-
ings that hoped for acceptance by the Church must either repeat and
harmonize material taken from approved sources, as did the Gospel of
Peter and Tatian’s Diatessaron, or must content themselves with filling
the lacunae that cxisted in Synoptic story before and after the familiar
public ministry. The Infancy Gospels, the Gospel of Nicodemnuss, and the
Acts of Pilate are cases in point. Jn has scarcely any traces of this tendency.
For his own purposes the writer introduces a pre-Galilean ministry, as-
signing it to the period before “John was shut up in prison” (3:24), but
on the other hand he does not hesitate to cancel the infancy chapters of
Lk and Mt, His freedom from traditional control in this respect is almost
boundless. The author of the Appendix knows of “books” capable of
competing, though on an inferior plane, with that which he commends.
But the Elder goes his own way, selecting from the huge mass of current
material, oral and written, such “signs” and discourses as suit his purpose.
The closest parallel is that of Valentinus who, according to Irenaens, had
the temerity to publish a gospel of his own and call it the Gospel of Truth.

The fourth Gospel with its bold eclecticism must therefore be assigned
to the period when individual Gospels still supplied the whole need of
entire territories, and were written for this purpose. The date c. 100 An.
which Windisch suggests for its composition conforms to this requirement,

But admitting all that has been said, we must still demur to Windisch’s
psychological explanation of the Evangelist’s undertaking, There is truth
in the French proverb, Le mieux est I'enmemi du bien. Such “hostility”
may be implied in the work of Lk and Mt, who undoubtedly regard their
own writings as preferable to that of Mk. Probably the Elder also aims
to displace the works of his predecessors with a single complere and full
adequate Gospel, giving the real and ultimate significance of Jesus' liz
and message, His book is thus intended to make the reader wise unto salva-
tion without resort to others. But toward the “things which are not written
in this” book but can be learned elsewhere, he has no hostility. His atritude
is that of Papias to the “expositions” of other writers. The reader might
be “profited by them,” but not so much as by the “living and abiding
voice” of apostolic tradition which Papias himsclf records. The Elder
claims a like superiority for his compesition, but not merely, as Windisch
maintains, upon the basis of the greater effectivene.f.s of the tradition em-
ployed, the new rendition of the Church’s confession of Jesus as Savior,
and the inspired testimony of the author himself. Not even if we add a
factor which Windisch has overlooked, its genuine adapration to liturgical
use, does the picture become complere. Yet the realization that the fourch
Gospel owes 1ts position as a classic of devotional literature to no mere
chance leads readily to an understanding of the ultimate basis of its
autonomy and its superioricy. Writings intended to be used for lirurgical
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purposes must conform to the rcligious feeling and conviction of the
community they wish to serve, or be condemned ipso facto to hopeless
oblivion, That the Ephesian Gospel expresses the sentiment of its environ-
ment is an observation made by Canon Stanton in the words:

It is no less true that strong protests would have been called forth if the teaching in
the Fourth Gospel had differed essentially from the faith held by the Christian believers
among whom the work was promulgated. That substantially the belief concerning
Jesus Christ set forth in it was thar which had been embraced in the Church at least
of a particular region is clearly shown by the First Epistle of St, John.*

The territory in which and for which Jn was written is that of the
western provinces of Asia Minor. Christianity, particularly in Asia, had,
as we have seen, a history which reaches back to the very beginning of the
Christian movement and was utterly independent of the Petrine tradition
and only secondarily influenced by the Pauline theology. It owed its origin
and its peculiar character to the movement begun by the Hellenists of
Jerusalem. Tf, then, the Elder boldly presented in his Gospel a Jesus who
is independent of and radically different from the Synopric figure, it is
because he regarded himself as a member of a long succession of believers
with views like his own, and becausc he aimed fundamentally to write
their gospel, the Gospel of the Hellenists. Had this aim not been recog-
nized and approved, the work could not have survived.

3 The Gospels as Historical Documents, Vol. I, p. 284.



A HISTORY OF THE SON OF GOD
Robert H. Lightfoot

Tue rour cosrsLs must not be regarded as simply an attempt, by the
second and third gencration of Christians, to record and preserve what
had survived or could be traced of traditional words and acts of Jesus.
This motive will no doubt have had some influence, and we may rightly
hope and believe that in reading or hearing the gospels we are cbnstnntly
in immediate or almost immediate contact with the fountain-head of our
religion; but even so the preservation of an incident or saying will usnally
have been due, in the last resort, to what was believed to be its significance
or value to the society which preserved it; nor did those who recorded
the stories or the words regard themselves as preciuded from emphasizing
those aspects of the tradition which appealed to them and disregarding
others which did nat. Above all, the portrait which we have in our gospels
is always of Jesus rcgarded as the Christ. There does not seem ever to
have been a desire to bequeath to the church what we should call a purely
historical picture of Jesus. . . ..

It is not always easy for the student of the gospels to remember that
the motive power which more than any other factor caused the light of
the gospel to shine throughout the world was the conversion and the
preaching of the blessed apostle St. Paul, and further that in the gospel
proclaimed by St. Paul it was not necessary, any more than ir is in the
creeds, to know of any single event berween the birth and the passion of
our Lord. St. Paul does, indeed, know of a tradition of the Lord’s sayings,
and he is able to employ it, on the very few occasions when he needs to
do so; and he can use such expressions as “the meekness and gentleness
of Christ.” No doubt also he could have learned very much more, had
he wished, of the sayings of Jesus and of the events of his life. But they
were not necessary for him; they did not touch the essence of his gospel,
which had a different basis, and a different kind of history. This history
concerned a divine being, the pre-existent Son of God; and in St. Paul’s
view it was more important to know that this divine being had lived a
human life, than to know the manner and details of its course, especially
as these had now been left behind for ever.

None the less, it will be found to have a bearing on our understanding
of the gospels, if we pause for a moment and inquire a little more closely
into the precise nature of what is often called St. Paul's Christology. This
finds its fullest expression for our present purpose in an incidental but
very important passage in the second chapter of the epistle to the Philip-

From History and Interpretation in the Gospels, New York, pp. 208-25. Reprinted by
permission of the publishers, Harper & Brothers.
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pians. We there read, according to the usoal interpretation of the passage,
that Messiah Jesus, although he was originally in the form of God, did
not think his equality with God a treasure to be grasped or retained at
all costs. He therefore emptied himself, taking the form of a servant, and
“became” in the likeness of men. Owing to this condescension and self-
humbling, and the obedience which accompanied it and proved absolute,
free from any rescrvations whatsoever, God exalted him once more to
the position which was his by right, and had been his before.

According to this understanding of the passage, the carthly life of Jesus
was only a temporary episode in an otherwise infinite celestial existence;
it was a passing incident, however important, between pre-existence in
the form of God and the high exaltation which succeeded it. His work
on carth accomplished, our Lord resumcd his rightful place. This may
seem, and indeed is in some ways, very like the doctrine of St. John. In
his gospel our Lord alludes very simply to the beginning and the ending
of his earthly life, “I came forth {rom the Father, and am come into the
world; again, 1 leave the world, and go unto the Father.” But it would be
equally true to say that in St. John's gospel Jesus never really leaves the
Father's side. Even when his hour is come, he is not alone, because the
Father is with him, In this gospel there is no self-emptying or veiling; no
laying aside by Jesus of his glory, because he has assumed humanity. The
divine radiance shines forth continually through the veil of flesh and is
revealed, or unveiled, in what he is and does on earth.

But St, Paul in Philippians, according to the interpretation which will
be given in a moment, had not reached thus far, His Christ has not yet
quite atrained unchanging, absolute divinity, For St. Paul there is 2 differ-
ence berween the pre-existence in the form of God, and absolute eguality
with God. In St. Paul’s view, in the passage in Philippians, our Lord onl
gained this latter in consequence of his becoming man, and of the obedience
which he showed. St. Paul did not think of Jesus as possessing equality
with God before the earthly life. Equality with God was, as it were, a
final stage, which could not have been given to Jesus in its fullness, had
it not been for what he was and did on earth.

It is possible that we have been misled, in our understanding of Philip-
pians 2, by a very rare and difficult Greek word, dpraypév. According to
the view here taken, it does not mean in this passage a rreasure which its
owner would wish to retain in his keeping at all costs, but something
which comes or may come to us withour effort on our part; as we might
say, a windfall, an uncxpecred piece of luck, a godsend.

According to this interpretation, our Lord, although he existed always
in the form of God, had one more step to take before he could be on an
equality with God. Equality with God could only be his as a result of
effort on his part; he could not regard it as a godsend; it lay, indeed, before
him, but it must be earned; and the price was absolute self-sacrifice.

This price, in St, Paul's view, Jesus paid; and therefore, St. Paul goes on,
God iwepiguoey atrér, God super-exalted him; through the carthly life and
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the way he lived it, and especially its end, he reached a higher place than
had been his before; and he is now glorified with God.

I do not think we need be greatly distressed by the apparent divergence
between St. Paul's doctrine in Philippians just referred to, and its final
expression in the gospel of St. John, St. Paul himself does not seem to
have been permanently contented with it; it is probable that in a still
later epistle, that to the Colossians, he has himself advanced considerably
in the direction of the gospel according to St. John. But if the interpreta-
tion just given of the verses in Philippians be admitred as a possibility, the
passage becomes a valuable aid to our understanding of the synoptists,
especially St. Mark and St. Matthew, and even of some features in the
gospel of St. John.

For an essential feature in the presentation of the central figure of the
gospels is that of one who ministers or serves. This thought is never long
absent from the minds of the evangelists, Even in the mighty deeds of
power, when the greatness and majesty of Jesus are most manifest, he is
seen working and acting for the bencfit of men. And the end or climax
of this ministry or service is to be suffering and death. This also js a note
which is constantly heard, long before the passion narrative itself. The
life of humiliry in service and the death in extreme humiliation are, how-
ever, believed to be in accordance with the will and purpose of Gad, and
are therefore accounted for, partly by reference to the Old Testament
scriprures, but even more by the deep and at first almost passionate belief
in the imminent reversal of that humiliation, He who had come in the
form of a servant would very shortly come, no longer as a servant, but
as lord, And the one state was the necessary pathway to the ather. The
earthly life and death were the preliminary to the exalted, heavenly glory;
and the greater the humiliation, the more exceeding the glory. And this
thought, that an cssential condition of the exalted state was the previous
state of service and obedience, with all that these words imply of effort
and Jongsuffering, is still discernible within the gospel narratives.

A strong tendency, indeed, already exists—and it is growing—to regard
Jesus, the Son of God, as raised already, even in the days of his flesh, quite
above the limitations of humanity; to take a single example, he is described
in St. Matthew as healing a4/l that were sick, and casting out the spirits
with a word; but just because the future hope is still so dominant, it is
possible to admit and even sometimes to emphasize the intcnsely hemble
and difficult conditions of that earthly state which have now made possible
the coming, future state; indeed, since they were faithfully fulfilled, they
have become its pledge and guarantee.

The only note in the Philippians passage which secm to be wanting in
the synoptic gospels is that of pre-existence. Thanks to it, St. Paul is able
to emphasize, even more than the synoptists, the voluntary nature of the
carthly life and death. St. John also lays great stress upon the willingness;
but in his gospel, as we have scen, the thought of the cost, and especially
of the cost of the passion, has almost disappeared.

There is no one unchanging explanation of the person of Jesus in the
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books of the New Testament, Even in the same writer or in the same book
conflicting explanations may stand side by side, without any sense, as it
seems, on the part of the writer, of difficulty or inconsistency; nor were
any of the synoptic writers, strictly speaking, theologians.

All through the first century, and indeed much later, the church was
feeling its way rowards a permanent and satisfactory doctrine of the person
of Christ. , . . .

How, then, at the present time, in the light of the new knowledge, can
we best seck to explain to ourselves the books of the New Testament, and
especially the gospels?

It is gradually becoming apparent that during the first two or perhaps
the first three generations of its life the church, in addition to and partly
because of its practical work, which rightly had the first claim upon its
energies and time, found itself faced on the intellecrual side with a great
and necessary task of singular complexity. This task consisted in trying to
understand and explain, in the best and truest and most satisfying way,
an event which, although it was believed to be indissolubly connected with
the course of history, was also believed to be itself unparalleled. The same
God, who in varying degrees and ways had spoken of old time to the
fathers in the prophets, itad finally and quite lately spoken in a new way,
in a Son; and the gospels are the most valnable and imporcant attemps
which have survived, on the part of the society which found itself en-
trusted with this truth, to set forth its meaning and significance.

‘With the exception of St. John’s gospel, all four atcemprs must be re-
garded as provisional and tentative. The writers are feeling their way,
very cautiously and haltingly at first, but with increasing confidence and
boldness, in the progressive interpreration of an historic figure, Broadly
speaking, and subject probably to one partial but notable exception, to be
considered in a moment, the process of interpretation was steadily from
less to more. One after another, during the first century, the categories
first of the Jewish and then of the Greek rcligious world were applicd to
Jesus, and were all found to be of value; they achieved a permanent place
in the interpretation of his person in the records; nor did rhe church leave
any of them precisely where they were before; they were all baprized,
as it were, in him, and impregnated with new meaning; but equally they
were all tound to be partial and inadequate; the church was unable to
rest finally and completely in any one of them.

Above all, it seems, no attempt at interpretation could win more than
a very partial success, if it were not in accord with the fundamental princi-
ples and outlook of the Jewish faith. The transcendence and holiness of
God, and the permanent scparateness from the world, necessary to religion,
are postulates of almost all our gospels. In one of them, indeed, the gospel
according to St. Luke, we seem to discern an attempt which, while seeking
to remain true to the general tradition, at the same time sets itself, by 2 kind
of deliberate vagueness, to accommodate the gospel to the world, and to
remove all barriers,

In this gospel what chiefly finds expression is nor so much a message of
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divine salvation in response to human need, as a message of universal
goodwill, both human and divine. The portrait of our Lord as given in
the gospel according to St. Luke has some points of close resemblance to
those of certain religious heroes of the ancient world. And the fact that
this book has found a place within the fourfold gospel of the chureh may
be taken as evidence that the attempt was rightly made, and that its counter-
parts in all ages have a nccessary and justifiable place in the presentation
of the truth as it is in Jesus. But it is interesting to notice the attitude of
the fourth evangelist in this connexion. To this grear writer it was given
to sum up the work of those who went before him, and ta lay down
certain doctrines which he believed to be essential both for the complete
expression and for the preservation of the church’s gospel. And for all his
debt, as it seems, in certain respects to the gospel of St. Luke, he turns
his back, rigorously and unequivocally, upon the latter’s docrrinal vague-
ness and his generous universalism. There is no book in the New Testa-
ment in which the unrelieved Jewish contrast of good and evil, light and
darkness, is shown more vividly and sharply than in the gospel of St
John. And this contrast is thrown back, in his interpretation, within the
earthly ministry: itself. It would not be very far from the truth, o say that
in St. John’s gospel the life of Jesus Christ is on one side itself the day of
judgment. . . ..

It is probable that both history and doctrine are present, although in
varying degrees, in all our four gospels, in the carliest and in the lavest
alike. There arc certain respects in which St, Marlk is nearer than either
St. Maithew or St. Luke to the doctrinal position of St. John. None of the
gospel writers was able to reconcile completely his belief in the person
and significance of Jesus with a purely historical presentation of his life.
St. Mark seeks to overcome the difficulty by his theory of the messianic
secret; the true nature of Jesus is explained to the reader at the outser, at
the very first appearance of Jesus in rhe gospel, and it is known throughout
to the demonic powers; but it remains hidden, and must remain hidden,
for the first part of the ministry from all men, and is only revealed to
chosen disciples, and then under strict commands to secrecy, towards the
close. Only very rarely, and for a very brief space, and usually although
not always in the presence of a chosen few, as at the transfiguration, or
in the greater acts of power, is the Prince divested, as it were, of his
beggar’s garment of humanity, and scen for a moment, if indeed he is seen,
for what he truly is. St. Mark thus frames and interprets the other side
of the tradition, according to which Jesus had been known to his con-
temporaries, who had not received enlightenment, as a teacher or 2 Rabbi
or a prophet.

This method of interpreration was no longer open to St. John; it leads
indeed to considerable difficulties already in St. Mark, and it is seen
rapidly breaking down in the gospels of St. Matthew and St. Luke. In
these two gospels Jesus more often than not is shown by word and deed,
and sometimes to persons quite other than disciples, in the light of his
true being, Great multitudes follow himy; he speaks with superhuman author-
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ity; he has received all things from the Father, and himself chooses the
recipients of his own lknowledge of the Father; above all, perhaps, he
is the Son of man, not only to be revealed hereafter, but already in his
office and acrivities on earth. The tension berween the obscurity and
lowliness of the original tradition and the surpassing significance which
was coming more and more to be assigned to the person and to the events
with which it dealt, was likely to produce a dangerous situation. Above all
did it become a problem how one who had come more ar less openly—
not secretly, as in St. Mark—before his contemporaries and nation as a
unique messenger of God, the fulfilment of their hopes and aspirations, and
had shown himself by word and deed to be so, how could he have fajled
so utterly of recognition? How came it that his revelation, attested as it
was by signs and wonders and absolute authority, had been so terribly
rejected? This latcer difficulty is met by St. John by an even more drastic
solution than St. Mark’s; one which could only have hecome possible
after it became clear that the Jewish nation had finally rejected the Mes-
siahship of Jesus. In St. John’s gospel the true nature of Jesus is no secret;
it is or can be known by friend and foe alike from the beginning; but “the
Jews,” who in this gospel are the enemy, are completely darkened. In their
blindness and infatuation they cannot see ot understand him whom God
has sent in the fullness of divine authority. IHence they cannot but reject
him, and thereby seal their doom.

In the matter of the tension common to all the evangelists between
che history and the understanding of it, St. John is in an easier position
than his predecessors. Since there is now no secret as to the person of
Jesus, St. John is able to give free rein in the words and deeds of Jesus
himself to the expression of its significance and meaning, although here
too it is still only given to a chosen few to receive and understand the
meaning and the fullness of the revelation. We have now, not so much
as in the synoptists, an interpretation of the words and deeds of Jesus,
regarded as the Christ; but we have what we may call a history of the
Son of God; in this gospel he who speaks and acts on earth is still always
also at his Father's side. It is no longer necessary or indeed possible to
distinguish berween the framework, or the interpretation generally, and
the content of the earlier hisrorical tradition; here they are indissolubly
fused. In St. Joha's gospel there speaks not only an exalted, heavenly
being, as is often the case already in the earlier gospels, but an incarnate
Lord; and it is the belief and witness of the church that this is the truest
interpretation which has been given or can be given of the historic figure.

And yet cven the final interpretation which St. John has given us was
not achieved without great loss. We may feel that in this gospel we are
seldom if ever walking on firm ground; a kind of luminous haze, which
is most difficulr to penetrate, surrounds not only the figure of Jesus, but
all the speakers and acrors in the story, and the gospel narrative itself be-
comes almost, although happily not quite a kind of mystery play, setting
forth the eternal counsels of God, and his laws and love for the world.
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Probably there will always be those to whom the simpler and homelier
features of the earlier tradirion will appeal more strongly.

It seems, then, that the form of the earthly no less than of the heavenly
Christ is for the most part hidden from us. For all che inestimable value of
the gospels, they yield us lictle more than a whisper of his voice; we
trace in them but the outskirts of his ways. Only when we see him
hereafter in his fullness shall we know him also as he was on earth. And
perhaps the more we ponder the matrer, the more clearly we shall under-
stand the reason for it, and therefore shall not wish it otherwise. For
probably we are at present as little prepared for the onc as for the ather.



HISTORY OR DIDACTIC DRAMA?
George H. C. Macgregor

WHEN BsTIMATING THE value of the Fourth Gospel we have been too ready
to criticize it for not conveying information which it never professes to
convey. Admittedly the Evangelist’s chief motive is not historical. If he is
a biographer at all, then he is a biographer whose aim is not to convey facts,
but to impart spiritual truth; 2 mere selection of incident has been made,
and the sclecrion has been dictated by the desire not to communicate in-
formarion, but to bestow upon the reader “life” through faith: “These signs
are recorded so that yon may believe Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God,
and believing may have life through his name” (20:31), This, one admits,
is partially true also of the Synoptists. They too portary Jesus not merely
as seen by the outward cye, bur as interpreted by the Spirit and appropriated
by faith. And indeed all true history must involve a subjective as well as an
objective element. But in the Fourth Gospel “the reflective clement is less
unconsciously and more creatively and artistically present.” ! Even today
there is much biography whose main end is not informative bur didactic.
In the introduction to a volume of biographical essays the author,? after
quoting John Howe’s summing-up of his awn purpose in a funeral sermon,
“the little that T shall say of my subject shall be, not by way of history,
but of character,” continues as follows: “This admirably expresses my own
motif in these lectures. . . .. In the present case it does not at all come within
my province to tell the external story of any of my worthics, I assume that
the life itself is in each case less or more familiar to my readers. ... . M
main design is from selected characteristics of their Life and Lilework to
incite and quicken o higher and nobler service of the Master in our day
and generation, This being so, I am perfectly at ease . . . . in anticipation of
being charged with ‘improving’ Howe and Baxter, Rutherford and Henry,
as the old divines called their reading of lessons from special events and
circumstances. To draw such lessons and to drive them home into the heart
and conscience is my purpose and endeavour. . . . . If anyone choose to
fling stones at me as ‘didactic,’ ‘hortatory,’ ‘moralizing,” and so on, so be it!”
Truly the Fourth Fvangelist mighe rerort in exactly similar terms to some
of his modern critics! He does not profess to give us an exhaustive survey
of Jesus’ life, but selects those incidents which have the richest didactic
value, . ...

The Gospel may be well described as a didactic meditation on the drazna

*R. H. Strachan, The Fourth Evangelist, p, 23,
2 A. B, Grosaxt, Representative Nonconformists.

From The Gospel of Jobn, New York, pp. xx-xxxiv. Reprinted by permission of
the publishers, Harper & Brothers,
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of Christ’s life. Indecd the author is essentially dramatist rather than his-
torian, “The earthly life of Jesus in this Gospel appears as a dramatic
interlude in the life of the Eternal Logos.” * The Gospel is a drama in which
the protagonists are Jesus, the Word of God, and the evil powers of dark-
ness and unbelief. The Prologue is the Prelude; the dramatic climax is
reached ar the Passion, the moment when Jesus’ “hour” has come. Hence the
material is chosen primarily for its dramatic effectiveness, and many of the
vivid details, which have often been claimed as marks of an eyewitness, may
well be regarded rather as the creation of a vivid dramatic imagination, The
Gospel abounds in dramatic moments—the declaration of Messiahship to the
Samaritan woman, the withdrawal of Judas into the outer darkness, the
meeting of Mary Magdalene with the Risen Master—while “dramatic
irony” is apparent in Peter’s boast that he will lay down his life for Christ,
in Caiaphas’ unconscious prophecy thatr Jesus should “die for the nation,
and not for the nation only,” in the Pharisecs’ plaint that “the whole world
is gone after him.”

Such a dramaric interpretation must provoke with new urgency the
question of the Gospel’s actual historical value. . ... On any estimation the
religions value of the Gospel must always be greater than the historical.
If it is history at all it is history written sub specie aeternitaris and under
the impulse of a living religious experience. Hence ro compare the Evan-
gelist’s work with a dramatist’s is not to impugn its religious value, for in
this case the drama expresses not merely the imaginary emotions and opin-
ions of the figures which move across the pages, but the writer's own
deepest convictions. “Every scene he depicts . ., . is the distilled essence
of something that has been pondered upon and lived out in actual life uncil
it has become of the very texrure of his soul.” ¢+ And herein lies the chief
value of the Gospel; it is a transcript of the individual religious experience of
a great Christian soul who is convinced that he also has known the Lord
as truly and intimately as the first Apostles. “This indeed is the abiding
value of the Gospel, that it brings Jesus before us at once as a historical
Person, and as the invisible Lord who is ever present with his people,” 8

We revert to the discourses and ask whether we may seek in them
authentic sayings of Jesus, Undoubtedly in reporting Jesus' teaching John
reflects not the Jewish tradition, which soughe to preserve, as nearly as pos-
sible in their original form, the epigrammatic dicta of “wise men,” but
rather the Greek method, which loved to put into the mouth of the
speaker not the ipsissima werba spoken on a given occasion, but the senti-
ments which seemed to the writer ta be proper to that oceasion. Jouhn's
practice indeed is not unlike that of Thucydides, who in 2 famous passage
(L, 22) frankly admits that this is his method. But we have a better parallel
still in Plato who, admitting that he owed his inspiration to the teaching
of Socrates, never claims to reproduce the ipsissima verba of his Master,

? Strachan, op. cit, pp. 14, 15, 31.
4 Streeter, The Four Gospels, p. 383,
® Ernest F. Scatt, The Fourth Gospel, p. 359.
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but rather puts into the mouth of Socrates philosophical theories which,
though in germ Socratic, are in their full development those of Plato him-
self. As in the Platonic Dialogucs the speeches of Socrates owe not only
style and language but also most of their marter o Plato himself, so in the
case of the Fourth Gospel. In Jesus’ discourses we have John's atrempt
to give his contemporaries a systematic summary of Christian teaching as he
himself, under the inspiration of the Spirit of Jesus, conceived it, and his
first readers, familiar with current Greek practice, would never suppose
that Jesus’ speeches were to be accepted as a verbatim report. Indeed so
lictle careful is the author to distinguish between his own thoughts and
those that he puts into the mouths of his characters, that it is sometimes
impossible to tell where the speech which he is reporting ends and his own
comment upon it begins, Note especially chapters 1 and 3. “He scems nearly
as careless to dissever what he himself says (in full persnasion that he
cxpresses the mind of Cheist) from what Christ acrually said as the old
prophets were in distinguishing ‘the word of the Lord’ . . . . and the testi-
mony which they themselves thereupon proceeded to bear.” s, . . .

No understanding of the Gospel is possible without an appreciation of
the part played by symbolism. What then for John is the relation of fact
to synol? Let it be remembered initially that the symbolic or allegorical
use of an incident does not necessarily imply that it is not “truc.” And if we
ask with Pilate, What is “truth?” we are reminded that the “true” and the
historically accurate are not necessarily the same thing, Truth is some-
times berter served, even by the historian, by the interpretation of the
spirit of grear cvents and the principles which inspired them, than by a
meticulously accurate narrative of facts. Thus Baron F, Von Hiigel writes
in the Encyclopaedia Britapnica: “The Fourth Gospel is the noblest instance
of this kind of literature, of which the truth depends, not on the factual
accuracy of the symbolizing experiences, but on the truth of the ideas and
experiences thus symbolized.” Yet the truch of this dictum may be admitted
without denying that there may be in the Gospel a basis of actual history.
The probability is that John did not, at least consciously and deliberately,
invent stories for the sake of their allegorical meaning, though he may well
have modified and elaborated them, particularly in minor details (e.g. num-
bers, dates, names, etc.) with a symbolical purpose in view. That is, he
selecrs out of 2 mass of traditional material such stories as when thus elabo-
rated will best serve his purpose. Generally speaking, it is likely that he
believed in his facts and recorded little that he did not suppose to be his-
torical, even though his belief may not always have been justified. Yet it is
not merely the bodily aspect of Jesus' story with which he presents us
but its soul. To John facts and their symbolical meaning are related as flesh
to spirit; the former may he a necessary vehicle, but it is the lacter which
really counts: “What gives life is the Spirir; flesh is of no avail at all”
(6:63). . ...

The books of the New Testamenr all had their origin in the practical

¢ Chamwood, dccording to St. Jobm, p. 55.
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needs of the early Church, and owe their vimality to the fact that they
sprang directly out of the life of that Church at various periods and in
given circumstances. Qur Gospel can be understood properly only as the
Evangelist's attempt to interpret the Christian faith to the Church of his
own day—a largely Gentile Church, with irs headquarters at Ephesus, prob-
ably early in the first decade of the second century,

John secks to interpret the Gospel of Jesus in the light of history during
three-quarters of a century. By the rime he wrote the last representatives
of the Apostolic Age had pasy:cl or were passing away, the bonds with
Judaism had been definitely broken, and a Church now largely Gentile
had become the custodian of a religion which, severed from its historical
origins, was unfolding itself into a rar wider significance. If the Christian
message was ta live for a new age, it must be re-interpreted in new terms.
To understand Christ it was necessary not only to know the actual facts
of his life and teaching but also to take into accoune the grear religious
movement to which those faces had given the impulse. Hence alniost uncon-
sciously John alters the perspective of the earlier Gospels, and loaking at
Jesus’ life acrosy the intervening years reads into words and incidents the
point of view of his own later age. A good cxample is 4:35-38. John “pre-
sents the facts of the divine life, not as men saw them at the time, but as they
appeared long afterwards in the retrospect of an enlightcned faith.” 7

Again John interprets the Gospel in the light of personal religious ex-
perience. He seeks so to portray the Jesus of history as to emphasize the
abiding power of the Christ of faith. As Ernest Scott well remarks, once
Christianity was separated from its historical beginmings it was in danger
“either of evaporating as a philosophy or petrifying as a mechanical tradi-
tion,” and it 15 John’s supreme service that by insisting that the inward
fellowship of the Spirit was even closer than the outward one with the
earthly Jesus, while at the same time giving the historical fact of Christ’s
incarnation its full value, “he ensured for all time that the Christ of inward
experience should be no ideal abstraction, but the living Master who had
once been manifest in the flesh.” ®

Yet again John interprets the life of Jesus in the light of Paul’s teaching.
It is disputed whether John has to any great extent been directly influenced
by Paul, or whether his theology should not rather be regarded as an
independent and collateral development. Probably those are nearer the
truth who hold that John owes a deep debt to his predecessor. It is truc
that the language of the Fourth Gospel differs from that.of Paul, and that
some of the Apostle’s greatest conceptions appear to be insufficiently real-
ized by the Evangelist. . . . . Yet, apart from special doctrines, John's
whole outlock upon the Christian revelation is determined by Paul, for it
was the lattet, not John, who first conceived the glorified Christ of experi-
ence, rather than the human Jesus of history, to be the real object of faith,
In minor details of doctrine also John and Paul touch at innumerable points—

7 Scott, op. cit, p. 6
¢ Idem, pp. 8-9.
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in the matter of the relation of faith to works (6:29), in the function assigned
to Christ in creation (1:3; cf. Col. 1:16 £.), in the claim that belicvers are
spiritually frec (8:31 ff; cf. Gal. 4:21 ., etc.), in the recognition that in
Christ Jew and Gentile are one (4:21-24; Eph. 2:11 f£.). It was inevitable
that the religious outlook of the Church at Ephesus, which had been a
chief centre of Paul’s activity, should be strongly coloured by Pauline
doctrine. It was John's part to prevent that doctrine being “sublimated into
a philosophy” by relating it to the historical facts of Jesus® life. “The glory
which Paul ascribes to the exalted Christ is thrown back by John on the
actual life on earth, ... . The Lord who revealed himself to Paul in the ex-
perience of faith is to the evangclist one with Jesus Christ, who had lived
and tanght and suffered. Even then, while he still dwelt among us, ‘we
beheld his glory as of the only-begotten of the Father.””® So important
a moative has this interpretation of the Pauline message been thought, that
the “Beloved Disciple” is frequently regarded as an idealized Paul, while
several critics have accepted the ingenious conjecture that under the figure
of Nathaniel Paul is actually introduced into the Gospel.

Finally our Gospel sets our to interpret the Christian story and Christian
experience to the new world of Hellenism by translating the Gospel into a
form ineelligible to Greek modes of thought. This must be discussed below
in connexion with the doctrine of the Logos. Meanwhile suffice it to say
that, whether or no the actual key to the understanding of the Gospel is
to be found in “a transmutation of Jewish and Christian ideas into their
Greek equivalents,” 10 John’s grear achievement was to transplant the
Guospel of Jesus into a new soil before its roots had time to wither.

There can be lictle doubr that certain definitely polemical aims can be
traced in the Gospel. The controversial tone of Jesus' discourses as reporred
by John is intelligible only if they are related to the contemporary situation
of the Church in John’s own day, and treated as the Evangelist’s attempt to
repel attacks, to which Christianity was subject, in the early years of the
second century, though on account of the narrative form in which John’s
work is cast this controversial interest is on the surface less obvious than
in Paul’s letters.

In the Gospel we see carried back into Jesus’ only lifetime the Church’s
defence against contemporary Judaism which had sct itself to combat
Christianity by maligning the story of Jesus and ridiculing his claims. Hence
John's eagerness to defend the career of Jesus from misrepresentation. So far
from being an obscure missioner, Jesus taught at the headquarters of the
national religion (7:4; 18:20); though Judas’ treachery might seem to hint
that the Master could hold the loyalty not even of his closest intimates, the
truth is that Jesus foreknew and for his own ends permitted the betrayal
(6:64; 13:11); so far from Jesus dying as a malefactor, Pilate could find no
fault in him (19:4); while the supreme “offence of the Cross” is overcome
by John's characreristic teaching that it was self-determined and a step

®Scott, op. cit, p. 51,
1 Manson, The Incarnate Glory, p. 37,
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necessary to Christ’s achicvement of “glory.” In a word just as “the Jews,”
irrespective of their different sects in Jesus’ own day, appear in the
Gospel as a kind of official opposition to Christ, so do the objections
brought by them against Christ—"“He makes himself equal to God”; “Art
thou greater than our Father Abraham?”; “Can this man give us his
flesh to eat?”—suggest the disputes between Jew and Christian of a later age,
when Christian theology had been definitely formulated and Christianity and
Judaism faced each other as rivals. In particular the Eucharistic discussion
(6:32-59), which would be quite impossible in Jesus’ own day before the
sacrament was even instituted, becomes intelligible when related to a later
Jewish artack upon Christian sacramental teaching,

It is possible that John has coloured his picture of the Baptist in the interest
of his polemic against the Jews. Baldensperger indeed held that the Gospel
was primarily intended as a polemic against a Jewish sect of Baprist disciples
who exalted their Master above Christ. In support of this theory Acts 18:25;
19:3-4 are quoted as proving the existence of such a sect at Ephesus. Refer-
ence is also made in the Clementine Recognitions (1:54), which date
perhaps from the early third century, to the fact that, “Some even of the
disciples of John, who seemed to be great ones, have separated themselves
and proclaimed their own Master as Christ.” It is certainly significant
that, on every mention of the Baptist, John pointedly emphasizes his
subordination to Jesus, and it may well be thai he wishes to counteract 2
contemporary Jewish movement which sought to buttress its opposition to
the spread of Christianity by exalting the Bapuist ar the expense of Christ.
Possibly the infection had spread even into the Church itself. But any such
Baptist controversy cannot be more than a quite subordinare motive in John's
mind, and may have to be eliminared altogether if, as appears to be the case,
there is evidence that some at least of the Baptist passages arc due to the hand
of a Redactor.

There is little evidence that our Evangelist was influenced to any great
extent by the contemporary Hellenistic “Mystery Religions.” Of these any
lengrhy discussion would here be out of place. It will be enough to allude
to two conceptions conspicuous in them which may be thought to have
influenced John among other New Testament writers. First there is the
conception of “regeneration” or “new-birth,” whereby the initiate became
partaker of a divine essence and was thereby “reborn into eternity.” Each
cult had its myth of the God who died and rose again, whether it be Osiris,
Attis, or Dionysus—a myth which was dramatically enacted before the
eyes of the assembled mualritudes, and through a mystic sympathy with
which the initiate himself was thought to obtain the guarantee of undying
life. Secondly must be noted the sacramentalist tendencies of the Mystery
Cults, which may be summarized thus: so far as the symbol was concerned,
its virtue was thought to lie, not only in the spiritual reality it symbolized,
but in the symbo} itself as such; so far as the worshipper was concerned
the validity of the sacrament depended, not %Jurely on spiritual receptive-
ness, but on the ex opere operato efficacy of the rite itself; so far as che
gift communicated was concerned, it was thought of, not as a purely
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spiritual bestowal, but as an impersonal semi-physical influence, for the
communication of which, not grace and faich, but the symbol itself was the
indispensable channel. Now it must be remembered that not even the use
of much of the actual terminology of the Mysteries, as in the case of both
Paul and John, nccessarily involves the adoption of the ideas which it
expresses. The Christian community at Ephesus, following upon the influx
of heathen converts, must have been flooded with quasi-magical concep-
tions of religion drawn from the atmosphere of the Mysteries. Nor is it
surprising to find our Evangelist using the language of the Mysteries, in
chapter 3, when he speaks of the “birth from above,” in chapter 6 as he
develops his profound sacramental reaching. Like Paul, in his eagerness to
find 2 common standing ground with those whom he would win for Christ,
he sometimes uses categories which are theirs rather than his own, if indeed
he does more than use imagery which is the common property of all
mystics. And while adopting Myslery conceptions he infuses them with
new meaning and new life. He speaks of “regeneration,” but gives it a new
ethical connotation, borrowed not from the Mysteries bur from Paul;
the Spirit blows where it will and is confined to no material channel.
It is only of Spirit that Spiric is born, and only by the power of the Spirit
that regeneration is achieved. He accepts withour question the “real”
cfficacy of the Sacraments, Yer he clearly desires to counteract the preva-
lent tendency towards a materialistic view of them, and all the emphasis
is on their spiritual aspect: “Whart gives life is the Spirit: flesh is of no
avail at all” (6:63).

There remains for consideration the Evangelist's attitude towards certain
internal controversies of the Church and in particular towards “Gnosti-
cism,” the battle of which with the orthodox faith had already begun at
the time of writing. The Gnostic heretics of the second century were men
who attempted to interpret the figure and message of Christ in such
a way that they would fit into a preconceived Hellenistic theology, every
Gnostic system being “an attempt to blend Christianity with the theo-
sophical speculations of the age”” "' Fundamental is the idea of a dualism
running through the whole universe. God is by nature good and pure:
the material creation evil and tainted. Therefore by no possibilicy can a
world essentially evil be the creation of the supreme deity, nor can there
be any divect contact between God and the material world, Hence the
conception of subordinate divine beings, intermediate agencies, acons, ema-
nations of the Deity, which bridge the gap between God and the world,
These were thought of as the “archons” or ruless of a huge system of con-
centric spheres over-arching the earth, and were originally identified with
the heavenly bodies themselves, whose movements were supposed to sway
human destinies, and provided the astrologer with his stock-in-trade. A
similar dualism was thought to exist in the nature of man, whose soul and
body are alien one to the other as are God and the world. The soul is a
spark emanating from God Himself, while the bedy is but parc of the

** Foakes-Jackson, Hist, of the Christian Church, p. 122.
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impure marter of which all created things consist. From such a prison there
is no escape for the soul save in a “gnosis” or knowledge of its divine nature.
That is, man’s salvation is to be wrought out, not by moral cffort, bur by
the communication of a certain esoteric “knowlcdgc” wlich will enahle
the possessor to propitiate the intermediate powers, often malignant, and so
open the way to God. Thus, as Dobschutz has well put it, “Gnosticism js, in
the first place, intellectualism; one-sided over-valuation of knowledge at the
expense of moral activity,” Tinally, holding this dualistic conception of the
universe, Gnostic thinkers within the Church maturally scouted the idea that
the Logos, the highest emanation of the Father, could in any true sense take
upon himself a material body. Hence the denial of the reality of the Incar-
nation, and the refusal to admit the Lrue humanit_v and real suffering of
Jesus; in 2 word what is known as “Docetism.”

We have within the New Testament clear indications of the spread of
such more or less developed Gnostic tendencics. In particular may be noted
the heresy which Paul acracks in his lerrer to the Colossians. As i‘cgards the
Fourth Gospel’s relation to Gnosticism two exireme positions have been
taken up. It has by some been definitely claimed as a product of Gnostic
Christianity, and was indeed referred, in antiquity, to the Gnostic Cerinthus
as its author; by others it has been as definitely regarded as a polemic against
the rising heresy. The truth is midway between the exeremes. Tinged with
Gnostic influences John certainly is. He shares with the Gnosties 2 certain
dualism in his conception of both man and the world, and a certain intel-
lectualism in his conception of faith and in his insistence upon the necessity
of “knowing” God. Therc is a dualism which envisages a decp division set
between light and darkness (1:5), the children of God (1:13) and those
of the devil (8:44), spirit and flesh (3:6), the Church and the world
(17:16). On the other hand this dualism is balanced by a glorious uni-
versalism (3:16, etc.) which enabled Johannine Christianity to win the
world as Gnosticism, with its Gospel for the privileged few, could never
have won it. Again there are certain terms and expressions (e.g. “gnosis,”
“pistis,” “sophia”) which John significantly avoids except in verbal form,
apparently because of their Gnostic colouring. The hierarchy of spiritual
intermediates entirely disappears. There is no trace in the Gospel of the
Gnostic’s contempt of the Old Testament, whose God, they held, was
but a lower divinity and creator of the evil material universe. Above all
John combats Gnastic “Docetism™ by insisting emphatically on the reality
of the Incarnation, true humanity, sufferings and death of Christ (1:1'h
4:6; 6:20; 19:28, 34).

We conclude then that, though in some degree sympathetic rawards
Gnostic philosophy, John with studied insistence repudiates its more glaring
crrors. Possibly he may at one time have been a more advanced Gnostie, and
in the Gospel we see him moving away from Gnosticism while still feeling its
attraction. Or alternately we may suppose that, without ever being in the
true sense a Gnostic, John may have reached by his own individual think-
ing views which scem akin to Gnosticism, but were in rruch simply part of
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the common culture of his day, and were only later specially identified with
one promunent schoal. In any case “He did a great service to his age by
showing that one could be a thinker, appreciate knowledge, stand in the
midst of a stream of thoroughly intellectual movements, and yet remain a
faithful son of the Church.” 12

¥ Schmiedel, The Johannine Writings, p. 236.



LIGHT AND LIFE

Ernest F. Scott

Wrar, THEN, was that work of Christ which he finished in his earthly
life and which was set frec from every limitation by his death? The Gospel
offers 2 twofold account of its nature and purpose. (1) In the first place,
through Christ we have the full and ultimate revelation of God. It belongs
to the Hellenic cast of the cvangelist’s thinking that a peculiar value 15
attached to the idea of revelation. To the Greek mind the highest good was
identified with perfect knowledge; and for more than five centuries the
great philosophers had been striving after knowledge. It was assumed that
the “wise man”~the man who rightly apprehended the nature of God—
would raisc himself above earthly circumstance, and become, in some measure,
like God. The cvangelist, imbued with this Greek idea, declares that God
has now granted to men the absolute revclation of Himself. From the be-
ginning He has been found of those who sought Him. In sages, prophets,
law-givers, His Word has been dimly reflected, and men have been led
by them to some partial knowledge of Himself. But now at last the reveal-
ing Word has appeared in very Person. The Light which in broken rays
had been present to men from the beginning, had come into the world. It
was the supreme service of the fourth evangelist to Christian thought that he
discerned the true revelation of God in the living Person of Christ. The
abjection has often been urged against the Gospel that it contains little
of definite teaching. Its elaborate discourses are almost wholly occupied with
sayings about the speaker himself. With all their claim to convey a fuller
revelation, they have far less to tell us of the Heavenly Father, in His love
and providence and will towards men, than the simple Synoptic parables.
But it may be answercd that by concentrating his thought upon the Person,
almost to the exclusion of all else, the cvangelist has truly apprehended, and
expressed with a matchless clearness and power, the truth that underlies even
the Synoptic teaching. Jesus himself was the revelation. He made the Father
known to us, not so much by the words he spoke as by his life, by his whole
personality, “full of grace and truth.” Qur knowledge of God is dependent
henceforth on an ever-growing vision of Jesus Christ. It may be granted that
in his presentation of this great truth the evangelist is largely influenced by
philosophical ideas chat obscure much of its meaning. Fle appears to suggest
that Jesus revealed the Father because He was Himself of the same essence,
and made palpable to us the absolute divine life. A one-sided emphasis is
laid on “knowledge,” as if God were to be apprehended through Christ by
some intellectual process. Yet beneath these wrappings of metaphysic, in-

From The Historical and Religious Value of The Fourth Gospel, The Pilgrim Press,
Boston, 1909, pp. 46-65.
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separable from the Logos theory, we can discover the simple religious idea
that Jesus revealed God by the divine character of his human life. The
knowledge by which we lay hold of him is something more than intcllectual
knowledge. It is bound up with obedience to his will, and inward fellowship
with him.

(2) The work of Christ, however, did not consist wholly in revelation,
As he was the Light, he was also the Life,—imparting to men not only the
knowledge of God, bur the divine nature. In this conceprion of Christ as the
Life-giver we find the central motive of the Gospel. It was written, as the
evangelist hinwself tells us, that belicving in Jesus as the Son of God we
might have life,

“Life” is the comprchensive word employed in the Old Testament to
denote the sovereign good. Joy, prospcrity, peace, wisdom, righteowness,
are all summed up in the idea of life, and God Himsclf is pre-cminently the
“Living One.” In Jater Jewish thought, life was associated in a special
manner with the coming age, when all things were to reach their consun-
mation, The blewsings which God would bestow upon His people in the
great furure were all included in the one possession of “eternal life,” It s in
this sense that the word meets us frequently in the Synopric Gospels. The
message of Jesus is concerned with the coming age, or kingdom of God,
but the kingdom itself is identified with its chief blessing. Jesus can speak,
almost in the same sentence, of “entering into the kingdom” and of “inherit-
ing eternal life.” The fourth evangelist takes advantage of this equivalence of
the two terms, and discards the idea of the kingdom altogether. It was
related to hopes and beliefs that were specifically Jewish, and he replaces it
by the more general conception of life. At the same time he introduces an
all-imporrant change into this conception. Life in the Synoptic teaching
belonged o the inheritance of the kingdom of God, and was regarded as stifl
in the future. It was described as “eternal life,” since it was part of that
divine, eternal order which was presently to be inaugurared. Bur the epirher
“erernal,” as used in the fourth Gospel, applics simply to the quality of the
life. The natural life is something defective and unreal, little better than a
state of death; and over against it there is the true life, offered to us by
Christ. Tt is not a blessing of the remote future, but an actual and present
possession. “He that believeth in the Son hath life.” “He that believeth in
me is passed” (already by that very act) “from death into life.”

The evangelist nowhere declares in so many words, what he understands
by life. His apparent definition has rcference rather to the indispensable
means whereby the true life is to be attained. In the light of various passages,
however, his underlying thought becomes evident. Life is primarily the
absolute divine life. God is Spirit, and possesses an erernal, self-originated
life, of a ditferent nature from that of men. This higher life is nor conccived,
at least in the firse instance, under ethical categories. God is the Living One,
not in virtue of His love and righteousness and holiness, but because there
resides in Him a purer essence, analogous to the life principle in man, yet
different in kind. The Logos, as one with God, participates in thac divine
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attribuce of life. “As the Father hath life in himself so he hath given the Son
to have life in himself.”

The purpose of Christ’s coming, then, was to communicate to men that
life which, as the eternal Word, he shared with the Father. Man was by
nature a creature of flesh, excluded, by the very conditions of his being,
from the higher life, But through the incarnation of His Son, God had now
allied Himself with the human race, What was formerly an impassible gulf,
not to be crossed by any effort of man, had been bridged over. The higher
nature had taken possession of the lower, and all who would had access to
it and could make it their own. This, according to the fourth evangelist, was
the meaning and end of the Lord’s sojourn in the flesh. “In him was life,”
and we also can have life through his name.

Two things need to be observed and emphasised in connection with this
primary Johannine doctrine. (1) The life, as we have seen, is not conceived in
a purely ethical or religious sense. It is regarded from a metaphysical point
of view as the absolute life which constitutes the being of God; and as such
it is opposed to the mere earthly life which we inherit as men, The work of
Christ consists, therefore, not so much in the renewal of our sinful will as in
the actual transformation of our nature. He communicates the divine life as
a kind of higher essense, by the reception of which man’s being is wrought
inro affinity with God’s. This mysterious change is symbolized by the miracle
at Cana,—the “beginning of miracles,” which was typical of all the others.
As Jesus changed water into wine, so he came to transmute our earthly nature
into something richer and better. It is indicated, likewise, in the so-called
parable of the Vine. In more than a figurative sense Jesus describes himself
as the true Vine,—the living stem whereby life is transmitted to all the
branches. A conception of life which can only be defined as semi-physical
is involved in the whole Johannine doctrine; and in so far it falls short
of the highest religious value, A magical element is introduced into Chris-
tianity which we cannot but recognize as alien to the real spirit of our Lord’s
teaching. None the less, we must here again distinguish between the truth
itself and the form in which it is embodied. The evangelist is conscious that
in Jesus Christ 2 new, transforming power has entered into the world. He
has seen a change effected in the lives of men so profound and mysterions
that it seems nothing less than a change of nature; and he has himself ex-
perienced this inward renewal. To the moral miracle accomplished by Jesus
he applies the categories suggested to him by his philosophical doctrine.
Jesus was the Word, in whom the being of Gad became incarnare. The
possessor of the divine life has imparted it ro his people, changing their
mortal nature into the sabstance of his own.,

(2) Life is inseparable from a living person; and we can only reccive the
gift of Christ by union with himself. The life is in hinz; not in his ceaching,
or in any work performed by him, but in his very self. He can say, “I am
the Life.” The idea thus conveyed brings us directly to the heart of the
Johannine message. Our Lord’s purpose, as conceived by this evangelist, was
nothing less than to impart his own personal life to his disciples. “I am the
living bread which came down from heaven.” “The bread that I will give



140 THE PORTRAIT OF JESUS IN THE FOURTH GOSPEL

is my flesh, which I will give for the life of the world.” Here, also, the
thought is no doubt abscured by conceptions that to our minds may appear
crude and half-material. The life is viewed as an ethereal essence, resident in
the incarpate Word; and is only to be received by some mystical absorp-
tion into ourselves of Christ’s actual body. Yet the truth suggested is the
vital truth of Christianity, and the fourth Gospel, more than any other
writing, has established its place in the Christian thought of all time. Our
Lord’s great gift to humanity was himself, and to receive the gift he offers
we must apprehend bimz in his living Person. We must fill ourselves with
his mind and will, and become incorporate with him in the whole spirit
of our lives.

The higher life is imparted as an immediate gift of God through Christ;
but certain conditions are required of men before they can receive the
gift. To set before us these conditions is the practical religious aim of the
fourth Gospel. It might appear, at first sight, as if the evangelist simply took
up the message of Paul. As Paul insists on faith as the one thing needful, so
the later reacher makes the whole process of salvation centre on the act of
believing on Christ. We find, however, on comparing the two ideas more
carefully, that the “belief” so persistently demanded in the fourth Gospel
is something different from the Pauline “faith,”—something much narrower
and more definite. Its nature is indicated by the conjunction with “knowl-
edge” in which it is so often placed. Where Paul contemplated an
energy of the whole man, an entire surrender of heart and will, the
evangelist thinks, in the first instance, of an act of intellectual assent. To
“believe” is to accepr the given doctrines of Christianity, especially the
fundamental doctrine that Jesus is the Son of God.

But while belief in itself has thus a restricted meaning, it is combined with
other elements which give it something of the larger significance of Faith.
‘We are reminded, on the one hand, that the intellectval act is morally con-
ditioned. Before we can know Christ and recognise him in this true character
as Son of God, we require to enter into full sympathy with him; and this
sympathy is wrought in us by a life of obedience and loyal discipleship.
“If any man will do His will, he shall know of the doctrine.” The prominence
thus given to the ethical demand of Christianity is a marked featurc in the
Gospel,—all the more striking because of its pervading speculative character.
‘Warned, perhaps, by the current errors of Gnosticism, the evangelist feels
the danger of resolving the message of Christ into a mere theology. He
holds that the true knowledge runs back in the end to practical obedience.

On the other hand, while belief is represented as nothing in its outward
form but an act of bare confession, an emphasis is laid on the mystery
involved in it, Through belief a man is brought into life-giving fellowship
with the Son of God, and an act so momentous in its consequences must
be the outcome of some profound and divine impulse. “No man can come to
me unless the Father draw him.” The will of God himself must codperate
with the human will, before there can be true belief in Christ. This idea of a
divine activity revealing itself in the Christian confession, is presented most
fully and impressively in the doctrine of the New Birth. The doctrine is
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peculiar to the fourth Gospel, and combines in itseif various elements derived
from Pauline theology and from early speculations on the mystical import
of the baptismal ritc. But it is ultimately derived from the familiar sayings
in which our Lord declares that men must become like little children before
they can enter the Kingdom of God. The evangelist heightens the original
image, and in so doing throws a new suggestion into it. He speaks not
merely of a return to childhood, but of a renewal of birth. The acceptance
of Christianity is nothing less than another beginning of life; and this
second beginning, like the first, is mysterious, and not dependent on our
own will. We are born into our faith in Christ by the agency of God’s
spirit, which moves invisibly like the wind. Whence it comes, or how it
warks in us, we cannot tell; yet its influence, so real though so inscrutable,
is the beginning of the new life,

By the act of belief, therefore,—which itsclf is preceded by a whole
religious process,—we enter into such a relation to Christ that his gift
becomes possible. But the belief is only the starting-point of another process,
by which the work of Churist attains to its final outcome in eternal life. To
understand this part of the evangelist's veaching we need to bear in mind
his ruling conception, that the life bestowed by Churist is identical with Christ
himself. How can we so apprehend him rhat he may communicate to us his
own-personal life? This is the crucial question of the Gospel, and an answer
is sought to it along various lines of thought. (1) A peculiar importance is
attached, in the first place, to the “words” of Christ, which are “spirit and
life” to those who truly receive them. The words are regarded not merely as
the vehicle of a certain message but as a living and personal influence. To the
ancient mode of thinking, a man’s word was part of himself. The sword of
God, more especially, is conceived in the Old Testament as the outflow of
the divine Personality, carrying with it a quickening and creative power.
So the words uttered by Jesus were a sort of effluence from himself, Through
them he makes his abode in the hearts of his people and communicates his
own life. (2) Again, a place is given in the Gospel to the mystical ideas which
had already begun to grow up around the Lord’s Supper, under the influence
of Greek and Oriental theosophy. In the long discourse of Jesus after the
feeding of the five thousand we have a whole series of sayings which can only
be explained in the light of eucharistic doctrine. The evangelist’s attitude to
this doctrine seems to be a twofold one. He combats the superstitious belief
that the Supper was valid in itself, apart from the discernment of its spiritual
meaning. It can avail us nothing unless we can grasp the reality through the
symbals and yield ourselves to Christ in the fellowship of faith. Buc at the
same time a more than symbolical value is attributed to the sacred clements.
If they are received with the true spirit they represent, in some real sense, the
Person of Christ. Only as we partake of his flesh and blood can we receive
into oursclves the divine life; and by the institation of the Supper the great
miracle is accomplished. Christ gives himself to us as the bread of life. In this
sacramental train of thought, more distinctly than elsewhere, we can detect
the semi-physical idea that is interwoven with the purely spiritual teaching of
the Gospel. Life is a divine essence, inherent in the Word made flesh; and as
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such it must be imparted magically, by a special miracle. (3) Once more,~
and here we touch the centre of the Johannine message,—life becomes ours
through an inward abiding union with Christ, the Life-giver. Paul had alread

spoken of a fellowship with Christ so entire and intimate that the believer
became one with his Lord. “I live, yet not I, but Christ who liveth in me.”
The evangelist takes up this Pauline conception, and develops it, on the
ground of his own spiritual experience, to yet fuller and deeper issues.
Life as it manifests itself in the disciples is the life of Christ, apart from
whom they can do nothing. He makes his abode with them and unites them
to himself, as the branches have their life in the vine. The question of how
this union is effected is left in the end unanswered; or rather it is answered,
as alone it can be, by a simple judgment of faith. Those who have known
Christ are conscious of his presence, beside them and within them. They
are made one with himself, and with the Father through him. ’



THE FAITH OF THE GRIEEK TRADITION
Paul Elner More

Howrever wr mvirrprReT the personal claims attributed to Jesus, and
whatever construction we put on the story of the Resurrection, one in-
disputablc fact remains, that Chrisrinnity began with the belief in a super-
human founder. To a band of apostles and disciples gathered together in
Jerusalem after the crucifixion, this Jesus whom they had accompanied in
his mission through the lake towns and among the hills of Galilee, a friend
quiclc to rcspond to all the compassions of humanity yet unyielding in prin-
ciple and c:lpablc at times of scorching indignation, a teacher who arrogated
to himself a sublime authority and whose words, marvellously simple and
direct, seemed vet to clude them with mysterious hints of a new faith,—to
these Christians, as they were soon to be named, their Master appeared in
memory to have been a man like to themselves and ar the same time some-
thing more than man. Now at least, after his humiliation, he had been raised
up to stand at the right hand of God as judge and Lord of the world; and in
recollection they saw the light of thar deificarion upon his face while he
wallked with them on the earth. He was the Jesus whom they had
lknown, one person, whether in the flesh or in glory; but his nature pre-
sented itself to them in a double aspect, human and divine. This was not a
metaphysical theorem, not a doctrine which they had reasoned out, but a
conviction born of cxperience.

Ar first his divine nature took for them, as Jews, the escharological
form with which they were familiar, Their Lord was the Messiah, the
Christ, who should return after no long delay with the hosts of heaven
to establish the kingdom of God. And this idea was not the product of
their own imagination, but had been held by Jesus of himself and imparted
to them in the last days of his life, This eschatological conception was re-
tained by Paul, even in some respects hardened by him, though we are apt
to overlook the fact when we read his epistles today. Certainly Paul did
not create Christianity or any fundamental belief of Christianity. Something
he added, no doubt, from the treasure of his brooding mind. He enlarged
what may be called the cosmic aspect of religion, by his profounder sense
of the eternal design of Providence and by his corresponding emphasis on
the notion of a pre-existent Christ. Whether his own or not, the words
in Ephesians spring from his inspiration:

The fellowship of the mystery, which from the beginning of the world hath been
hid in God, who created all things by Jesus Christ:

From The Christ of the New Testament, Princeton, 1924, pp. 281-94. Reprinted by
permission of the publishers, Princeton University Press.
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To the intent that now unto the principalities and powers in heavenly places might be
known by the church the manifold wisdom of God,

According ta the erernal purpase which he purpased in Christ Jesus our Lord,

With this expansion of religion went a deepening of the individual note;
the soul of man, with its hopes and fears, its sense of sin and longing for
salvation, was caught up into a celestial drama, and its fate grew to vast
significance. The intensity of the personal faith of Paul became a permanent
possession of the Church to the grear enrichment of devotion. Yet even heye
one must make reservations; for much of the bigotry, the emotional
mysticism and spasmodic hysteria that have troubled the Church from
the beginning can be traced to Paul’s insistence on his own miraculous
conversion, And upon the foundation of his faith Paul raised a structure
of rabbinical theology the harmful effects of which can scarcely be over-
estimated. His doctrine of predestination and grace, faith and law, went
under for a season, and never again won a firm hold upon the Greek com-
munijty; but in the Occidene it reappeared with Tertullian and Augustine,
struggled with opposing idens through the scholastic debates of the Middle
Ages, and then burst out with devastating malignity in the theology of
Luther and Calvin. The legalistic elements in Paul were naturally sympa-
thetic to the Latin temper, and to them we owe what I must regard as the
unfortunate trend taken by Christianity in the Western world.

The unchecked triumph of the Pauline system would have riveted on
religion a Jewish Messiah. The current in that direction was diverted by a
spiritual force which, apparently entering the Church through the Hellen-
istic communities of Asia Minor, reached its climax in the Gospel com-
posed ar LEphesus and attributed to St. John. Here indeed the cosmic
scope of salvation, which had loomed so large in the imagination of Paul,
is continued, but assumes a different colour. Jesus, still the pre-existent
Son of Ged, appeats no longer as the Flebrew Christ, but as the personified
Logos of Greek philosaphy grafted upon the Wisdom of the late Jewish
thinkers, themselves already hall Hellenized; while the kingdom of Jehovah
dissolves into the ubiquitous presence of the other-world. For the rabbinic
theology which Paul so to speak had turned against itself, we now have a
refined and spiritualized gnosticism. ln this scheme the Incarnation be-
comes not so much a moment in the eschatological drama as the focussing
point of God's continuous manifestation of Himself to the human soul;
and the attention is centred less upon the death than upon the life of the
Saviour: “he alone was able to bring light to the souls of men, so that with
our own eyes we might discern the way of erernal salvation.”

The change was not complete. The ethics of John retain the tone of
the Synoptics and of Paul; and the gnosticism of John demands as the
central act of faith a conversion of the whole man rather than a mere
enlightenment of the intellect. Religion has by ne means been swallowed
up in metaphysics, nor has the inspiration of prophecy faded into the
thin air of speculacion. And even so the alteration needed in some respects

1 Clem. Hom,, 1, 19,
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to be modified or revoked. Thus, for instance, the peculiar doctrine of the
Logos which prevailed for some time in the Fas, proved to contain certain
dangerous implications, and during the course of the third century fell
into the background of theology. But in the main Christianity passed with
the fourth Gospel into the wide stream of Greek thought, while bringing
to that Tradition its own vital contribution; henceforth we have to study
the mutual assimilation of the faith of Jesus with the Idealism of Plato.

Woas this diversion of Christianity a betrayal of Christ? In answering
this question we may first of all eliminate the objections of those who
would strip religion of its supernatural philosophy altogether, and would
reduce it to mere morality tinctured with trust in the fatherhood of a ten-
derly indulgent God. The Jesus of the humanitarians is a pure fiction, with
no warrant in history. Fere there would be no choice between Paul and
John; both are equally repugnant to the views of modern liberalism. But
what of Paul’s special theology? Certainly, in so far as John threw over
the burden of inverted rabbinic legalism, there was no berrayal; Jesus himself
in his attitude towards the Law stood rather with John than with Paul.
The question grows acute only when we consider John'’s substitution of
the Greck reveuler of God for the Jewish Messiah, for here undonbtedly
Paul, however he may have developed the idea, was faithful to the more
literal conception of Christ’s mission held by the primitive Church.

Now we must admit, as in fact 1 have admitted, that Christiznity, as a
religion of compelling power, could have taken its origin only in Palestine,
and only through the preaching of the imminent Messianic kingdom. Greece,
with all her wisdom, could never have given this impulse to the world, and
the efforts of Greek philosophy to sarisfy the craving for salvation had
failed. But it is also true that the Messianic kingdom, valuable as it was
and always may be symbolically, in the larger light of history fades to a
temporary expedient; and the hard fact soon forced itself upon atrention
that the Messiah did not appear, at least in any such realistic fashion as he
had prophesied. Christianity to become a world religion had to be trans-
lated into the universal and more spiritual terms of Greek intuition. And
this, call it the work of Providence or what you will, is what actually hap-

ened. As I see the matter, such a change involved no disloyalty to the
author of Christianity, but was a legitimate development of that which lay
in the background of his teaching. So far as Jesus’ consciousness of his
divine nature transcended the limits of Messianism it was already implicitly
Greek and not Hebrew. It remained for John, or whomever we call the
source of the Logia in the fourth Gospel, under the influence of Hellenistic
philosophy to lay hold of those sayings of Jesus which expressed his rela-
tion to the Father in general language, and so to fulfill the hidden purpose
of the Master, hidden partly perhaps even to himself. Thus only could
the accomplishment of prophecy become the universal revelation of God
to Man. Shall we deem this a betrayal?

Danger there was, as there must be in all reaching after spiritual truth.
At an early date the thought of Christ’s divinity so enthralled the Greek
mind that it threatened to overshadow completely his humanity; and



146 THE PORTRAIT OF JESUS IN THE FOURTH GOSPEL

the first great heresy to trouble the Church—and never to be driven out—
was the docetism, so-called, which held chat Jesus was in no true sense 2
man at all, but only seemed to be such. Hence the writer of the first epistle
of John opens with an earnest insistence on “that which was from the
beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes, which
we have looked upon, and our hands have handled, of the Word of life.”
In its concern with the revelation of God t6 man the Orient too often for-
got the revelation of God in man. But withal Greck theology, in its central
course and during the period of our study, remained faithful to 1ts origin.
For three centurics and a half it wrestled with a succession of heresies
which, on one side or the other, sought to rationalize, and in rationalizing
virtually to explain away, the mystery of the Incarnation. As a result of
that conflict it laid down the one essential dogma of the universal Church,
western and eastern, protestant and catholic, the Faith as it was proclaimed
at Nicea and at Chalcedon was defined in a series of clauses clear, hard,
unargued, unreasoned, impregnable against every possible perversion. That
was the virtue of the Greek intelligence, to perccive that beside this dogma
all other questions are of secondary importance. And thus it happens today
that a churchman may deal with the various “creeds” as he will, imcrpretin'g
them literally or symbolically to his taste, even to the point of rejecting
the personification of the Holy Ghost and the conscquent doctrine of the
Trinity, whereas, so long as he calls himself a Christian, he ought honestly
and unevasively and ex animo to subscribe to the Faith as finally formulated
at the fourth general Council. The language of the formula may be re-
pellent to modern ears, we may perhaps vegret that the exigencies of the
long contest with heresy compelied the Iathers to adopr a bolder termi-
nology than our understanding of the mystery warrants; but at botrom
the test of orthodoxy as ultimately defined in the year 451 is no more than
an explicit statement of the faich held so unequivocably by the little band
of disciples ac the beginning, that Jesus of Nazareth, whom they had known
and heard, who had been crucified and, as they believed, had risen from
the dead, was one person of two natures, human and divine. That is all,
and it is enough.

As T have said before, it does not fall within my design to debate the
truth or ervor of Christianity. I have argued that the dualism of faith cannot
on any sound philosophical basis be rejected out of hand as incredible be-
cause it is incomprehensible, I have tried to show that the belief of the
Church corresponds with the deeper self-consciousness of Jesus himself;
that is a problem of historic evidence, But as for the simple fact, whether
Jesus was deceived or not in his claims, that is a question of a different
sort, to be answered individually by each man as the voice of conscience
responds to the words spoken so many ages since by the lake of Galilee,
Only, thus much 1 would urge: if the supposition of Christianity be not
erue, then we have no sure hope of religion, The Ideal philosophy of Plato
waits for its verification upon no belief in anything outside of what we
can test and know in our immediate experience, and he to whom the other-
world of Ideas is a reality possesses a spiritual comfort beyond which it
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may be presumptuous to search—I do not say. But the full scope of religion
requires a theology and a mythology as well as a philosophy, and if the
crowning element of religion is to be more than a reasonable conjecture,
as ultimately it was to Plato, if it is to be confirmed by the certainty of
revelation, then I see not whither we are to turn save to Christianity. For
mythology, the crown of religion, is just the coming together of the hu-
man and the divine, the descent of God to man and the consequent elevation
of man to God. In this sense all religions have their myths, and might be
regarded as the groping of men in the darkness, “if haply they might feel
after him, and find him, though he be not far from every one of us.” Even
the Buddhist, who in his dread of metaphysical entities thinks to do without
a supreme deity, yet consoles himself with a variegated history of the
Buddha’s previous existences and with naive tales of a humanized pantheon.

In contrast with all other religions the peculiar strength of Christianity is
that in the Incarnation it reduces mythology to the simplest possible terms;
every extravagance, every overgrowth of fancy, is swept away for the bare
fact that God in Jesus appeared among men. Indeed, of all arguments for
the supernatarzl origin of the Christian faith the most convincing is a
frank comparison of its superb simplicity with the wild tumult of Hellen-
istic superstitions through which it cur its way by what has the semblance of
providential direction. Read the fragments of literature left to us by the
Orphic and Phrygian and Egyptian and Chaldean mythologies of the age,
consider the monstrosities of Mithra and the fabulous follies of Gnosticism,
each in its own fashion secking like Christianity to bridge the gulf between
the human and the divine,—and then turn to the Gospel of Mark! It is like
coming out into the clear light of the sun from a misty region haunted by

“The ghosts of words, and dusty dreams,
Old memories, faiths infirm and dead.”?

To say that the dogma of Christianity is endangered by the comparative
study ‘of religions implies a gross ignorance of facts ora wilful misappre-
hension of values. If there be any true myth, if the divine nature has at any
time in any wise directly revealed itself to man, if any voice shall ever
reach us out of the infinite circle of silence, where else shall we look but to
the words of the gospel? Not Christainity alone is at stake in our acceptance
or rejection of the Incarnation, but religion itself.

That is an alternative the modern man docs not willingly face, and the
desperate endeavour of liberal criticism, so far as it retains the spirit of
reverence, has been to evade the issue. In the main the atrempt has taken the
form of an Hegelian substitution of ideals for Ideas, of what we should
like to be true for what we believe actually to be trae; the value of Chris-
tianity shall not be reckoned on the basis of objective truth, on the answer
to the question, that is to say, whether Jesus and his disciples were deluded
or not, but on the characrer of their delusion, whether it be bencficent or
not. Such was the turn given to apologetics by Strauss; and Schweitzer,

3 Swinburne, Félise.



148 THE PORTRAIT OF JESUS IN THE FOURTH GOSPEL

summing up the trend of nineteenth-century theology, will say that “in the
end it makes no difference to what degree the Incarnation was realized in
the person of Jesus, since the idea [rather, the ideal] is a living thing in the
community; . . . . religion in irs essence is independent of any historic
face.” 3 Such is the famous philosophy of “modernism,” the doctrine rhat we
need not believe but must act as if we believed,—very ingenious, very
pretty, but impracticable, and at heart a lie which the world will not
tolerate: men will not long act as if they believed. The alternative is the
Faith of the Greek tradition or no religion of Christ.

* Geschichte der Leben-Jesu-Forschung, 81, 519.



SACRAMENTAL INTEREST IN THE FOURTH
GOSPEL

Clarence Tucker Craig

MonEerN INTERPRETERS ARE still at antithetical poles in their judgment on the
extent of sacramental emphasis in the Fourth Gospel. According to the
recent cxpression of one American scholar, “For John, the two great rites
of Christianity were of little importance.” * According to the larest British
commentator, “He is the foremost teacher on ‘the sacramental principle.’ " 12

1. How is it that competent scholars,—granting that they come to the
evidence with widely differing prejudices,—can arrive at such opposing
conclusions? The answer lies in part at least in their divergent positions on
the unity of the gospel and the purpose of its author. I can only indicare
briefly the position on each of these questions which I find convincing;
any adequate examination would call for separate monographs.

I do not deny the strong probability that the hand which added chapter
21 may likewise have made extensive changes in the body of the gospel.
All that T would urge is that we cannot discover the redactor’s additions
by any such simple procedure as isolating the ideas that seem to us to
contradict the main position of the evangelist. It is quite another thing to
demonstrate that they were contradictory to him. To illustrate from the
problem at hand, many of the greatest mystics of the church have at the
same time been devoted to its sacraments. Catherine of Genoa was one
of that type, as Baron von Hugel has shown. Because mysticism may
exclude the necessity of sacraments to the mind of a modern scholar, it
does not follow that a religious devotee who inherired them would come to
the same conclusion. I do not see any need of following those scholars
who excise the words which are inconvenient for the view of the gospel
which they find more congenial.

Turning to the second preliminary question, it seems inescapable to me
that the Fourth Gospel was written not for outsiders, but for the Christian
cult group. That is in no way disEroved by the purpose expressed at the
close, “These have been written that you might beligve that Jesus is the
Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you might have life in his name.”
Every sermon to church members today is preached for that purpose. The
polemical inrerests and apologetic motives of this gospel have often been
catalogued, but it is just the believers who need to have their faith stated

*L. C. Colwell, Jobs Defends the Gospel, Chicago, 1936, 135, links this to the idea
thar the author writes for a group on a higher culrural level.

*C. ). Wright, The Mission and Message of Jesus, New York, 1938, 691.

Reprinted by permission of the author from Journal of Biblical Literature, March
1939.
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in opposition to other positions, The kind of books which would be
written for outside propaganda is illustrated by Justin and the other apolo-
gists. The Fourth Gospel breathes the intimacy of the cult group.

The author begins with a hymn to the Logos, which is not identified as
Jesus until almost the end. But surely the readers were expected to know
at once who was meant. Ideas are thrown out quite without explanation,
such as thar the children of God are not born of flesh and blood; the
readers were not expeeted to find them strange. The scheme of constant mis-
understanding of mysterious words of Jesus presupposes readers who al-
ready possess the key to the symbols wsed. Most important of all, the intro-
duction of the figure of the Beloved Disciple assumes that the first yeaders
were expected to understand more than was clearly stated. It would be point-
less for the appendix to identify this figure as the author if the readers were
outsiders who had no knowledge of either the son of Zebedee or the
Beloved Disciple.

If the Gospel of John had been written for those who knew nothing of
the practice of baptism or the conduct of the eucharist, we mighe well
conclude that its author had no mterest in conveying the most elementary
instruction on the sacraments. But in a gospel written for those with ex-
tended contact with the church, the cult practices could be taken for
granted, and the emphases lald through the subtle form of teaching in
which the evangelist delights.

2. The total point of view of the evangelist must be born in mind if we
are to evaluate correctly the significance of 1wao abjections raised to a sacra-
mental emphasis. We cannot conclude that baprism was unimporrant for
him because he omitted an account of the baptism of Jesus. The Christ
of the Fourth Gospel was not one who should come to human hands to
receive baptism, any more than he could be tempted of the devil, or suffer
genuine agony in Gerhsemane. I would quite grant, on the other hand, that
we cannot build any conclusions on the statement that Jesus acrually bap-
tized during his early ministry, a statement contradicted in the next chaprer.
These passages involve the insoluble problem of sources incompletely
worked up into the gospel. No connection is made with the teaching of the
gospel, nor any indication of a fulfiliment of the propheey in 1:33 of one
who would baptize with the Spirit.

Likewisc, the omission of the so-called institution of the Lord's Supper
does not indicate any minimizing of the cucharist. It would be truer to
say that John verifics the critical position that there was no specific insti-
tation. 1 believe that the position has been definitely proven that the
eucharist celebrations in early Christianity were not of one type but two.
There was a Jerusalem type which was not a commemoration of the Last
Supper, but 2 common meal continuing their table fellowship with the Lord
and looking forward to reunion with him in a New Age. The Pauline type
first stressed the commemoration of the parabolic action of Jesus on the night
in which he was betrayed, as a memorial of the new dispensation inaugurated
by that death. The eucharist teaching of the Fourth Gospel is divorced from
the Last Supper for the clear-cut reason that any “commemorative aspect”
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was entirely missing for its author, The eucharist was a present communion
with the exalted Lord. John does not preserve simply the early Jerusalem
rite; but despite the fact that the eschatological hope has faded almost entirely
from his picture, he stands much closer to the Didache prayers than to Paul.
Much confusion arises in many current discussions hecause of a failure to
distinguish clearly berween the Last Supper and the Lord’s Supper. The
Fourtlr Gospel has its tcaching on the Lord’s Supper where the evangelise
thought that it belonged. The Last Supper was simply a farewell meal where
other emphases predominate,

3. In contrast to these misunderstandings of the cvangelist's procedure, we
would call attention to the fact that no other evangelist goes so far in insist-
ing upon the necessity of the saving sacraments of the church. Nicodemus
is told that he must be born of water as well as the Spirit. Three times are
the words repeated that the man who was born blind had to wash in the
pool of Siloam (sent). Then and then only does faith in Christ bring sight
(salvation). No other evangelist reports the baptism of the twelve disciples;
but on his last night, conscious thar he was returning to the Father, Jesus
girds himself to wash their feer. He assures them that they cannot under-
stand his acrion yet. When impulsive Peter protests, there comes the clear
and unmistakable word, “If [ do not wash you, youn have no part in me.”
Without baptism there was no entrance into the life of the Spirit.

How do the anti-sacramental interpreters attempt to escape these con-
clusions? We can pass by such positions as ascribing the word “water” to a
redactor or glossator, for that has no adequate basis. The most imPortant re-
jection of 2 sacramental reference is offered by Odeberg, who cites Jewish
mystical writings to prove that warer stands for “the divine efflux,” or seed,
the fertilizing principle from the world of the Spirit. Unquestionably there
are references to water in the Fourth Gospel which have no connection with
baptism; but in the Nicodemus interview Jesus is not discussing “the water of
life” in general but the mode of entrance into the kingdom of God. Since
baptism was the rite of entrance, how could the author say “water,” and not
have thar in mind? Allusions to the “divine efflux” and the “fertilizing prin-
ciple” zay also have been in his mind, just as the forgiveness of sins was with
other early Christains. For, it is the very genius of ceremonies that the one
act may be interpreted from quite varied backgrounds.

The foor-washing scene is undoubtedly difficult from any point of view.
It has a definitely erhical bearing—an cxample of lowly service which is sct
by the Son of God. The new commandment of love significantly replaces the
new diatheke. Tt is highly possible that this emphasis may be related to the
agape or early Christian charitable meal. An example of humility within the
brotherhood is set by the Lord of the church.

But it is just as certain that the meaning of the foot-washing scene cannot
be restricted to its cthical teaching. Central are the emphatic words of the
necessity to receive this service, and then the enigmatical statement, “He who
is bathed need only wash his feet to be clean all over.” Most of the interpreters
who have accepted a sacramental emphasis see herc an allusion to the neces-
sity of both sacraments. The bathing is baptism; that is never repeated. The
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foot-washing is the eucharist which we continue to need. Despite the im-
pressive list of representatives who support this interpretation, it must be ex-
cluded as improbable, Water is not elsewhere a symbol of the eucharist,
Just as improbable is the suggestion of Hirsch that foot-washing refers to
the daily forgiveness of sins which is necessary even after baptism, Forgive-
ness is a need almost never expressed in the Fourth Gospel; such an idea
would involve much later conceptions of penance.

The most probable interpretation to my mind is that suggested by von
Campenhausen. He calls attention to the transition from baptism by immer-
sion to that by pouring. He assembles the archacological evidence to show
that candidates had water poured over their heads so that the water covered
nothing more than the feet. In this scene, therefore, in language that was per-
fectly understandable to those who had listencd to debates over the necessity
of immersion,~possibly advocated by former disciples of John and repre-
sented here by Peter in his demand to be washed all over—Jesus is made to
defend the adequacy of baptism by pouring. “He who is bathed (by the word)
need only wash his feet”; i.e., 2 baptism by pouring that covers the feet.

4. Turning to the eucharist, we find a second categorical imperative, The
discourse on the bread of life culminates in the word, “I am the living
bread which came down from heaven. If anyone eats of this bread, he will
live forever. And the bread which I shall give for the life of the world is
my flesh.” Naturally the Jews cannot understand such predictions of
cannibalism. Their query as to how this could be is answered just as the
objection of Nicodemus, by the solemn reaffirmation of the necessity. Six
times Jesus repeats that there is no communication of life without eating
his flesh, and drinking his blood. That such was the view of the evangelist
is supported by a gospel which begins the revelation of the glory of Churist
by the changing of the warer of Jewish purifications into the wine of the
Spirit and the eucharist at the word of Jesus. It leads up to the last sight
when the life-giving union berween Christ and his disciples is illustrated by
the allegory of the vine and its branches, An essential way of abiding in
Christ is by partaking of the frujt of the vine.

Now how do the anti-sacramentalists atcerpt to turn the force of these
facts? We may ignore here the position represented by Wescott that Jesus
could not have given eucharistic teaching at this time because the Lord’s
Supper was not yet instituted, We shall turn again to Odeberg for the most
plausible atrempt to exclude a sacramental reference. He holds that the
essential message of the gospel is participation in spiritual reality rhrough the
messenger from above. “Bread from heaven” falls under the category of the
“divine spiritual efflux.” It is as real food in the spiritual world as earthly
bread is in the material. The son of man is this celestial bread. He must be
eaten in the world of the spirit; he must enter into and be assimilated with
the spiritual organism of the believer. This is stated realistically in order to
impress the fact that it is no mere allegory. But anyone who understands the
words of eating and drinking the flesh and blood to refer to the bread and
wine of the eucharist takes the mistaken view of the Jews. Spiritual realities
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are not external, but must be so complerely absorbed and assimilated that
the most fitting expression is to eat spiritual food,

It certainly is 2 wholesome reaction against attempts to derive Johannine
sacramentalism directly from the primitive magic of “cating the god” to
appeal to ideas from the early Jewish and oriental mysticism. If this were a
passage in Philo or a Hermetic teacher who belonged to no cule group with
a sacred meal, the claim would have more cogency. But John belonged to a
group which had long since spoken of the bread of their meal as a “sharing
in the body of Christ,” and nearly contemporaneous with him “the flesh” of
Christ is called the “medicine of immortalicy.” Of course John must be in-
terpreted by himself, not by other Christian authors, but how could he use
such language and not expect his readers to understand a reference to the
eucharist celebration? We should rather picture the bread of life discourse
as a communion sermon, and visualize the elder lifting the loaf as he sol-
emnly repeats,“This is the bread which came down from heaven, . ... He
who eats of this bread will live forever.”

The crucial support for a non-sacramental interpretation is sought in
6:63. Just as Paul would deflate the entire law by citing Genesis 15:6 in de-
fense of his law-free gospel, it would appear as if some modern exegetes
seek to negate all sacramenralism in John by this one verse. But it does not
deny the realism of the preceding verses; rather, it binds together the whole
exposition of the chapter. “It js the Spirit which gives life, the flesh profits
nothing. The words which I have spoken to you are spirit and life.” To eat
of anything in the world of flesh cannot give life. But the eating which has
just been described will become explicable when the Son of man ascends
and bestows the Spirit. In partaking of the eucharist, therefore, they do not
eat mere flesh, but they are fed by the life-giving Spirit. The words of
Jesus in this context refer to what he said about the necessity of the sacra-
ment. No words of any kind have lifegiving quality of themselves. It is their
content. Naturally, what the Johannine Jesus says here on the nccessity
of the eucharist in no way excludes what he repeats clsewhere on the neces-
sity of believing, But it must be insisted just as strongly that chose passages
do not eliminate his assertion here that the word about the sacrament is an
essential, life-giving word.

Chapter six therefore sets forth the place of the eucharist in the mediation
of the divine, spiritual life. It brings the climax to the three chaptess devoted
to a positive presentation of the Christian faith, Entrance is through a new
birth from above, which takes place at baprism; it is a universal religion
from which even a Samaritan woman can receive the “water of life”; but
at its heart is the revealer who has come down from the Father to be the
Savior of the world; he is the bread which through the eucharist sustains
the life in the world of the Spirit.

For the fourth evangelist then the eucharist is primarily a rite of com-
munion. He does not think of the personal presence of the Savior at the
table as host, though that may be found in 21:13 where the risen Christ
distributes the food. The evangelist looks rather upen the elements as the
channels of the divine life. The value of the community meal lies in the
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opportunity for the individual to participate therein. Such participation is
not confined to one ceremony of the church, but this is their character-
istic act of worship. Its meaning is defined by John in relation to his under-
standing of Christian experience. That view of the eucharist which finds in
it an extension of the Incarnation has its first expression in the Fourth
Gospel. It is the essence of any incarnation of the Word that the spiritual
operates through the means of the material.

The view expressed in this paper would not for a minute ignore the
number of times in which believing and knowing God are stressed with-
out any sacramental reference, But the emphases of any author are not
to be gathered by any purely statistical means. The central focus of the
Christian message was from the very beginning the death of Jesus. The
Fourth evangelist puts a new witness at the foot of the cross, the Beloved
Disciple. We are given the solemn agsurance that this man's testimony is
reliable, for he bears witness of what he has seen. What is it that calls
for these solemn words? That at the death of Jesus there flow from
his pierced side blood and water. Thar death released the life-giving
sacraments of the church.



JOHN, MYSTIC AND PROPHET

Burnett H. Streeter
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Tr, TN, we are asked to what class of literature the Tourth Gospel
should be referred, we reply that it belongs neither to History nor Biog-
raphy, but to the Library of Devotion. It will be misunderstood unless it is
approached in a spiric comparable to that in which we approach the
Confession of Augustine or the Imitation of 4 Kempis. We must read it
as we read the book of Job, with our attention fixed less on the events
recorded or on the characters of the dialogue than on the profundities of
thought which through them arc dramatically bodied forth. This Gospel
is a mediration, an inspired meditation, on the Life of Christ. It is the
work of one whom onc cannot call philosopher, because he is a mystic
who feels that he has gor beyond philosophy—like Plotinus when he
had seen the beatific vision, or like Aquinas, who, when nearing the end
of his Summa, hung up his inkhorn and pen, saying, “What [ have seen
so transcends what 1 have written T will write no more.”

The starting-point for any profitable study of the Fourth Gospel is the
recognition of the author as a mystic—perhaps the greatest of all
mystics, To him the temporal is the veil of the cternal, and he is ever,
to use von Hiugel's phrase, “striving to contemplate history sub specie
agternitatis and ro englobe the successiveness of man in the simultaneity of
God.” Bug, if this is so, it follows that any inquiry into the sourees of the
Fourth Gaspel will be futile which does not approach the subject from
the standpoint of the psychology of the mystic temper,

The title *“mystic” has dubious associations; it has been used to cover a
very large variety of cxpericnces. It is often employed to give an im-
posing sound to childish speculations, or to practices which in the last
resort are merely tricks of narcotic self-bemusement, In a nobler sense
the word is used of the religious side of the philosophic tradition domi-
mant in the Hellenic thought, seen at jts highest in Plato and Plotinus.
The mysticism of John is nearer akin to this, but it is not the same. His
mystici'sm, like that of Paul, is a mysticism centred, not on Absolute
Being, but on the Divine Christ. The character of rhe mystic aspiration is
necessarily affected by the conception entertained of the nature of the
object towards which it is directed. The passion for union with the One
becomes qualitatively different if that One is conceived of in the likeness
of the historic Jesus. And just in so far as the object is visualised by John

From The Four Gospels, New York, 1925, pp. 365-74, 383-89, Reprinted by permission
of the publishers, The Macmillan Company.
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as concretely personal, the rcligious experience which is its correlate is
continuous, rather with the old Testament, than with the Platonic, appre-
hension of the reaction of the soul to the Divine.

The author of the Fourth Gospel stands beiween two worlds, the
Hebrew and the Greek, at the confluence of the two greatest spiritual
and intellectual traditions of our race. In him Plato and Isaiah meet. To
call John a mystic is only correct so long as one remembers that in the
Hebrew tradirion the prophet is the counterpart of him whom elsewhere
we style the mystic. The religious cxperience of the prophet is not
quite the same as thar of the mystic, though closely allied. We shall mis-
apprehend both the psychology and the message of John if we forget that
he is 2 Jew first, and never quite a Greelk, and unless we relate the experi-
ence of which his Gospel is the record with that revival of prophecy which
is the conspicuous feature of the Farly Church.

The higher religion of the Old Testament was, humanly speaking, due to
a long line of outstanding prophets. . . . . But there was this difference
between prophecy in Old and New Testament times. The Old Testament
prophet said, “Thus saith the Lord”; he believed that his message was
from the ancient God of Israel. The New Testament prophet felt that he
was in contact with the “Spirit,” which he seems to have thoughe of more
often as the “Spirit of Jesus” than as the “Spirit of God.”

Paul lays claim to such direct inspiration, though not, be it noted, for
all his utrerances (cf. 1 Cor. vii 10); so, cven more emphatically, does the
author of the Apocalypse, ¢. a.b, 95. The warnings against false prophets in
the First Epistle of John and in the Didache are additional evidence of the
immense prestige enjoyed by a true prophet; while the way in which
Ignatins of Antioch, ¢. A.p. 115, appeals to utterances made by himself when
inspired by the Spirir,® shows that the belief that the age of direct revelation
was not yet over was still powerful in the most orthodox circles. To ignore
the phenomenon of prophecy is to study the Fourth Gospel apart from its
environment. And, for mysclf, I must say that the more often I read the
discourses of the Fourth Gaspel the more it is borne in upon me that its
author was regarded by himself, and by the Church for which he wrote, as
an inspired prophet.

THE Discourses oF JoHN

Whis this provisional assumption in mind, I proceed to raise the question,
In what sense are the discourses ascribed to Jesus in the Fourth Gopel in-
tended to be taken as historical? T venture to think that the answers given
to this question both by the old-fashioned traditionalist and by most modern
critical scholars are alike on certain points unsatisfactory.

In the ancient world there were two entirely different traditions in regard
to the reporting of the discourses of histarical personages or accepted teach-
ers—the Jewish and the Greek.

The Jewish tradition had developed as a result of the existence of a class

* Trall. §5 Philad. 7.
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of “wise men” in the ancient Hebrew community. Epigramatic sayings of
these worthies were carefully preserved, as nearly as possible in their original
form. In books like Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Wisdom we trace a new type
of literature gradually developing out of the practice of making collections
of such proverbial sayings. Originally most of the sayings seem to have been
preserved without the name of the author. The Book of Ecclesiasticus breaks
this tradition of anonymity; although, even in this case, the innovation was
not made by the author of the sayings himself, Jesus the son of Sirach, but by
his grandson, who published the collection somewhere about 130 n.c. From
this period onwards, more and more of the epigramatic sayings of Jewish
Rabbis came to be preserved with the author’s name attached. It is to the
continuance, in the preponderantly Jewish communities in the Early Church,
of this Jewish practice of preserving as far as possible the exact words of the
teacher that we owe the different collections of sayings of Christ which are
preserved to us in the Synoptic Gospels,

The Greek tradition was quite different, not only in regard to the public
specches attributed to historical personages, but also as to the private teaching
of the philosophers, who occupied in the Greek social and educational system
a position not at all unlike that of the “wise men” or later Rabbis in the
Jewish. Thucydides, the most conscientious of all Greek historians, explains
in a famous passage that he has been at the greatest pains carefully to ascer-
tain and accurately to record all matters of fact, but that where he professes
to give a speech delivered on any historical occasion, he has as a rule put
into the mouths of the characters the sentiments which seemed to him to be
proper to the occasion. Similarly Plato, who felt that he owed everything to
the teaching of Socrates, never, so far as we are aware, made any attempt to
hand down to posterity the ipsissima verba of his master. But throughout his
life, and it was a long one, he wrote a series of philosophical dialogues in
which Socrates is represented as carrying on philosophical discussions either
with ordinary citizens inquiring after knowledge or with the defenders of
philosophical systems of which Plato disapproved. All through the series the
views which Socrates is represented as expounding are those which Plato him-
self, at the date of writing a particular dialogue, had come to entertain. Plato
attributed his whole philosophical system to the original inspiration of Socra-
tes and it is probable that in the earlier dialogues the speeches of Socrates,
though written in the style and language of Plato, do not inadequately repre-
sent opinions entertained by Socrates. But in the later dialogues Plato had de-
veloped his system far beyond anything which is at all likely to have been
in the mind of the historic Socrates.

John was writing in the Greek city of Ephesus, and for a Church of which
the more cultivated, if not the majority, of the members had becn cducated
in Greek schools and on Greel literature. Even Jewish Christians there would
be familiar with the Greek tradition in these martters. Realising this, we per-
ceive that the original readers of the Fourth Gospel would never have sup-
posed that the author intended the speeches put into the mouth of Christ
to be taken as a verbatim report, or even as a précis, of the actual words
spoken by Him on the particular occasions on which they are represented
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as having been delivered. They would not have supposed that the author
meant that the doctrine propounded in these discourses was verbudly identi-
cal with what was actually taught by Christ in Palestine, but rather that it
was organically related to what Christ taught in such a way as to be the
doctrine which Christ would have taught had he been explicitly dealing wich
the problems confronting the Church at the time the Gospel was written,

In 2 sense the Discourses of John are an atrempt to supply a systematic
summary of Christian teaching. We must never forger that the Fphesian
Church about ab. 90 was not in possession of our New Testament. Mark
had been in existence perhaps five-and-twenty years, and by the time John
wrote would have been firmly cstablished in the Church of Ephesus. Luke
was 2 more recent arrival, and it is possible that Matthew had not yet reached
Ephesus. The portion of the New Testament upon which the older members
of that Church had been brought up was Mark and the Epistles of Paul, their
founder. But Mark is conspicuonsly lacking on the side of teaching., Thus,
while to us the Four Guspels, to them the ten Epistles of the Apostle, must
have been the main authority for the “essence of Christianity.” The dis-
cowrses of the Foruth Gospel are intended, in combination with the selected
narrative, to present the “cssence of Christianity.” Naturally they present
the thinking of Jesus as organically related to the thought of Paul. Paul is
the first that we know of the mystics whose mysticism is centred on Christ,
John, too, is a Christocentric mystic. But he had lived longer and meditated
more than Paul, and is thus able to give a simpler, clearer, and in 2 sense
a calmer, expression to his creed.

Are we, then, to say that the Discourses in the Fourth Gospel are to be
conceived of as on exactly the same level as the Melian Dialogue of Thucyd-
ides, or the speeches in the Rebuplic of Plato? Far from it. In this, as in
other ways, John stands at the meeting-point of Greek and Hebrew tradi-
tion. The analogies with Greek literary methods are valuable mainly in
enabling us to understand how an author who valued historical accuracy,
even though his purpose was not mainly historical, could, in all good
faith and without any risk of being misunderstood by his readers, set
down as spoken on definite particular occasions speeches which he knew
quite well were not so delivered. But beyond that the analogy breaks down,
First of all, a man of the temperament of the author of the Gospel must
have meditated year after year, not only on the Epistles of Paul, but on
certain Logia of Christ, which had come home to him as being of special
and profound significance. He appears to have a tradition of events inde-
pendent of the Synoptics; it would be strange if this did not include some
sayings as well. But what he gives us is not the saying as it came to him,
but the saying along with an attempt to bring out all the fullness of meaning
which years of meditation had found in it. It is not difficult, for example, to
detect in the Johannine allegories of the Door, the Good Shepherd, and the
Vine, interpretative transformations of what were originally parables of the
Synoptic type. Epigrammatic Logia will have been modified in a similar
way. But behind and beyond this, we must, I feel, look to that experience
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of possession by the Spirit which is the New Testament counterpart of Old
Testament prophecy.

There is no incompatibility between a conscious choice of the medium
of literary expression and the conviction that the thing expressed has come
through some superhuman channcl. The poet Blake in one passage speaks
of a poem as given him by an angel, and then proceeds to give the reason for
his choice of a particular metre. And, viewed as the utterances of a prophet
cdited by him in accord with Greek tradition, the discourses ascribed by
John to Jesus take on a significance completely different from that of the
speeches put into the mouths of his characters by the ordinary Greele his-
rorian. John knows that they are interpretations of the essentials of Chris-
tianity rather than /psissima verba of the historic Jesus; but they have come
to him through direct inspiration from the risen Christ Himself. That is
whv he insists “The Spirit shall lead you into all rruth,” John knows quire
well that his theology is a development of the original Apostolic teaching,
but it is 2 development directly inspived by the Spirit. It is Christ Flimself,
speaking “in the Spirit,” who says “I have many things to tell you but ye
cannot hear them now.” v is thus He fulfils the promise, “The Paraclete,
when he cometh, he shall take of mine, he shall glorify me.” “Glorify me”
can only mean “lead you to perceive the truth that I am the Incarnation of
the Word.” John had rcached this conclusion; but he believed that he had
reached it, not by his own intellectual cfforts, but by direct revelation of
the Spirit of Jesus.

The author of the Gospel claims his interpreration of the Person and
Work of Christ is a revelation of the Spirit. That claim must be ser side
by side with that of the Old Testament prophets that their message was
in the same way derived direce from God. . . . | In this place, all T desire
to emphasise is that the discourses of the Fourth Gospel and the prophetic
writings of the Old Testament cannot be considered apart frum one another.
There is food for reflection in the fact that the original starting-point of the
movement towards ethical monotheism in the Old Testament, and also the
most complete expression reached in the New of the idea that in Christ
God is in man made nunifest, both ultimately derive from a conviction of
direct inspiration, which to prophet or evangelist himself did not appear
to be an open question. . . . .

Crearive Mratory

And the personality reflected is not that of a man likely to copy painfully
other men's writings. Every scenc he depicts, every discourse he relates—
whencesoever originally derived—is the discilled cssence of something rhat
has been pondered upon and lived out in actual life until it has become of
the very texture of his soul. But the subconscious depths of the human mind
are never inactive, least of all so where thoughts or incidents fraught with
passionate interest are concerned. Things disconnected are brought to-
gether, things dark become illuminated. Given also a mystic with_the crea-
tive imagination of the artist—and no one without the artist’s mind could
have drawn the word pictures of the Fourth Gospel—old scenes will be
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flashed up into recollection, with new but vivid details embodying the
altered emphasis caused by later meditarion on the meaning of the original
experience.

We must also remember that the stories told by John are avowedly
selected to illustrate certain fundamental religious principles. The presump-
tion is a strong one that he has given us the selection which he had found
most effective for that purpose, and had already used time after time in
discussions with individuals or in addresses to the Church. But whenever
anyone tclls and reteils the same story to illustrate some special point--
whether the point be a jest, a trait of character of some well-known indi-
vidual, the magnificance of an exploit, or the enormity of a crime—quite
insensibly minor details of the story get modified so as to throw into greater
emphasis the main point. The subconscious mind is mare primitive than the
conscious; it thinks in pictures; it dramatises; thus every time a story is
told, it is told more cffectively. Bur that is always at the expense of the
minor accuracy which a cross-examining counsel demands of a witness,
and which a historical critic ought to be aware cannot often be expected
in an ancient document. Indeed, it is only in modern times, and under
the influence of the demand for meticulous accuracy which modern science
and its methods have made insistent, that people have begun to trouble at
all about minutiae of description, so long as these do not seriously affect
the general impression. An illustration of this relative indifference to minor
details can be found in the Acts. The Conversion of Paul is described no
less than three times in that boolk. The second and third occasions occur in
speeches of Paul separated by only three chapters, and the context shows
that the difference cannot be explained by the theory that the author is
combining two parallel sources. Yet the exact details as to what was seen
and heard, and how much of it was experienced by Paul only, and how much
by his companions as well, is diflerently related in each of the three accounts.

That tendency in John, to which atrention is so often called, towards an
enhancement of dertail in the miracle stories he records is ta be accounted
for in this way. He writes, not with the written document in front of him,
but from the vivid reconstruction of the scene as, at the moment of writing,
it stood out before his own mind’s eye. . . ., .

Fact anp SymBon

To most of the mystics symbolism in one form or another appeals. But
from the first cencury a.p. till well after che Renaissance the peculiar form
of symbolism known as Allegory had an attraction for some of the finest
minds with which it js difficult for the present age to sympathise. Much has
been made by recent scholarship of the idea that the author of the Fourth
Gospel was one of them, I quate again from the article in the Encyclopaedia
Britannica by Baron F. von Hiigel:

Philo had in his life of Moses allegorised the Pentateuchal narratives so as to repre-
sent him as mediator, saviour, intercessor of his people, the one great organ of revela-
tion, and the soul's guide from the false lower world into the upper true one, The
Fourth Gospel is the noblest instance of this kind of literature, of which the truth
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depends, not on the factual accuracy of the symbolising appearances, but on the truth
of the ideas and experiences thus symbolised,

[ hesitate to ditfer from so high an authority on such a point. Full allow-
ance must, I concede, be made for the influence on John’s mind of a strain
so powerful in contemporary religious thought. The desire to find in events
an allegorical expression of spiritual realicy would inevitably act as a mould-
ing influence on those imaginative pictures in which the memories are
stored. Since memory is essentially interprerative, such a desire might easily
determine the character and directjon of the modification the mental picture
of events would undergo. But the suggestion that John consciously and
deliberately composed stories for the sake of their allegorical meaning secems
to me to go too far. Such a proceeding on his part would, so it scems to me,
be incompatible with the objects which he had in view, so far as we can
estimate these by what we know of the circumstances and special needs
of the Church of his day.

The Church in Ephesus, and indeed the Church throughout the world
at the end of the first century a.p., was fighting a battle on two fronts. On
the one side there was the impingement of Gnosticism from without, with
the even more dangerous drift towards a gnosticising Christianity within.
This threatened to undermine both the monotheism and the ethical sound-
ness of the Hebrew and Apostolic religious tradition, and to substitute a
vague mysticism, based upon speculations about complicated series of graded
divinities, along with a belief in the inherent evil of matter. This tendency
was accompanied by an insistence either that Christ was not really human—
the Body which men saw in Palestine being merely an appearance—or that
the Divine Christ was a separate Being from the man Jesus. On the other
side was the conservative Jewish party, ethically sound and firmly mono-
theistic, bur conceiving of the Person of Christ and His relation both to
God and man in rerms derived from Jewish eschatology—a native form of
“picture-thinking” which must somehow be transcended if Christianity was
to mean anything to the average Greek. The Gospel of Matthew stereo-
types this phase of Christian theology, or rather the more progressive wing
of it, at the stage which it had reached in Antioch abour amp., 85. The
Apocryphal Gospel of Peter, the surviving fragment of which describes how
the Divine Christ went back to Heaven leaving the human Jesus to die
upon the Cross, represents the more conscrvative wing of the Gnostic
tendency'.

John saw clearly that the salvation of the Church lay in a vie wiedia be-
tween these two tendencies, in the position which he summed up in the
idea, of the Word made flesh. Christ was truly, really, and completely man;
but in Him is incarnate the “Word of God.” To John the Word means,
roughly speaking, what a modern thinker would speak of as Divinity con-
sidered as immanent~that which is really God, not a subordinate emanation
from God. But of the two tendencies John is combating, much the more
alarming was that which came from the Gnostic; for the Zeitgeist was on
that side. Orthodox Christians are so preoccupied nowadays in asserting
the Divinity of Christ that it is easy to overlook the fact that in the early
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Gentile Church, especially in Asia, it was the reality of His Humanity that
most needed emphasis. The age was obsessed by the problem of evil, and
the Gnostic solution, that evil arose because matter is essentially and eternall
bad, necessitated the rejection of the belief that Divinity could possibly have
worn a real body of marerial flesh and blood. That is why, while John
dwells far more than the Synoptists on the miraculous power of Christ and
the all-secing inrelligence that knows all without needing to ask questions or
await information—the evidence of Divinity—he also, to an extent unparal-
leled in the Synoptics, emphasises the susceptibility of Christ to purely
physical and simple human experience. John alonce records that Jesus was
wearied with a journey (iv. 6), wept for a friend (xi. 35), and in the agony
of death could say “I thirst.”

Does it not follow that to the mind of a philosophic mystic of that epach
a “mediating theology” would involve a double attitude towards the his-
torical facts of the life of Christ?

On the one hand, seeing that cvery action of the historic Jesus is an ex-
pression in time of the Universal Divine, it is much more than a mere
historical event. The visible fact must necessarily in every case be a symbolic
expression of an invisible spiritual principle. If a multitude is fed with loaves
and fishes, this is not a mere evenr which once hap}nencd by the Lake of
Galilee, it is also symbolically the expression in time of the eternal verity that
man atrains to the Life Divine by feeding spiritually upon Christ the Bread
of Life. If Lazarus rises from the tomb, this is not merely a wonderful miracle
wrought on an individual, it is also an individualised instance of the universal
principle that the Immanent Divinity revealed in Christ is eternally the
Resurrection and the Life of Man.

On the other hand, from the logic of his position, John is no less bound
to emphasise the idea thart, because the Word became flesh, thereforc these
things factually occurred. To the Gnostic this world of fact was alien to the
spiritual; it was a world in which the Ultimate Divine had no part. John
affirms that the Word in becoming flesh demonstrated that this world of
conerete fact was the expression of, and was in control of, the same world-
creating Spirit that appeared as a Redeemer in Jesus Christ. It would seem
to follow that John could not, consistently with his purpose, have recorded
as history any incident which he did not himself believe to have actually
oceurred,

History to all the ancients, except perhaps Thucydides and Polybius, was a
branch, not of science, but of lerters, Effective prescntation was more valued
than accuracy of detail. There is hardly a battle in Livy described in a way
which would work out correctly on the actual ground—and yet war was the
“leading industry” of Rome. About minor details no one in those days
troubled; what was asked for was the broad facts graphically described. And
so far as the broad facts are concerned I think one must affirm that John
recorded nothing which he did not believe o be historical. It does not
follow that his belief was always justified. He records four stupendous
miracles—the Feeding of the Five Thousand, the Walking on the Water,
the Changing of Water into Wine, and the Raising of Lazarus. The diffi-
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culties to the modern mind of supposing that such events happened exactly
and in all particulars as they are described by the Evangelist is a point that
needs no elaboration, All I would insist on is that, from the point of view
of intrinsic credibility, all four stories stand upon exactly the same level.
But two of them could have been derived by John from Mark, a work ac-
cepted in the Church ar the time he wrote as an unimpeachable historical
authority. The obvious presumption, then, is that he derived the other two
from an authority which, whether mistakenly or otherwise, he regarded as
no less authentic.

Some eminent critics hold that the raising of Lazarus in John has been
developed out of the concluding sentence in Luke's parable of Dives and
Lazarus. This suggestion is one which has never seemed to me particularly
plausible. 1t will at least be conceded that, on the surface, the two stories
and the morals drawn from them are very different. But even if it be granted
that a sentence in the parable is the germ out of which the story of the
miracle has grown, it is surely psychologicaily far easier to suppose that
the growth had already taken place during an intermediate stage of oral
tradition, rather than that the transformation was effected through a con-
scious manipulation by John of the written texc of Luke.

To sum up, John may have been mistaken about his facts, but to him it is
as important to emphasise the historical as to see in the historical a symbol
of the Eternal. But he was interested in these stories, not so much because
they were marvellous, as because they seemed to him to embady ecternal
truth. To him fact and meaning are related as flesh to spirit—the flesh Is a
necessary vehicle, but it is spirit which really counts. The familiar observa-
tion that in John the miracles are “acted parables” is absolutely correct;
only it does not go far enough. To John the whole of the appearance in
history of the Word made Flesh is an acted parable—including the Death
and Resurrection. That being so, it is essential surely to his whole theological
position, whether against the Docetic Gnostics, who denied the reality of
Christ’s human body, or against the passionless Christ of Cerinthus, to affirm
that the parable really was acted out in the plane of material existence in this
world of fact.



THE FIRST CHRISTIAN SYNTHESIS
Mary R. Ely Lynan

We mave seEN that the New Testament literature arose in a spontancous
fashion—gospel, chronicle, epistle, homily, and apocalypse, each having its
peculiar need to fulfill, and each responding to some conditions in the com-
munity life which called it forth. Often these needs were conditioned by
the special localities in which the writings arose, and the books were thus an
expression of the meaning of the Christian gospel for that place and time.
That they had universal significance as well as one which was local and
occasional needs no defense, for they have been read by generation after
generation {or nineteen hundred years, and there is no speech, no language,
where their voice is not heard. But they were not intended by their
writers as scripture for the ages,

The book of Revelation affords illustration of this fact. It was directed
toward a particular need, the situation of persecution in Asia Minor under
Domitian. It was intended to show the Christians how they ought to conduct
themselves in relation to the demand for participation in Emperor—worship.
Much of the book is so conditioned by this special time and place that it is
not understandable without the key of the historical sitnation to unlock its
cryptic sayings. Nevertheless, it has its meaning for a world beyond that of
Asia Minor in the first century, Wherever men are called to suffer for
righteousness’ sake, they take courage and inspiration from its summons, “Be
thou faithful unte death, and I will give thee the crown of life.” Wherever
men see through religion new vistas of opportunity and promise, they echo its
words, “Behold I have set beforc thee a door opened which no man can
shut.” In the deep experiences of life men are lifted to courage by its picture
of those who have come out of great tribulation, from whose eyes God
shall wipe away cvery tear.

So it is also with the little book of James. It had its purpose for its own
time, which was probably near the close of the first century. It was a protest
against the overemphasis on faith ar the expense of the ethical side of
religion. Perhaps some who were admirers of Paul had carried too far his
principle of faith as central to Christianity, and this author was concerned
to show that “faith apart from works is dead.” Although this discussion
belonged to a special situation which is not duplicated in our world to-day,
and which we do not expect to find duplicated, still the insight of the wricer
of this lictle scrmon was such that he challenges us to-day by his classic
description of the difficulty of being in full contral of what we say, and by
his noteworthy definition of ethical religion.

From The Fourth Gospel and the Life of To-Day, The Macmillan Company, New
York, 1931, pp. 70-82. Reprinted by permission of the author.
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The first three Gospels also had come into being in response to local and
occasional needs. We have scen that the death of Peter was probably the
immediate stimulus to the writing of Mark, and that this first Gospel
challenged other people to write for their own localities something similar
to Mark, but more adequate for the communities that they knew. And
again it is the inherent values of the writings themselves, rather than the
intent of the authors that has given them their universal appeal. The Gospels
have become the record of Jesuy’ life for all time and for all places. Their
appeal is bounded by no geographical or temporal limits, but 1t is probable
that their authors would have been greatly surprised if they had heen
rold that their works woud have such a place in human history.

In certain respects the intent of the Fourth Gospel parallels this situa-
tion which we have just been describing, but in certain respects it differs.
There are some aims apparent in the writing of the Gospel that show that
it was directed to meet the given situation in Ephesus at the beginning of
the second century. But there are other indications that the author thought
of his worle as having 1 meaning beyond rhat time and place. Inferences
about the jmmediate situation for which he wrote may be drawn from
several cmphases of his thought. For example, he is at pains to show that
John the Baptist was only the forerunner of Jesus, not himself the Messiah.
“He was not the light, but came that he might bear witness of the lighe.”
In bearing witness to Jesus, John the Baptist is here shown as quite explici
about his own relationship to Jesus: “This is he of whom I said, He that
cometh after me is become before me.” And when the question of his status
is raised by his disciples, the Baptizer announces unequivocally: “Ye your-
selves bear me witness, that T said, I am not the Christ, bur that I am sent
before him.” And finally he affirms, “He must increase but I must decrease.”
It is hard to account for such a heavy stress on the subordinate position of
John, except in order to meer just the situation that we know prevailed in
Ephesus, where some “knew only tiw baptism of John.”

A second motive for the writing of the Gospel that we can trace as
having direct relation to the immediate situation Is the desire to show the
genuine humanity of Jesus. The author wants his readers to be sure that
Jesus’ life was real, and not as the Docetists would say, only a seeming. In
affirming that Jesus was the Logos, he guarded himself against making him
a mere abstraction by his surprising statement, “The Word became flesh.”
Jesus’ thirst on the cross, the noting of blood and water pouring out when
the soldiers pierced his side, and the tactual evidence presented to Thomas
to convince him of Jesus’ resurrection all testify to the fact that there was a
question here in the community for which the Gospel was being written,
There were people who said that Jesus did not actually live a human life, that
he did not actually suffer, and that his participation in the things of this carth
was only a seeming and not a reality. For this group in the community, the
Fouarth Gospel took care to show the true humanity of Jesus.

Again, the author of the Gospel feels called upon to deal with the
hostility of the Jews to the Christian movement. This was something that
belonged to the world of the writer’s experience rather than to the time
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of Jesus. True, there was opposition to Jesus from the scribes and Pharisees
in Palestine, but the issues which rise between them are those of conduct,
of the relation of Jesus and his followers to the Jewish Law. In the Fourth
Gospel the issues are those that arise about the personality of Jesus, whether
he was actually the Christ or not, what his relation was to the Father and
to Abraham, and how it was possible for him to fulfill the claims that he
made about himself. “The Jews, therefore, murmured concerning him, be-
cause he said, I am the bread which came down out of heaven,” says this
Gospel, and the question reveals itself even more fully as belonging to the
Church and the Synagogue rather than to Jesus and the Pharisees, when in
a later verse it appears as: “How can this man give us his flesh to eat?”
Here is the explanation for that surprising detachment from the actual sit-
uation that allowed the anthor of the Fourth Gospel to speak of Jesus’ op-
ponents under the inclusive caption “the Jews,” when all who surrounded
him actually were Jews, and his disciples, his followers, his friends, and
family, not to say himself. This author lived in the midst of Gentile society
where the Church was commending itself ro Gentiles, and one of its greatest
problems was the opposition to it that came from the Synagogue. As he
phrases the Gospel for this situation, he thinks of Jesus as dealing with some
of these questions, and probably unconscious of anachronism, transfers the
problems of his own time to that of Jesus and thinks of Jesus as speaking
upon them.

In close relation to this purpose of meeting the hostility of the Jews to
Christianity, is the writer’s desire to give such attestation to the mission of
Jesus that even those who questioned most should see the validity of his
claims. In this Gospel Jesus is shown as calling upon Old Testament Scrip-
ture, upon his own words, upon his miracles, upon John the Baptist, and upon
the Father to confirm his claims to belief.

Ye have sent unto John, and he hath borne witness unto the truth. . ... But the
witness which I have is greater than that of John; for the worls which the Tather hath
given me to accomplish, the very works that I do, bear witness of me, that the Father
hath sent me. And the Father that sent me, he hath borne witness of me.

And speaking of the Scriptures, he says: “These are they which bear
witness of me.” These appeals to the testimony that can be assembled to
show that Jesus was what he claimed to be belong to the age in which the
Gospel was being written, rather than to the age in which Jesus lived, and
they too show the motivation of the Gospel for its own time,

In these ways which we have just noted we can see that the Fourth
Gospel had, as the other writings of the New Testament had, a definite
motivation for its own time. It was really dealing with some of the problems
and controversies that belonged to the Christian society in the Gentile world
ar the beginning of the second century. Bur perhaps in a way that is
peculiar to itself among the New Testament writings, it had also a purpose
to show the permanent and abiding significance of Jesus. It was not merely a
chronicle of the earthly life of Jesus that this author wanted to write. He
ycarned to show to the people of his time the cternal meaning of such a life,
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of such an embodiment of the love and purpose of God. As Professor
Kenneth Saunders has put it, the writer had “brooded long and lovingly” 1
upon the experience of God that was possible through Jesus, and his work
was designed to show how always men could find God through him.

In setting forth this permanent significance of the life of Jesus, the
author of the Gospel has turned to many phases of experience. He finds
Jesus meaningful in the world of thought as the eternal Logos or Word of
God. He finds him quickening in the realm of feeling in the mystical aspect
of religion. He discovers that he has significance in the world of fact and
history, as a person who lived the life of God in the midst of time. He i
confident also thar there are values for the ethical life of mankind in Jesus,
in his teaching abour love as the basic law of life. These values that he
sees in Jesus are not simply for the time and place that surround him, but
are for all time. The experience of Jesus is indecd to be a progressive ex-
perience enlarging as time goes on. “When the spirit of truth is come,” he is
to guide them into all truth. There are many things to be said, but they
cannot bear them now. They are to do greater works in the future than it
is possible to do now. The enlarging life of the Church is in the view of
the author as he writes, and it seems clear that he thinks of his interpreta-
tion of Jesus as one thar points out the values which will be permanent
and abiding in it.

And so while the Fourth Gospel has its particular message for its own
time, its special attention to the controversics and interests of the Church
in its own community, it has more than any other writing of the New
Testament its face turned toward the future with the hope of stating the
“good news” about Jesus in such a way as to show his enduring meaning.
And as the writer found Jesus meaningful in all phases of his own life, so
he thought of this manifold significance in the life of the Church. He in-
terpreted Jesus in relation to the world of thought, of feeling, and of ethics,
and the Gospel became in this way an actual synthesis of mystical, philo-
sophical, and ethical religion, the first blending, indeed, in 2 literary work, in
the development of Christianity, of these different aspects of religion.

This is not to say that the author of the Fourth Gospel set out in a de-
liberate and formal way to make a synthesis of the various types of religious
experience and thoughe, which it was importanc to include if Christianity
were to develop satisfactorily as a world religion. Nothing could be farther
from the case. More than anything clse this Gospel reveals itself as a work
of spontaneity. Like the song of Shelley’s skylark it comes forch from a
full heart “in strains of unpremeditated art.” It is a3 work of exaltation and of
exultation, the product of rare and sublime genius. A deep personal experi-
ence of religion lies back of it, and only as the expression of such an ex-
perience can it be rightly understood. But in that sense of oneness with God
which had come to the author through Jesus, there was something that
satisfied the intellectual demands of his nature, something that was quicken-
ing of those decp feelings that arc basic to religion, and something that

3 The Gospel for Asia, p. 12.



168 THE PORTRAIT OF JESUS IN THE FOURTH GOSPEL

challenged him to live nobly and fulfill the law of love in relationships
with, his brothers in Christ, and all three of these aspects of the experience
had to find a place in his story of it.

It is afrer all an unusual mingling of purposefulness for the futurc and of
unstudied are that we find here. One must not fall into the error of sup-
posing char we can fully analyze ac this date the personal experience chat
went into the making of chis Gospel. Its germination in thoughe, its de-
velopment into the conscious expression of the written word, the full
flower of irs poetry and symbolism will always remain, for the most part
at least, a hidden mystery, as little understood by us as the mysterious
processes of life in the natural world. So is it with any work of genius.
But so far as we can penectrate into the intention of the writer by scrutiny
of his work, it would seem that he had a vision of the future life of the
Church and was eager to state the permanent significance of Jesus for that
expanding life—thac this was his major purpose and motive. But as he wrote,
many of the problems of his immediate environment pressed upon him and
he directed himself to the answering of those questions as he went along.
And as both these inrcrests were being served, he brought rogether the
various strands of his own experience of Jesus, rhe religion of mind, heart,
and action that he had entered into through Jesus, and produced in his
writing, probably quite unconscious of its being such, the first Christian
synthesis—a Christianicy that had a theology, a mystical religious experience,
and a principle for the practical handling of life, This was the task, and this
the achjevement of the Fourth Gospel.
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THE HISTORICAL EXISTENCE OF JESUS

Charles Guignebert
I
TiE PrOBLEM

THr PovERTY AND uncertainty of our information about Jesus long ago
gave rise to the question, of first importance to us here, whether this person,
of whom we know practically nothing, ever really existed, or whether that
which claims to be the record of his life is anything more than a tissue of
myths, allegories, and symbols. The controversy was started at the end of
the eighteenth century by some of the French philesopbes, notably Dupuis
and Volney, and has continued ever since, alternately raging furiously and
lapsing into periods of quiescence. It is evident that if the personality and in-
fluence of Jesus disappear from history, the birth of Christianity has still to
be explained, and it is to this task that those who deny his historicity have
applied themselves, with a confidence only equalled by the variety of their
theories and the flimsiness of their arguments. . . ..

11

Tue Mytrovoccat. Exeranarion ov tur Cumistian MoyeMeNT

It remains only to explain the origin of the Christian movement and the
gospel legend itself, and to this each of the radicals applies himself in his
own way, according to his own system. Jensen, for instance, sees in the
gospel figure of Jesus an adapration of the saviour hero Gilgamesh of the
Babylonian epic, and since the legend of Gilgamesh represents a solar myth,
the Jesus of the gospel becomes the sun surrounded by the twelve signs of
the Zodrac, personified by the Apostles. Our Assyriologist takes enormous—
and incidentally, quite futile—pains to fir into his general conrentions all the
details of the gospel story. )

Kalthoff, again, maintains that Christ was not a man, but the persomﬁcation
of a social movement. This movement was Roman in origin, due to the fact
that the social organization of the Empire had created a wretched and turbu-
lent proletariat, but Jewish in form, because the Messianic conception of
the Jews, once “denationalized” and universalized, lent irself readily to ex-
ploitation by the outcasts of society, and also because the police and military
organization of the imperial government made any direct uprising of the
lower classes impossible. The reason that the four Gospels differ is because
they represent different trends in the great social upheaval out of which they
arose. Their unity consists in the fact that their combined accounts give us

From Jesus, London and New York, 1935, pp. 63-75. Reprinted by permission of the
publishers, Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., Ltd.
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the total process by which the Church was established; their variety comes
from the fact that the four authors did not all witness the same phase of the
movement which brought it into being. Their Palestinian appearance is only
2 mask; they are in reality Roman products. The _Christiqns of the first Cen-
tury mirrored their own life of trials,_ and erpbodled their own ideal, in this
picture of Christ. It was made in their own image, and, once it had passed
from the status of fiction to that of accepted fact, it became their guide and
pattern,

Raobertson believes that Jesus was the hero of a sacred drama which was
performed in the secret circle of a company of initiates of Jewish origin,
and represented the story of a god sacrificed by his father for the salyation
of men. In primitive times the drama may have cluminated in the real sacri-
fice of a man playing the part of the god. At the time when the Gospels
were written it ended in a ritual feast ar which the faithful were supposed to
eat the god, symbolized by the consecrated bread and wine, for the purpose
of assimilating his substance and becoming one with him. It was, in short,
a syncretistic cult for which the Mysteries of Osiris, Tammuz, Adonis, Acts,
Dionysus-Zagreus and Heracles furnished the models and the main features,
The movement from which this cult sprang originated in Israel, at least a
century before the beginning of the Christian era, in the lower classes of
society, amongst people who were hostile ro Pharisaic Judaism and who
were called “the poor” (ebioninz). One of the sects of ebionim, that of the
Nazarenes, transported its god to Greek soil, and there he flourished. This
god was, in fact, no other than Joshua, an ancient divinity of the tribe of
Ephraim, who had brought his people into the Promised Land, and who,
under his new name of Jesus, was to open the Kingdom of God to his fol-
lowers, He symbolizes the trinmphant progress of the sun. The Gospels are,
accordingly, propaganda intended to systematize and to give a basis of
probability to the legend operative in the sacred drama of the sect, to bring
it into conformity wich the mythological conventions of the age.

Another critie, B, Smith, sums up the matter as follows, Jesus the Nazarene
is the special god of the syncretistic and “occult” Jewish sect of the Naza-
renes, or Nazoreans, who, more than a century before the time of the sup-
posed birth of Jesus Christ, worshipped a divine Liberator, Guardian, and
Saviour, or, preferably, worshipped Jahweh under that special aspect, since
Jeshuah is Jahweh the Saviour. The whole gospel narrative is the concrete
development of symbols and myths according to well-known processes.
This pre-Christian cult of Jesus was spread by preachers, of whom Paul is
the perfect type, and whose activities the Book of Acts depicts. The basis of
the gospel story was probably drawn (Drews) from the Oriental Mysteries,
and crystallized around the myth of the young god who dies and rises again
as Saviour and exemplar of his worshippers, Primitive Christianity is thus
to be explained as 1 vast syncretism, in which were combined the sofar myths
of India and Persia, the Messianic hopes of Iran and Israel, the Greck mystery
cults of a divine mediater, and numerous practices from various sources, The
origin of the story of an carthly existence of the god is to be found in the
pretensions of the Judaeo-Christians of Jerusalem. In their desire to humble
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Paul, they pretended that the Saviour had lived amongst them, that they had
known him in the flesh, and were possessed, on that account, of an indispu-
table superiority.

Various other systems have been advanced, all based on the same ideas and
composed of practically the same clements. The most general conclusion, in
which almost all concur, may be stated as follows: The Jesus of the Gospels
is only a mythological figure, created, in one or more of the syncretistic Jew-
ish sects, prior to the Christion era. M. Couchoud distingusshes himself by
seeking his explanation, not in mere myth, but in a spiritual movement and a
religious conception actually operative in Israel. On his view, Jesus is only
one aspect of Jahweh—for his name means Jahweh the Helper or the Saviour
—an aspect which had previously been neglected or unrealized in his worship,
and of which Jewish religious feeling, or one section of it, finally became con-
scious, The type of Saviour depicted was modelled on recollections of the
Scriptures, and is, properly understood, only an interpretation of the famous
fifty-third chapter of Isaiah, wherein are described the trials of the Servant
of Jahweh. This chapter is, in fact, the epitome of Christianity and the origi-
nal source of the life of Jesus. The source of the Passion is to be found in the
account of the trial of Stephen in the seventh chapter of Acts,

I

CriTicISM OF THE MyYTHOLOGICAL THEORIES

Learned and ingenious though many of them are, the mythological theories
have not succeeded in gaining the adherence of any of those independent and
disinterested scholars who are always open to conviction by established facts,
and whose support would have been of real significance. This is a failure for
which the enthusiastic reception of those unqualified to judge hardly com-
pensates.

Jensen's theory reveals itself on first examination as the colossal aberration
of a specialist obsessed by the desire to explain everything in terms of his own
particular preoccupation. Actually, the most characteristic features of the
traditional life of Jesns—the passion, the crucifixion, and the resurrection—are
not found in the epic of Gilgamesh, and conversely, the most prominent inci-
dents of that poem do not appear in the gospel narrative.

The theories of Kalthoff have a sociological cast which renders them at first
more attractive. But all the details of the popular movements, the social
unrest, of the Empire of the first century, on which the author depends, are
in reality, purely hypothetical. He has no proof that the Roman proletariat
was affected by Jewish apocalyptic beliefs. It is merely assumed by him on
the strength of the idea that both tend to communism—a belief which itself
needs proving, especially in the case of Jewish Messianism, of which we
have no reason whatever to suppose that one of its fundamental features
was the hope of an economic revolution. The theory of the substantial
creation in Italy of the gospel narrative scems an untenable paradox, and
Kalthoff himself malkes a poor show of defending it. Finaily, there is the
question how a social movement of revolutionary trend could have given rise
to a religion of resignation, and by what precise process the Christian com-
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munity came to make the projection, personification, and deification of it-
self.

Robertson, Benjamin Smith and Drews accept the existence of pre-Chris-
tian, syncretistic, Jewish sects, an essential feature of whose cult was the wor-
ship of a sacrificed god called Jesus, who was the Saviour, Mediator, and Pro-
tector of his people. That such sects did exist is probably true, but unfor-
tunately we know nothing of their cult, and if we may regard it as probable
that it centered around the Messiah (Greek, Christos) expected by the Jews,
we have no grounds whatever for believing that it gave him the name of
Jesus. Similarly there is no documentary evidence for the belief chac Joshua
whatever may have been his original character, was still refgarded as a god at
the beginning of the Christian era, and, consequently, no oundation for the
statement that Jesus is simply a continuation of Joshua.

M. Couchoud, in deriving the Christian movement from a vision of Simon
Peter, only substitutes the riddle of Cephas for that of Jesus, for if we know
hardly anything about the carpenter, we know mnothing at all about the
fisherman up to the moment of his appearance in the synoptic narrative, His
claim that the most ancient form of the religion of Jesus is that of Paul,
sounds, to a eritic who has spent his life in the study of the Epistles, like 2
somewhat laboured atrempt ar humour, For the supreme influence of the
fifty-third chapter of Isaiah on the story of the Passion, there is simply no
evidence. It is surely significant that Mark, who makes considerable use
of the Scriptures, does not appear to attach any particular importance to
the ancient prophet, and makes no citation whatever of the crucial passage,
the famous fifty-third chapter. Even Matthew, who is so anxious to point
out every instance of the fulfillment of a scriptural text, makes no reference
to the chapter. The trath is, that at the beginning of the Christian era Isaiah
liii was not regarded as of Messianic significance. It was the Christians, la-
ter on, who found in it the means of amplifying their meagre tradition re-
garding the Passion of the Lord.

When we consider the mythological theories as a whole, problems start
up on all sides. If Jesus was a god, how was it that the Christians, even Paul
himself, did not regard him as one, and why this parody of humanity with
which they unanimously clothe their myth? The answer of Drews to this
question is not satisfactory, for even if the people at Jerusalem had in-
vented the earthly life of the Lord to give themselves an advantage over
Paul, why should he have apparently agreed with themp Moreover, the
Christianity of the gospel is not an independent religion; it worships the
god of Istael. Why, then, should it have created for itself another divinity,
and then proceeded to conceal him, for he never appears as such? If the god
Jesus is an aspect of Jahweh, why is this great truth never even hinted at?
Iris suggested, that we are in the presence of a Mystery, in which secrecy is
the rule. But the god of the Christian cult dies openly, at the hands of the
Roman authorities, after a publie trial; this has nothing in common with a
Mystery, or anything like it. If the legend of the god'is purely imaginary,
divorced from all foundation in fact, it is strange that it should have been
lefe so full of gaps and inconsistencies, that it should have been encumbered
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with the details of 2 common human existence, which serve no useful pur-
pose, and arc even rather shocking. Why rake the trouble to speak of the
brothers and sisters of the god, and even to give their names (Mark vi. 3)?
Why represent his family as believing him “beside himself” (Mark iii. 21)?
Why show him exhibiting anger and gricf, and weeping over himself and
others? Why cause him to reject the designation of himself as good (Mark
x. 18), and to proclaim that God alone is good? Why should he, who has
come down to proclaim and to bring about salvarion, declare that he does
not know when the great day, his own day, from the Pauline point of view,
will come (Mark xiii. 3, 2)? And why is his last cry, at the very moment of
his consummation of the divine mystery (Mark xv. 34), one of despair (“my
God, why has thou forsaken me?”)? To explain all this as an attempt at
verisimilitude, is surely to attribute an incredible amount of method and con-
sistency to men who are, in other respects, so conspicuously lacking in either.
How are we to reconcile this with so much vagueness and ambiguity in the
teaching, so that even today the exact meaning is sometimes doubtful? Above
all, why did those who created the myth, place the hero of it in their own
time, instead of, in accordance with the universal practice of religions, seek-
ing to avail themselves of the enormaous prestige oF antiquity?

It would be only too easy to prolong the list of such guestions, to none
of which can those who deny the existence of Jesus give any satisfactory
answer, If the figure of Jesus had really been a deliberate and intentional
creation of the Gospel writers, they would naturally have been supremely
interested in him. But we have only to read the Gospels to see at once that,
as a matter of facr, they are not interested in him at all. That is precisely why
their quasibiography of him is so inadequate. The truth is that this man, this
Jesus, is already, in their eyes, Christ, the god. His humanity is something
thrust upon them, which they have to make the best of. Their narrative is
composed of mythical variations on the facts of an acrual existence, which
hampers them, and which they would never have imposed upon themselves,
The Jews were in a position to know the truth, and were restrained by no
scruples in their polemic against the Christians regarding the person of
Christ. Had there been any possibility of denying his existence, we may be
sure they would have seized upon so conclusive a retort. But while the
Talmud attempts to disparage Jesus, it never denies his reality.

The best witness of the historical existence of Jesus is, paradoxically, Paul,
the alleged mainstay of the mythological view. Undoubtedly his Christ is
a divine being. We may even grant, though it is straining the term, that he is
a god. But he is a god awho has been a man, or Paulinism is unintelligible.
For the mystery preached by the Apostie to have any meaning, the Lord
must have been a mortal man, for the sham crucifixion of a god, the unreal
death of a supernatural being, is quite incompatible with the realism of the
Pauline teaching. Moreover Paul states definitely that in the flesh—and he
is confident that he might have known him in the flesh—the Lord sprang
from the race of David, that he was born of a woman, became subject to the
Law, and voluntarily, in obedience to God, assumed human form, and sub-
mitted himself to & human life of suffering, calminating in the death of the
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cross. It is unquestionable thar Paul regards him as a man, a human being
capable of deatch and pain, for without that he cannot become the vicarious
sacrifice necessary for the salvation of the world. The fact that Paul de-
clares that the Lord was “in flesh 2 man born of woman,” seems of itsell
proof enough, but the comparison of two passnges_in the Epistle to the
Corinthians appears to put the matter beyond all possible .doubt. In the first
(2 Cor. v. 16) the Apostle emphasizes the necessity of living & Xpiorg, in
the risen Christ, and declares that he is now determined to know no other
Christ, even though he had known Chrise formerly in the flesh, that is to
say, as Jesus, in his life upon earth. In other words, the divine Lord, glorified
after having accomplished his work of salvation, is all that matters in the
Pauline mystery, in spite of the men who set themselves up as authoritics
on the strength of having known Jesus in life, and who have tried to claim
precedence over Paul on that account. That is why he asserts (1 Cor. ix. 1)
that be, too, bas seen the Lord, not in the flesh like the people at Jerusalem,
but in the realm of the spiric, by the divine grace which would exale his
lowly status as an apostle. The desire to establish by means of this glorious
compensation, the dignity of his mission against the prestige of the Twelve,
proves conclusively, in the opinion of the writer, that Paul of Tarsus im-
plicidy believed that Jesus had really lived.

It is no answer to this to say that Paul’s attribution of humanity to Christ
is merely ideal, a symbol demanded by his soteriological scheme. A hypo-
thetical interpretation of that kind has no weight against a precise passage
which is perfectly clear in itself—still less against a whole collection of such
passages. Moreover, it is difficult to see what object men who lived in a per-
petual confusion between the mythical and the real could have, in making a
god into a man. As an atrempt to give probability to a legend, it might be a
comprehensible proceeding on the part of some mythologist of our own
time, but in the case of 4 mystic, or even of an initiate of the first century,
that explanation is absurd. To make a man into a god is, on the other hand,
a charactenstic step in ancient religions. It is asserced by Couchoud that
such a thing i§ inconceivable among the Jews, This is, perhaps, not strictly
true, since at the very same period Simon the Samaritan was calling himself
* the Great Power of God,” and had obtained a following. But in any case,
the Pauline metamorphosis that transformed Jesus Christ into the Lord be-
fore whom cvery creature bows the knee (Phil. ii. 10) did not take place
on Jewish, but on Greek soil, in the atmosphere of the salvation Mysteries
and of syacretism, In the world of Palestine, in the bosom of Jewish ortho-
doxy, only 2 madman could have conceived the incarnation of the Spirit of
God, and such an idea would have been reccived with the urmost horror
and indignarion,

The inevitable transmutation of the original tradition into a myth took
place by several stages. First the Alessianic idea was developed in the Jewish
communities by grouping all the supposedly Messianic passages of the Scrip-
tures around the figure of the man who had come to be ragarded as the
Messiah, and embodying them in events of his life. Then when it reached
Greek soil, the tradition took over the conception of the Soter, in order to
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assimilate the picture of Jesus to tho generally recognized characteristics of
the role of the Soter, Our Synoptics arc stll in the first stage. Paul belongs
wholly to the second. John and the author of the Epistle ta the Hebrews
represent a more advanced development of the same phase. The transfor-
matien of Jesus into the Saviour no more cxcludes his human existence than
his transformation into the Messiah. In fack, it is true to say that neither of
them s historically conceivable without that existence.

Chrstian propaganda created, developed, and claborated a Christ myth
at the expense of Jesus. But it did not invent Jesus himself, and it was Jesus
himself who was in some way the inspiration of its faith in him.

Those who surrender to the heady delights of theory-building may pos-
sibly see things in a different light, but this is the view that emerges when
we regard the facts soberly in their historical setting, respecting the uncon-
scious evidence of the documents, and making no attempt to extort froim
them findings conformable to our own desires.



JESUS AND THE PROBLEM OF HISTORY
Chester Charlton McCown

++ .. Tue procress wien historical studies and the criticism of the Gospel
records have made in a hundred ycars should have produced far more posi-
tive and generally accepred results, One of the chief reasons for the failure,
as disclosed by this survey, so it appears to me, is not that historjcal methods
of eridicizing and evaluating documents are at fault, or that the Gospels, as
source materials, have not been critically treated; the fundamental difficulty
is philosophical, just as it was a hundred years ago. Partly because of
ecclesiastical dogmas, partly because of the pride of “scxence,”lpartly because
of philusophical theories, partly because of intrinsic difﬁculf}es, there is no
accepted philosophy of history. Indeed, until recently, bistorians of all
kinds, with a few exceptions, have been working at thewr documents without
any adequate integrating conception of history about which to gather their
results, but with a comforting and deceptive pride in the “presupposition-
less,” scientific methods, All that they had was an indefinite, blind but opti-
mistic trust in progress. What philosophies of history were available have
been idealistic, derived from antiquated Hegelianism. Students of the life of
Jesus, being usually theologians, have treated him as a theological, not a
historical problem, Consequently the place of Jesus in history has not been
adequately discussed, Schweitzer showed how the problem of Jesus' death
had been theologically, bur not historically considered. So also the problem
of his life, of Jesus as a historical character, not his influence or the influence
uf Christianity in history, nor the work of the “exalted Christ,” but the phi-
losophical question of Jesus' relation to the stream of human experience, has
been neglected.

The popular, “orthodox” conception of history and of Jesus place in it has
been welt phrased by Walter Lippmann as a belief that “there is 2 drama in
progress of which the principal event was enacted in Palestine ninetcen hun-
dred years ago.” He had every right to add that “modern emancipated man”
wonders how he ever believed that such an insignificant event had any con-
siderable part in the tremendous drama that is playing on the stage of “this
universe of stars and aroms and multitudinous life,” 1

Why should “madern emancipated man” not be skeptical> The drama
and the stage have both been enlarged into the immeasurable, Obviously the
“chief event,” as cuncieved in prescientific ages, is no longer commensurate.
“Paradise Lost” and “Paradise Regained” cannot serve the religious needs of
modern man. Lippman was right when he followed the late Fundamentalist,

t 4 Preface to Morals, New York: Macmillan, 1929, p- 8

From The Search for the Real Jesus, New York, 1940, PP. 288-309. Reprinted by per-
mission of the publishers, Charles Seribner’s Sons.

178



McCOWN: JESUS AND THE PROBLEM OF HISTORY 179

J. Gresham Machen, in insisting thar Christianity demands a historical Jesus.
He was wrong in implying that the traditional, Fundamentalist construction
of the drama and conception of its principal character were the only possi-
bilities.

The old “drama” actually was christology, and the new cannot avoid
being that also. To make Jesus partly or wholly suprahistorical and to make
him historical are equnlly christological formulations. As Paul Tillich has
said, “History and Christology belong together as question and answer.” Here
no attempt at a complete survey of recent attempts to determine Jesus’ place
in history is possible. However, it ought to be allowed that only historical
evaluations of the historical Jesus need be considered. Neither theological
Christs nor pietistic “Jesus-stereatypes” have any claim to attencion. The old
orthodox Christologies universally failed to do justice to Jesus as a historical
character. He was actually supernatural and therefore, suprahistorical, the
rranscendent God intervening in temporal affairs for a brief time in order to
accomplish the eternal salvation of the souls of believers, a supernatural resule
which actually belonged to a transcendent world and was to be consummated
there, beyond history. Such a canception, often in sa many wards, abandoned
history to Satan and his hosts. The old drama was thealogical, not historical.
Tt must be rewritten, not as a multitude have done, with the principal scene
and the title réle omitted, but with a new conception of both the historical
drama of human life and of the one unique Life, the truly significant Event
which occurred in Palestine nineteen hundred years ago. Can historical re-
scarch discover an adequate new conception? Is the real Jesus, as a century of
search has discovered hiny, to play any part in the drama of history and of the
universe as men approaching the middle of che twentieth century now con-
ceive it? . ...

The real problem, the problem of overshadowing importance, is that of
Jesus’ relacion to history and to revelation. This involves not only historical
method, but also the philosophy of history. With brutal insistence the ques-
eion, What is the meaning of history? has been drumming itself into the
ears of the twentieth century. The Christian must not only give an answer to
that question but also with it he must say what part the historical Jesus
played in history, What did the real Jesus, not some theological Christ or
pietistic “Jesus-stereotype,” accomplish during his brief ministry to have
become the founder of the church, the incomparable teacher of the world,
the inimitable model, the Master, Lord, and Saviour of millions? ... .

Some modern theories present the old supernaturalism in modified guise
under the caption of a “suprahistorical” element in Christianity and its his-
tory, To this use of terms various objections can be made. Such a doctrine is
only an unconstious concession to conservatism. It serves to bolster the
Christian’s sense of religious superiority and to allow him to claim chat
Christianity is not only better than other religions, but ultimate and absolute
rruth. But it is only a smoke screen. Christianity’s claim to allegiance must
be based upon its character, not upon the boasts of ity adherents, The theory
thar Jesus is suprahistorical is of a piece with the Barthian doctrine of an
outside God, a doctrine which only carries the suprahistorical idea to its logi-
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cal conclusion and inner refutation. In any casc, a suprahistorical explana-
tion has no connection with the historical Jesus.

A difficulty, fundamental but often overlooked, appears in aggravated form
in those accounts in which the transcendent impinges upon the immanent, the
supernatural upon the natural, as in the Gospel accounts of the resurrection
and ascension of Jesus, A “modern emancipated” Christian can eliminate
the story of the virgin birth and the miraclcj,s of Jesus without hesitation
or suspicion of doubr, but with a sense of relief. As to the resurrcction the
sicuation is different. The scientifically educated student cannot accept the
form of the accounts, especially that of ascension. He cannot believe that
“heaven” is 2 place which happened to be somewhere vertically over
Bethany above the Prolemaic crystalline sphere at the moment when Jesay’
disciples last saw him, or that a physical body can be so transformed into
immortality and incorruptibility as to endure cternally. Ancient Jewish-
Christian cosmology and eschatology are too fantastic for today. But can
one discard the faith upon which the church was built?

The answer which a historian would make in any other field would be
that he cannot deal with such a tradition as historical fact. History is posited,
says one of the leading New Testment scholars of Germany, on

an absolutely rational, immanent view of the world. The contents of religious tradition
which bear a transcendent character are emenable (to history) only as the contents of
the consciousness of the bearers of these traditions.

The historian must recognize faith in the living Lord as one of the tre-
mendous forces behind the Christian movement. Farther than that he re-
fuses to go. Butr even many who are not Fundamentalists object: Is “an
absolutely rational, immanent view of the world” borne out by the ex-
perience of life and history?

The answer of dialectical theology is a decided negative. No one better
illustrates the dererminative influence of a consistent theory of revelation
and God’s refation to history and to the world than Karl Barth. Perhaps one
should not speak of consistency and Barth in the same book. One of the
chicf objections to his theology is the Laleidescopic changes through which
it has passed and the paradoxical and contradictory utterances which dis-
figure its presentation. It is, therefore, extremely difficult to say what he
helieves. There are many individual sentences and ideas in Barth’s dis-
cussion of revelation and of Jesus’ part in it with which any one nwst
agree. Yet hardly a page, certainly not a complete chapter, but is disfigured
by the cgutistical dogmatism which insists that God is the “wholly Other”
and that only Barth's ex carbedra definition of the terms within which the
subject is to be considered is correct. The socialism in which he once be-
lieved, the historical Jesus, and revelation of God in nature or in history,
all are absolutely anathema, “World history . . . | certainly contains no so-
called history of the great deeds of God.” One can say, “Revelation be-
comes history,” bue not “History is revelation.” It is incorrect and dog-

* Georg Bertram, Das Neue Testament und historische Methode, Tiibingen: Mohr,
1928, p. 11
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matically dangerous even to speak of the “historical Jesus.” He grants that
Jesus was “man like us in all finitnde, infirmity, and helplessness that char-
acterizes our human life and results from our utter distance from God.” But
that means only the revelation of the grace of the “Wholly Other” God
amid human sinfulness. God’s grace brings a thoroughly ‘individual sal-
vation. Revelation has no connections with “any plan for saving men
by the solution of political, cconomic, or social problems,” 3 When Emil
Brunner made some place for a revelation of God in nature, Barth spoke a
vehement “Nein,” which ended their theological partnership. Whatever
values the erisis theology may have--and one of them is its protest against
superficial optimism—it has no solution for the problem here under con-
sideration, for the existence and legitimacy of such a problemn are denied. . ...

The flight of Karl Barth and other followers of Kierkegaard from reality
is easily explained by the failure of the facile hopes which had been buil
upan the “liberal” theology and upon the social optimism of the nineteenth
century. The gloomy ghosts of Calvin and Kierkegaard will have rendered
an inestimable service if they succeed in calling atrention to the irrational ele-
ments in life and history, Under the same disappointment, others—and they
far ournumber the supernaturalists—have abandoned religion, Christians like
Albert Schweitzer have given up the hope of rebuilding their Weltan-
schanung, but still actempt to construct amid its ruins a refuge in a Christian
Lebensanschauung. The mystic who seeks the kingdom of God only within
himself, as C. H. Dodd and Edwyn Bevan appear to do, is {ollowing the same
path of escape. Nicolas Berdyaev pours scorn on any theory of progress and
discovers the goal of history in an eternity which is beyond history. The in-
dividualistic, mystical solution, which finds the kingdom of heaven within
the soul, and the eschatological solution, whether it awaits a specracular
Second Coming and an audible last trump or merely looks for eternal realicy
beyond history, should have been discarded ninety years ago when Charles
Kingsley disclosed their true nature as merely opiates. That pragmatic test—
to say nothing of the modern recognition of social values—should be enough
to condemn such a view as mercly a refusal to sec the problems as they are.
Present disillusionment cannot destroy the facts of social evolution. . . . .

If Jesus is to play a significant part in the thought and lifc of “modern
emancipated man,” his figure must be integrated into a new synthesis which
takes account of both the valnes and the disvalues which twenthieth-cen-
tury experience has discovered in the universe and in the life of mankind.
As an American review of the Oxford Conference Book on The Kingdown: of
God amd History succinctly puts it, the Oxford Conference “failed to come
to terms with the American naturalistic-empirical school of theology.”
Worse than that, it had not even so much as heard that there is such a school
of thought. The book lacks both specific guidance as to the goods for which
the kingdom of God stands (which “Copec” did offer) and an cpistemolog-

*In Revelation, eds. John Baillic and Hugh Martin, New York: Macmillan, 1937, pp,
53, 81.

*Dan Williams in The Chicago Theological Seminary Register, Nov., 1938, p. 36.
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jcal discussion of the grounds upon which a socially pertinent theory of irs
meaning in history may be based. .. ..

Those who have learned from the experience of the past will not expect
to ateain final and absolute truth. The accidental truths of history, to para-
phrase Lessing, cannot be expected to reveal the nature of the absolute or
the mysteries of the future, However earnestly God may strive to reveal
himself to man, the results will always be relative to man’s comprehension,
However God may use history in the education of the human race, multi-
tudes will never learn and the best will never {ully understand. The problem
of historicism is unly another phase of the problem of the inescapable rela-
tivity of human knowledge. The religious teachings of Jesus are only rela-
tively and conditionally true, for they were given for a certain time and
place and people. They must be translated and interpreted for other times and
places and peoples. This has always been recognized in practice, though
denied in theory. It is not a serious admission, Practically all of men’s de-
cisions have to be based upon the best they know at the time, Until a better
than Jesus appears, he is the ultimate. No ane can predict that a better never
will appear. Mcantime we may worry as little over that contingency as over
the possible dreadful outcome of the second law of thermodynamics.

One very simple bur often forgotten consideration explains why Jesus
maintains his incomparable position, Ernst Troeltsch, who was greatly con-
cerned over the problem of historicism and the finality of Christianity, died
before he gave his complete solution. In the lectures which he wrote but
did not live to deliver in England, he suggested a pertinent phase of the
answer: Christianity, he said “is not a theory, but a life, not a social order,
but a power.” ® Becanse they are not intellectualistic or philosophical, the
basic qualities in Jesus which have always appealed to man can be fitted into
the Orient and the Occident, into ancient and modern civilization with
equal easc—and difficulty.

“Palestine ninereen hundred years ago” raises serious objection in many
minds. Flow can “modern emancipated man” be expected to learn from an
ancient Jew who lived in one of the remote provinces of the Roman Empire?
The answer is, first, that men are fundamentally alike in all lands and i all
ages that are known to history. The differences are essentially superficial.
‘The second answer is that in nineteen hundred years, culture has not changed
as greatly as moderns like to think, and that Palestine, lying between the
east and the west, at the cenrer of the ancient world, was less “provincial”
than far-western Rome, or even than unique and learned Athens, For it had a
much longer and more varied cultural inheritance.

In the third place, the answer is that the Hebrews represent one of those
phenomena which appear again and again in biological and social evolution,
different as the two are in many features. A strange and as yet inexplicable
cumbination of circumstances selects certain groups and certain individuals
to make them bearers of peculiar values. As a yer undiscovered group of

* Christian Thought: Its History apd Application, London: Williams & Norgate,
1923, p, 20.
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primates developed the human skeleton, as India developed the decimal sys-
tem and Babylonia the duodecimal, as Greece developed art, science, and
philosophy, and Rome business, law, and governinent, so the Jews developed
ethics and a spiritual monotheism. The problem of Jesus' place in history is
therefore in part a problem for the sociolagist as historian,

It is also in part a problem for the psychologist. The genius, the artist, the
prophet possess insight which detects and expresses values which others may
not see or, seeing, may not be able to express. The biological, social, and
paychical factors which differentiate race from race and individual from in-
dividual are only partially explicable. Bur a part of the explanation is es-
pecially applicable to Jesus. The late Archbishop Stiderblom of Sweden
used the analogy of the genius, the late Canon Streeter that of the sudden
flashes of insight which come to those whom long and arduous thoughr has
prepared to reccive them. The argument is beautifully supplemenced in
Canon Streeter’s last book in his interpretation of “guidance.” (I remember
how clearly and persuasively he put it in an afternoon I spent with him less
than a year before his fatal accident.) e whose perceptions are undisturbed
by selfishness, whose judgment is nor warped by sin, whose will is wholly
devated to God and rightecusness, arrives in a perfecdy sure, hut sintple
and natural way at correct decisions in the crises of life. That Jesus ex-
hibited this unbiased mind at its highest, that he has shown himself the su-
preme religious genius, few would attempe to dispure. He who exhibited un-
equalled purity of life, singlencss of purpose, and devotion to God’s will
until the last supreme sacrifice must inevitably have received the unique di-
vine illumination which made him, in the language of Karl Heim, “God’s
silent action” and “God’s speech.”

Onc feature of Jesus’ teachings which is frequently used to depreciate his
unique importance serves rather to establish his value. The mathematician’s
flash of insight must be substantiated by laborions caleulations. The scien-
tist’s brilliant guess must be proved by long and wearisome experiments. Moral
eruth nust be tested in the laboratory of life. It is said that Jesus borrowed
practically every item of his teachings from prophers and teachers who
were before him. To the claim that he had received them by special revelation
from on high, that is a legitimate and unanswerable argument. But, if it be
understood that all truth that applies to morals and religion must be 2 social
product, forged in the hot fires of history, then the fact that Confucius,
Buddha, Zoroaster, the Hebrew prophcts and the moral teachers of Taypt,
Babylonia, and Greece had already more or less fully proclimed the truchs
that Jesus taught only serves to confirm their trustworthiness. He brought
the essentials of religion and morality together in the simplest, most direct,
and most appealing manner of any, and he embodied them in his life as no
other has done. A view which makes Jesus truly historical escapes all re-
ligious solipsism. Jesus and his religion are anchored firmly in the pase history
of his rime and place.

As traly historical, he must belong to subsequent history. Every prophet’s
visions must be submitted to the long and gruelling test of social and histori-
cal experience. A great part of the revelation of Jesus has already been
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sufficiently tested again and again. Buc the test is far from complete. If what
Jesus taught and lived is true, then history may have a meaning. If men be-
lieve and follow him, it will have a goal. As Frederick J. Taggart of the
University of California has expressed it, there can no longer be faith in the
certainty, but only in the powibility of progress. The possibility depends
upon men'’s intelligent choices. There is no “mysterious unconscious im-
pulse,” no élan vital, which has placed man on an infallible evolutionary
escalator. Likewise Paul Tillich insists that i is uscless to trv to demonserate
that history must have a meaning, beeause the clement of freedom in the
constitution of nan makes history incalculable. Arbitrariness is both the
demon and the goddess of history. Only faith and decision can give mean-
ing to history. The faith which gives the affirmative decision and thus gives
meaning to history is possible only through Christ as “the center of his-
tory.” To quote from the Hulscan Lectures of Mr. H. G. Wood of Wood-
brooke Secrtlement, history is a “series of significant changes” due “pri-
marily to man’s creative decisions.” It is “a spiritual adventure, the record
of spiritual achicvements.” In the long record of critical and decisive changes
Jesus holds a position which is unique and significant beyond all arhers. . .. .

In spite of all literary and prelicerary criticism, 1 spite of consistent and
inconsistent eschatology, there is still enough of the historical Jesus to stir the
conscience and chatlenge the world, The historical Jesus is not swallowed
up in biased apostolic propaganda for the Gospel. The Gospels contain, not
merely the apostolic faith in an alveadwv idealized, mystical Christ, but also
a record, meager, but vivid and vical, based upon authenic and largely
trustworthy tradition, abour a Jesus who actually lived in Palestine nine-
teen hundred years ago. The Gospels are not merely cult ritual, catechism,
and kerygma. They contain all three, but also unimpeachable reminiscence.
Historicism, in the sense of historical uncertainty is not a menace to religion.

In a proper philosophy of religion, faith is not founded on historical fact
hut upon a realistic interpretation of all human experience. In this scnse also,
historicism is not a mepace to religion. A philosophy of history and of re-
ligion is possible which faces both che rational and the irrational with realism
and makes a place for the historical Jesus in the world of medern science
and modem cynicism without apology and without subterfuge. Such a phi-
losophy is in the making. The world 1s still young, and, for the brave there
are fields of conquest still untouched. If the present generation has not lost
its nerve, it will still be able to sec in Jesus a leader who challenges it to
its hest and a Saviour of all who follow him. . . ..

Fmpirical religious realism is the path to the wuth, A philosophy of his-
tory and a Weltanschauung which gets nearest to the facts of life will be the
basis for the successful prosecution of the search for the real Jesus. Tt will
not serve the world to claim for Christianity exemption from the laws of na-
ture, the processes of 1 teasonable reason, or the methods of historical research,
Progress will come by proving all things and then holding fase that which
stands the test. . . . .

Too much must not be expected. The past teaches that progress is woc-
fully slow, finality unattainable. The picture that historical rescarch can
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draw of Jesus will never be a photograph. Its details will always be ob-
scure. If God has anything to do with history—~as Jesus and Christians gen-
crafly have believed—it would appear that He did not intend the details to
be crystal-clear, lest men sit down to worship the perfect picture instead of
following 1he Leader, who goes on over into new sworlds, Salvation will
come to individuals and societies in proportion as they choose the light
that is in their world instead of the darkness.

Evolutionary optimism, which expects the processes of nature to save
mankind, and soteriological optimism, which expects a divine magic to
do it without man’s effort, are cqually discredited by the records of history.
But an apocalyptic pessimism which sees the world wholly in the grasp
of evil is likewise unjustified. If the myriads of years of unwritten history
and the brief 5000 thac have been recorded teach anything, it is thar the
human race moves slowly onward and upward. If the search for the real
Jesus teaches anything, it is that he has in the past and will in the future
come ever to be better understood and to mean more in the life of man-
Jind.



THFE GOSPEL PORTRAIT OF JESUS

Hans Lietsmann

Jesvs arew Up, and was probably born, in the litcle Galilean village of
Nazarcth. Joseph His father must have died enrly, for we only hear of
Mary Flis mother., He had four brothers whose names have come down
to us, James, Joses, Jude, Simon, and also several sisters. By trade, He was
a carpenter. However, He was not confined to timber, saws, and axes, for
the Spirit drove Him forth into the solitude. When the preaching of John
the Baptist re-echoed in the land, He went as a pilgrim to the Jordan and
had Himself baptized. But then the Spirit drove IHim into the wilderness,
where he wrestled with God and with the Devil in prayer. His wonderful
personality was watched with many shakings of heads at home, and in the
end He was pronounced mad. When He began to attract attention and the
people crowded round Him, Flis family set out to take charge of Him,
and to bring the disgrace to an end. We find in Him the tragic quality of
the lonely soul whom God has laid hold of by force, lifted out of the
love and the friendliness of the world and filled with deep anguish of spirit,
but who nevertheless courageously confirms the divine imperative. There
is the sound of an heroic inversion of all nature in His hard saying: “If any
man cometh unto Me, and hateth not his own facher, and mother, and wife,
and children, and brethren, and sisters, yea, and his own life also, he cannot
be My disciple.”

When Johu the Baptist was imprisoned and hidden from public sight,
Jesus came back out of the wilderness to His Galilean home and took up
the preaching of him who had been silenced. But it sounded different
in His mouth. He did not terrify His hearers by threatening them with the
fiery flames of impending judgment; rather He spoke of God and the na-
ture of His rule. For Him also, the transmutation of the age was at hand,
and men of the present generation would experience the Kingdom coming
with power. Then all suffering would be assuaged, all tears wiped away,
and he who, for the kingdom’s sale, had sacrificed anything dear to him-
self, would be well rewarded. But ir was necessary to prepare oneself prop-
erly for this reign of God—and here the simple ethical preaching of John
was not sufficient. The Kingdom of God attracted every one’s desire to
itself, just as treasure hidden in a field draws the lucky discoverer, as a
precious pearl the merchant. All mankind must place themselves at the dis-
pusal of God's will and obey His call, leaving behind family, friends, and
every possession: he who put his hand to the plough and looked back was
not suitable for the Kingdom of God. While it is necessary that we should

From The Beginnings of the Christian Church, New York, 1937, pp- 59-75. Reprinted
by permission of the publishers, Charles Scribner’s Sons.
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do God’s will on earth as it is done in Heaven, we must recognize it as a
mighty somewhat which threatens to distupt every earthly relationship.
*Think not that T am come to send peace on earth: I am not come co send
peace but a sword.” There will be disputes in the family, and enmity in the
house—thus He preached, and it was in accordance with His own experience,
The people crowded to Flim and listened open-mouthed; many ran after
Him, and a few remained with Him and became His disciples, The first of
these were two pairs of brothers, fishermen of Lake Gencsareth, Simon and
Andrew, John and James.

But he did more than preach, He also worked miracles and testified
thereby to the divine origin of His mission. The news of His deeds, spread-
ing morc rapidly than the cantent of His preaching, was 1ld far and wide
among the people. Cripples, epileptics, and madmen were healed ar His
command, and cvil spiris vanished before the divine power. The lame and
the blind, the deaf and the dumb, and even lepers—felt His healing power.
In one place indeed, Ele raised from the dead a twelve year old girl; in
Nain, 2 young man. [t serves no purpose to try with meticulous pedantry to
determine the “historical kernel” of the various miracle-stories in the
gospels, even if here and there it seems possible. No person of judgment
to-day can any longer doubt that Jesus possessed miraculous power and
worked “miracles” as understood in the ancient sense; and to the historian,
our popular records which flash light from so many facets are more val-
uable than dry officials reports could be, for from them comes a reflection
of His acts and deeds which pierces far into the deeps of human nature,

A prophet mighty in word and deed had arisen, armed with the mirac-
ulous powers of Elias—was he not the very Elias who was to be the herald
of the Messiah? Or was Jesus even the Messiah who was to bestow the king-
dom of God upon His pcople? No! the other side replied, he is a false
prophet and has made a compact with Beelzebub the prince of devils, that is
why the demons must obey him. But how could Satan destroy his own
kingdom, objected Jesus; and if I really do cast out demons by the finger
of God, then take notice that thereby the kingdom of God has come to
you. In this way it would seem that His miraculous power was a glorious
divine gift and at the same time a pledge that His gospel of the kingdom
of God was true. When in prison, John the Baptist heard of the deeds of
this successor of his, and the popular opinion about Him, and sent to inquire
of Him: Are you He that was to cone, or ought we to look for some-
one clse? For His deeds harmonized badly with the Baptist's prophecy of
a fiery judgment. The answer resounded the words of Isasiah: The blind
see and the lame wall, lepers become cleansed and the deaf hear, the dead
rise, and the gospel is preached 10 the poor—the prophesied signs of the Iind
are here; blessed is the man who takes no offence in Me. At a later date, Jesus
asked His disciples: Who do men say 1 am? to which Peter replied: You
are the Messiah, And Jesus knew that he spoke the truth.

The kingdom of God was not merely knocking at the door; it was al-
ready present. It was like a bit of yeast in a bowl of dough which would
soon leaven the whole batch. It was pue in the earth like a mustard seed
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which began to sprout and to grow to a tree. And all this was a great di-
vine miracle: he to whom God has promised the seed, sows it on the ground,
it sprouts and grows of itself, and brings forth blade and fruit—finally comes
the day of harvest, the Last Judgment and the glorious End. In the present
world, all sorts of weeds are still growing apace among the wheat, and even
this is surely according to God’s will; only ar the Last Judgment will the
chaff be burne in the fire. There is no need for you to rise and look round
for the kingdom of God, or to lie in wait in case some one say to you:
here it is or there it comes, for it is in your midst. That was a new, aston-
ishing, and estranging message, the paradox in Jesus’ preaching, which would
not sink into the peaple of His time nor the scholars of to-day. It is true that
Jesus used the colours of prophetic apocalyptic in preaching of the king-
dom of God and its glory as of a future salvation whose commencement no
one could calculate because the Father had kept that entirely to Himself,
But this language was meant to describe the full revelation of the kingdom,
the final phases of which would be preceded by the signs foretold by the
prophets; it was the coming of the kingdom “with power.” At this time, the
Messiah would also appear on the clouds of the sky and set up His throne in
the midst of a renewed Israel. Bur the kingdom was coming with no less
reality even in the present, and the Messiah was passing unnoticed through
the land, illumined only by the splendour of miraculous deeds. He was
thereby made recognizable, and He gathered the first subjects of the king-
dom round Himself, The new aeon had already begun, before the old had
collzpsed—the apparatus of time and space fail wherever a genuine prophetic
message of divine reality is proclaimed,

Popular imagination took most delight in depicting the splendour and
the joys of God’s kingdom on earth, and even Jesus® disciples would gladly
have known the answer ro the question as to-who would sit at the right and
the left of the Messiah at the future festival. Jesus had more important
matters to publish about the kingdom of God. In the forefront was the teach-
ing that the legal preciseness which was so keenly watched in Pharisaic
circles would not be sufficient for one belonging to it; for God was not sat-
isfied with the outer fulfilment of commands, but required the complete sur-
render of the heart to its deepest depths, Jesus takes up again the Old
Testament saying thar we must love God with the whole heart, and
our neighbour as ourselves, but He draws out of that saying the final
consequences of making religion an inward matter, and in the Sermon on
the Mount the classic examples are brought together. In the command
to love our enemies, He opposes natural feeling, and in the command
to look for no reward and no revenge, as well as in the prohibition of
taking oaths, and of divorce, He opposes the Mosaic law, In so doing,
He knows Himself to be procliming God’s will and thus He troubles
litle about the indignation of the guardians of the Law. Fasting and
ritual prayer count for little with Him: a man must speak with God in
solitude. He regards Sabbath observance as objectionable if it prevents
neighbourly actions or even only the usual cating and drinking. We
find here and there many parallels to all this in the surviving sayings of
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the Rabbis, but each of these is an isolated atcempt which quickly falls
back and is lost in the sea of legal observance. With Jesus, life with God
is like a broad river flooding all the land and sweeping away every hin-
drance; there is nothing that would not be covered by its waves. From
it there springs everything which men call righteousness, virtue, good
works.

The Jew regarded God as the rightcous judge who dealt with men’s
deeds exactly m accordance with the written prescriptions. He also be-
licved in a mercy which God evinced towards His favourites by forgiv-
ing their sins, and he hoped that his good work would receive a just
reward, and his sins divine forgiveness. Even Jesus often spoke of re-
ward in the manner of popular beliel, as if the self-denials and sufferings
of this world would be recompensed in the kingdom of God. But when
He reveals the final secret of the kingdom of God, the idea of recom-
pense vanishes into nothing. God is like the employer who at different
times in the day engaged workpeople for his vineyard, but who gave
them all the same wages, and calmly set aside the complaints of the dis-
contented by saying: You who were engaged first, have reccived what
was agreed—are you jealous because I have been generous to those en-
gaged fast? In the kingdom of God, all righteousness is simply divine
grace. And if you have fulfilled all the commandments, you have only
done your duty; you have no claim on any reward, but are good-for-
nothing servants. In the Talmud, we find the answer given by Judaism
to this conception of God—we have the same parable but another moral.
Here also, a vinedresser had worked only two hours, and yet recejved
a full day’s pay. Buc the employer answered those who were discontented
with this: This man did more in two hours than you in the whole day.
Thus everything happened according to justice and merit. Hence the
contrast was quite clear: on the one hand the Jewish conception of God
with formal righteousness in the human sense, and on the other, the
God of Jesus, whose righteousness consists in unmerited grace.

Morcover, it appears that the “righteous” arc not those who are the
first to cnter the kingdom of God, bur the despised and the lost, the
taxpatherers and the sinners, the poor and the sick, In the kingdom of
God, there is more joy over one sinner who repents than over ninety-
nine “rightcous persons” who, on account of their very righteousness,
never come to the idea that they lack the best, ic. knowledge of the
nothingness of every human being in the sight of the cternal God.
The parable of the Pharisee and the Publican brought that to classic ex-
pression once for all. It is a new thing, and it comes with a shock, that
Jesus' preaching of the kingdom is directed towards sinners; we have
to learn it painfully, because the call is meant for us afrer 1,900 years.

The OIld Testament religion sees God’s blessing in riches as a re-
ward for good conduct upon earth, and is-inclined to regard poverty,
illness, and suffering, as the divine punishment for sin, The obscure and
the simple knew better—that God had promised His salvation to the
poor and the pitiable. And now Jesus came, and blessed not only the
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poor and the suffering, but also the sinners—folr God is near icm and
calls them to Himself. The guests of the wedding feast were inviced in
vain ro come to table, and therefore the messengers of God went into
the sereets and lanes and invited the beggars and the cripples, the lame and
the blind. Who is the better sou: The one who says no! ta his father’s
prder but repents and does ir, or he who says yes! and docs not do it?
Thus the sinner enters the kingdom of God if he sgarches his heart and re-
pents—the very thing which the righteous man chinks he need not do, In
the same way, the poor nan is nearer to the kingdom of God for he is not
blinded by the wealth and the cheap self-righreousness of the giver of
charity. He is not bound fast to this acon and irs values by concern for
materia) possessions, and  he has no treasure on earth which fills his
heart and closes it to God. The rich young man would gladly have fol-
lowed Jesus, but he could not well abandon everything for the sake of
the kingdom of God: it would not do; everyone could understand chat
—buet it was regrettable. Hence: blessed are you poor, for yours is the
kingdom of God.

Jesus did not preach like the scribes, bur like onc authorized by God
—thus Mark expressed the judgment of the heavers. But for this very
reason, if the aceustomed teaching was held in respect, no one wished to
have anything tw do with Him. In Nazarech His home, He said bitcerly
that a prophet counted for nothing in his native place; even in the larger
sphere of Lake Genesareth, He gained no hearing; He pronounced woe
upon Chorazin, Berhsaida, and even Capernaum. Therefore He avoided
the towns and became the preacher of the Am-ha-Arez. Galilee was sur-
rounded by pagan districts, separated by Samaria from the Judaistic
centre of religion, and penetrated with foreign elements, Hence it had
no understanding of Pharisaic strictness. In this region, therefore, a hear-
ing could be found for a message which said that the kingdom of God
was open to the pagan or half-pagan taxgatherers, the despised sinners,
the poor and the pitiable, but closed to the Pharisces with their display
of righteous correctness, and to the rich givers of charity. Here Jesus
became a popular hero followed by the masses; Herod Antipas regarded
Him with considerable doubr as to whether He was the Baptist risen
from the dead, and therefore to be rendered harmless. It was the nee-
essary consequence of His deeds and words that the Pharisees should
hate Elim as one who contemned the law, and should persecute Him
as a false propher. There was no escaping a decisive struggle if He
wished tu be really the Messiah, and not be content with the part of a
forerunner.

Our spurces are unanimous in recording Jesus' Messiahship. Peter’s
confession, “Thou art the Messiah,” in Mark, harmonizes with the indi-
rect answer to the direct question of John the Baptist preserved for
us in “Q." Bur we have no authentic tradition of a word of Jesus in
which He claims this dignity for Himself. On the other hand our two
principal sources have preserved quire a number of sayings in which
Jesus described Timself as che Son of Man, and it can be clearly seen from
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the context in Mark §:31 that this was understood in the Messianic
sense. Bur also other passages inform us that the cnigmatic title means
the future ruler of the kingdom of God, who, according to Daniel 7:13,
“comes on the clouds of heaven like a son of man,” In spite of the fact
that hitherro no successful solution has been found for the philological
problems raised by this term, the general reliability of the tradidon is as
lite in doubt as the Messianic significance of the phrase. And it is just
as certain that “Son of Man” was not a current term for the Messiah, for
even the carliest Christians no longer understood it and they avoided
using 1ty thus it has remained a riddle to che present day. We niny take it
as a reliable tradition not only that Christ was regarded as the Messiah by
His disciples and by various individuals among the people at large, sick
and well, healed and possessed, bur that He was conscious of Himself as
such. And, just as in the case of the kingdom of God, so also the con-
ception of the Messiah was fundamentally transformed by Jesus. The
eschatological and apocalyptic imagery remained to light up the hori-
zon of the times, bur in immediate and present experience the seeds of
the kingdom implanted by God germinated in the souls of repentanc
and believing people. The sceret kingdom of the bearer of the new di-
vine communion, who was supplied with the miraculous power and
guaranteed by the witness of His hecavenly Father, brought His people
the long-promiscd salvation. In addwion, there was something new, in
that Jesus taught his disciples that the Messiah must die in order to com-
plere His work. It was most difficult to understand and they simply did
not believe it. No Jew had ever heard of a Messiah who would have
to die by the very nature of His office, and therefore this conceprion can-
not have been applied to Jesus from the outside. Rather, just as the mes-
sage of the kingdom and the consciousness of His Messiahship reccived
their characteristic nature from Jesus' experience of God, so it came home
to Him, in His own soul, that His death was necessary for the accom-
plishment of His task, and this, in its nature, was an inner acceprance
and affirmation of what His experiences of His opponents led Him ro
suspect as His personal fate.

We do not know how long Christ's public ministry lasted, for the
single year into which Mark compresses his account is anly a literary
form and was not intended to be historical chronology. The ¥ourth Gos-
pel quite obviously counts upon three years, but without our being able
on this basis to regard it as a more reliable witness. It describes Jesus as
attending the Passover in Jerusalem at least twice before Fle went there
for the last time. The synoptics know nothing of this, and the saying
from “Q,” found in Luke 13:34, is probably a L}uomtion from the Book
of Wisdom mentioned in 11:49, and has no relevance to this question.
radition tells of enly one journey to Jerusalem, and Mark puc His
third prophecy of death, like a direction sign, at the head of his account
(10:32-34). Luke set down a valuable piece of material that had been
circulating freely in the popular memory (13:31-33): In that hour there
came certain Pharisees, saying to him: Get thee our and go hence: for
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Herod would fain kill chee. And he said to them, Go and say to that fox,
Behold, 1 cast out devils and perform cures to-day and to-morrow, and
the third day I must journcy, for it cannot be that a prophet perish out of
Jerusalem. In both cases the same sad ccho: He is going to the capital to
die there, for that is God’s will, But in the Lulkan passage we can also see
the outer context, Anripas sends those Pharisees with the message for
Him to go out of Galilee. It was possible for Him to go either to Samaria
or into gentile regions—but He had no call there. Hence He recognized
that His hour had come, and He cntered on the fatal journey. His dis-
ciples were amazed, and the crowds were .troubled about Him, for even
they knew into what danger He was running.

The road leads through Jericho, where He heals a blind man; then He
approaches Jerusalem from the east. In the neighbourhood of Olivet,
when exhausted by the journey, He appears to have borrowed an ass,
an incident out of which later legends developed a Messianic entry into
Jerusalem on the basis of Zechariah’s propheey (ix, 9) which foretells
of the geatle king riding on an ass into Jerusalem. According to the view
of the tradition preserved in Mark, it appears that Jesus then entered
Jerusalem for the very first time, for that is the nataral presupposition
of the following remark that in the remple He looked around about upon
all things, and then, because it was getting dusk, He went out mto
Bethany for the night.

As has been the case with many other devout persons in later cen-
turies, so it was with Jesus: His proper religious feeling was most pro-
nouncedly offended by the more than profane business carried on in
the forecourt of the holy place. He drove out the dealers with their
sacrificial animals, and likewise the money-changers, broke up their stalls,
and then closed the forecourt as a thoroughfare; this can only mean that
He gathered the people round Himself to take forceful measures against
the evil of sacrilege, and, with the accusing words of the prophets upon
His lips, put Himself at their head.

That was a firse sign of the storm in Jerusalem; the prophet from Galilee
had raised a tumulr in the temple, and that must have caused concern to
the people in authority. Nevertheless, they did not attcmpt to overmaster
IHim by means of the police, but tried by various questions to cntrap Him.
Marle records a few disputes between Jesus and the Pharisees and Sadducees,
which might well be ascribed to this period, the most illuminating being the
question as to the payment of tribute money. In Galilee, politics was not a
matter of commen argument, and the national insurrection in A.p. 66-70
found no echo there, Jesus held quite aloof from political hopes, and the
national Messianic ideal with its worldly complexion such as we know in
the Psalms of Solomon appeared to Him on at least one occasion as a temp-
tation of the devil. Opinion was different in Jerusalem, and liberation from
the Roman over-rule was equally a national and a religious desideratum.
When Jesus gave an equivocal answer to this question and showed Himself
lukewarm, His standing in the capital was gone. His answer avoided the
trap and dealt with the problem on the decisive point. Since you have been
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obliged to surrender to the Romans the right of minting gold and silver
money, it is foolish to ask whether one ought to pay taxes to these same
Romans with foreign money, As soon as the insurrection broke out in
AD. 66, the Jews once more coined silver money,

We have no idea how long this period of struggle lasted in Jerusalem.
Not a syllable in Mark hints that Jesus—possibly in a pilgrim caravan—had
come to Jerusalem for the Passover, and we have already mentioned the
notice in Luke about Antipas’ expulsion, which makes it indeed unlikely.
We may assume that Jesus worked for a considerable period in Jerusalem,
during which He gained numerous acherents among the people and many
influential enemies among the Pharisees and Sadducees. The members of
the sanhedrin eventually decided to get rid of Him, and it was to be done
without causing a sensation, and before the Passover, Only two days were
left.

After He had prayed in a garden on Qlivet, Jesus was arrested by night
in the midst of His disciples, one belonging to the inner circle having in-
formed the bailiffs of the place where Ee was accustomed to spend the night.
At the arrest, the disciples fled, and only Peter turned back and slipped after
his Master into the courtyard of the High Priest’s official residence. There
he mingled with the crowd and, by a couple of lies, managed to escape de-
tection, But it is scarcely probable that we can depend upon his report,
for from what we read in Mark about the night-trial before the sanhedrin,
all signs indicate that we have a later Christian version here. Mark says
that a night-sitting of the sanhedrin was held at once under the presidency
of Caiaphas the High Priest, The first charge was that Jesus had desired to
destroy the temple and rebuild it in three days, but the reports of the
witnesses did not agree, and Jesus maintained silence in spite of all the
charges. Then the High Priest put to Him the crucial question, which was
one of conscience: Are you the Messiah, the Son of the Most High? And
He answered: Yes, and prophesied that He would sit at the right hand of
God, and that He would return as the Son of Man upon the clouds of
heaven, Therenpon the High Pricst condemned Him to death for blas-
phemy. The question cannot be answered whether this account preserves
undimmed recollections of actual truth,

Bur we can say, with some certainty, that the sanhedrin came to no
legal condemnation on the count of blasphemy, for then they would have
had to execute Jesus on their own authority by stoning. That was prescribed
in the Law, and was accordingly carried out, as we see, e.g. in the case of
Stephen. It is an error, which the Gospels themselves share and have spread,
that the Great Sanhedrin did not possess the power to pronounce and carry
out capital sentences. Rather the undoubredly trustworthy progress of
events shows that the Jewish authorities, probably on quite good grounds,
refrained from dealing with this matter in the form of a religious crial,
and preferred to hand Jesus over to the Roman authorities as an insurgent,
The procurator, Pontius Pilate, who is well known to us from other records,
and who governed as Jewish procurator from a.n. 26-36, was staying at that
moment n Jerusalem, obviously because the people were streaming there
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for the Passover and he wished to keep his eycs on the masses. Jesus was
denounced to him as the “King of the Jews,” which is as much as to say:
a Messianic agirator in the polirical sense. After a short hearing, he had Him
taken away, scourged, and crucified. How the fate of their Master, lighted
up by Old Testament prophecy, was reflected in the hearts of His own peo-
ple is shown with moving power in the passion story of the gospels,

On the thirteenth or the fourteenth of the month of Nisan, in the
afternoon, in any case before Passover cve, Jesus died on the cross. A devout
member of the sanhedrin took the body down from the cross and put it
in a rock tomb. We hear no further of the disciples. The prophecy was
fulfilled: the shepherd was killed and the sheep were scattered. The
Messianic dream was at an end.



THE WAY TO THE REAL JESUS
Cecil Jobn Cadoux

THE FIRST STAGE in the reconstruction of our picture of the real Jesus is the
separation from the Gospel story of those elements which belong in all
probability to the unhistorical embroidery with which Christian devotion
adorned his memory. The task of identifying these unhistorical elements is
not in the nature of an “attack” made by “materialists,” “skeptics,” and
“rationalists,” but is the work of that love of truth and common-sense
Joyalty to evidence which we all know to he valid everywhere clse, and
which Jesus himself, with his stern demand for sincerity, would be the
first to condemn us for not using here also. Here, then, are the features
in the story which there are good reasons for discarding or, at all events,
gravely doubting, on historical grounds,

(1) Jesus was in all probabilicy not miraculously born of a virgin, but
was the legally born son of Joseph and Mary. I have enumerated and dis-
cussed elsewhere the various grounds on which most modern liberals con-
clude that the ascription of a virgin birth to Jesus by Luke and the author
of “Matthew” is to be accounted for as a devout Jegend rather than as a
reliable historical record. I refrain, therefore, from enumerating these
grounds here, and confine myself to one observation. In Isaiah 7:14 a normal
and nonmiraculous, but significant, birth from a “young woman” (ngbyn)
is foretold. When this passage was translated into Greek in the Septuagint
Version of the Old Testament, the young woman was gratuitously trans-
formed into “the virgin” (4§ wapfévos), and the birth was thus represented
as miraculous. This Greck version was the only form in which the Old
Testament was known to many of the early Christians, and they searched it
diligently for prophecies regarding Jesus the Messiah. We have several
instances in the Matthean story of jesus of prophecies which clearly in the
first place could not have referred to him being stated to have been ful-
filled by him, e.g. Matthew 2:15, 17 f. In face of the immense historical
and other difficulties in the birth stories, therefore, do we need to look
further than the Septuagint rendering of Isaiah 7:14, which we find actually
quoted in Matthew 1:22f,, for the source of the belicf that Jesus was
virgin-born?

I do not therefore agree with the statement, “concerning the origin
of the belief in the virgin birth the critical historian can say nothing.”?
Still less can I accept as satisfactory Dr. Karl Barth's extraordinary account
of the matter in his book, Credo. His discussion of the virgin birth is one

* Hoskyns and Davey, The Riddle of the N. T, 135 £,
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of the worst instances I have met of a theologian’s sense of historical truth
and the value of historical evidence being blunted to the point of virtual
destruction by an overwhelming concern for his own dogmatic stand-
point. The force or relevance of the historical evidence is not considered;
indeed, it is hardly more than just mentioned, Yet the virgin birth, Barth
tells us, should be believed because we cannot safely separate the form or
sign (virgin birth) from the content or thing (real incarnation).

The miracle of the virgin birth [he says], has not ontic but noetic significance. It
advertises what here takes place . . . . the sinful element that has hiere to be excluded
will ... . not have to be sought in the act of marriage or in sexual Lfe as such, but in
the sovereignty of human will and power and activity generally and as such. . ... There-
fore the judgment strikes the male; therefore Joseph is excluded as earthly father of
Jesus.

One would have thought that, in that case, Mary also should have been
excluded. But she can “ be blessed, because she has believed (Luke 1:45),
not on the score of her virginity, not on the score of her fernjninity."
Why Joseph too could not have heen similarly blessed, Barth does not
undertake to explain. He concludes his chapter on the subject by observ-
ing “thar in the theologians who reject the virgin birth, one comes, at a
lesser or greater remove, upon a ‘natural theology’ limiting the theology of
free grace.” Quictly to substitute in this way one’s own dogmatic preferences
for the evidence as to what acrually happened is to reduce the profession
of loyalty to historical truth to a pure farce.

(2) Jesus was probably born, not at Bethlehem, but at Nazareth, his par-
ents’ normal home. If one is satisfied that the virgin-birth story is not his-
torical, but owes irs origin to the mistaken application of Isaiah 7:14 (in
its Septuagintal form) to Jesus, it becomes more natural to believe that
the assertion that he was barn at Bethlehem similarly arose from Micah 5:2,
which passage is also quoted in Matthew 2:5 f,, as having been fulfilled in
Jesus’ birth. “Was not our Lord the Messiah foretold in Scriprare?” Chris-
tians of the second generation would ask one another, “and where else could
the Messiah have been born bur at Bethlehem, as Micah says?” This sup-
position as to the origin of the Bethlehem idea is confirmed by the mutual
inconsistencies and numerous other inherent difficulties in the Lukan and
Matthean birth stories.

(3) He was not omniscient.

(4) He probably did not walk on the water, or still a storm, or muitiply
loaves and fishes, or wither a fig tree, Apart from all question of impos-
sibility or inherent improbability, the actual evidence for these “nature
miracles” Is distinetly weaker than that for the healings and the raisings
from the dead; for no nature miracle occurs in Q (the collection of teach-
ings used by Luke and in Matthew) and none more startling than a great
catch of fish in L (the matrer peculiar to Luke). The earliest Gospel doc-
ument in which we find real nature miracles recorded is the Gospel of
Mark, written probably about ap. 67. It has indeed been truly observed
that the duplication of the crowd-feeding by Mark indicates that the
story was considerably older than the conposition of his Gospel. But if ap-
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peal is to be made to the possible sources of Mark, we must not ignore
the possible sources of Q and L. We do not know how mmch earlier than
an. 67 the story of the miracle of the Joaves and fishes may be. Morcover,
the statement that Jesus increased a few loaves and fishes into enough
food for five thousand persons surely requires stronger evidence, before
it can reasonably be believed, than a narrative written down even con-
siderably less than thirty-seven years (an. 67 minus A.p. 30) after the sup-
posed occurrence, especially in view of the tendency (clearly demonstrable
elsewhere) to adorn the Saviour's record with imaginary wonder stories.
The withering of the fig tree scems almost certainly a garbled version of
the very probable parable in Luke 13:6-9; and if so, the inclusion of it in
Mark as a miracle throws an unfavorable light on his other nature miracles.

I therefore submir that the general acceprance of the healing miracles
and the rejection of the narure miracles is not to be set down as due to a
priori prejudice in favor of immanendsm; nor is it to be tacitly treated
as a departure from “the Christian standpoint.” It is rather an objective
historical judgment, such as would be accepred without cavil if the story
were any other than that of our Lord’s life. It is no answer to this judgment
to urge that miracles are integral to the Gospel story (for this, however
true of the healings, is not true of the nature miracles), or that the nature
miracles are easy of belief in face of rthe still more stupendous miracle of
God’s saving work through Christ, Considered from the religious point of
view, stories of supernatural physical marvels with no definitely moral char-
acter of their own figure largely in primitive religions as evidence for the
presence and activity of the divine, and have often been preferved by Chris-
tians, before the religious and moral character of Jesus, as proofs of his di-
vinity. Thus Leo the Great, in his famous T'ome (a.n. 451), after a long-
drawn-out contrast between the divine and human natures in Christ, ob-
serves:

“And so he whom the craft of the devil tempts as man, to him as to God
do the attendant angels minister, To hunger, to thirst, to be weary and to
sleep, is evidently human. But to satisfy five thousand men with five loaves,
and to impart to the Samaritan woman living water, the drinking of which
would prevent the drinker thirsting again, to walk over the surface of the
sea with unsinking feet, and to allay the surging waves by rebuking the
storm, is undoubtedly divine, . . . .” and so on, But to judge from Jesus’
own reply to the request for a sign, the preference for such marvels as the
distinctive marks of divinity was not such as he himself would approve.

(5) He was not conscious of having been pre-existent, Paul scems to
have been the first Christian who explicitly ascribed pre-existence to Jesus.
There is no evidence in the Synoptic Gospels for such a belief; and in Acts,
as in his Gospel, Luke ignores it. The late Dr. Charles Flarris chought there
was evidence of it in Jesus’ use of the term “Son of Man” of himself, and
probably also in the past tense of the verb e8éwnoe in the voice from
heaven at his baptism, But the precise sense in which Jesus used the phrase
“Son of Man” of himself is too uncertain a basis on which to rest a claim
on his part to pre-existence, while the aorist eidéxyoa merely represents the
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stative perfect of the Hebrew passage quoted, a perfect which implies defi-
niteness, rather than past time. Besides, there were the previous thirty years
of Jesus’ life, if past time was really intended. Others have inferred a con-
sciousness of pre-existence in Jesus from the obscure saying in Luke 11:49.

(6) Jesus probably did not claim to forgive sins in his own right. There
are only two Synoptic passages in which he is asserted to have himself
done so,

(a) Mark 2:3-12 and parallels, Here, the awkard repetition of Aéye 7§
mapudvrxg in verse 10 creates difficulty, as does also Jesus’ early and pub-
lic application of the term “Son of Man” to himself. Fence the suggestion
adopted by Dr. A. E. J. Rawlinson that “the story in its original form
told simply how the man was healed of his disease,” all between Aéye 16
mapedvried in verse 5 and the same words at the end of verse 10 being an
interpolarion—not necessarily into the text of Marl, but into the original
version of the story. If, as Dr. Rawlinson believes, “The episode of the
paralytic came to be expanded in Christian preaching,” the persons ad-
dressed in verse 10 (“in order that ye may know”) may well have been
originally the preacher’s audience, and in that case the clumsiness of the
second Aéyer g wapeiurikd will disappear,

{b) Luke 7:49—the comment made by Simon the Pharisee and his
guests on Jesus' words about and to the penitent prostirure, But those
words, like Mark 2:5, were really only an assursnce of God’s forgiveness,
I do not doube that the Synoptist believed thac Jesus was entitled to forgive
sins; but that is not the point, Had Jesus himself actually claimed this right,
the fact would surely have stamped itself more deeply on the narrative,

(7) So far as we can discover, Jesus did not regard himself as the sole
exception to the rule that all men are in some sense and measure morally
imperfect, It has long been customary for Chrisrian authors to assume
that absolute sinlessness was not only an indubitable datum regarding
Jesus® life, but its most significant characteristic. It is, however, needful
here to bear certain considerations in mind.

(2} The meaning of the term “sinlessness” is incapable of being clearly
and precisely defined. While we can distinguish in the abstract between
(I) conspicuous and indubitable sins committed against the light and in
willful disobedience to God, and (II) unintentional imperfections or lapses
incidental to all human life as it develops out of its initial immaturity, yet,
in the acrual experience of living, it is virrually impossible clearly to sepa-
rate the one from the other. While differing widely in their extreme
forms, these two types of imperfection interpenecrate inextricably over a
broad intermediate zone, Hence it was with some ressonableness thar the
Jewish teaching, in which (we must remember) Jesus himself was educated,
included both varieties under the general concept of “sin,” such as needed
the divine pardon.

It was perhaps with an eye to the unintentional imperfections that Jew-
ish theology affirmed the universal sinfulness of men. Cerrain exceptions
to this universality were admitted in the case of some of the Old Testa-
mene saints, and indeed the potentiality or possibility of sinlessness was
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conceded to the ordinary individual. But these exceptions probably had
reference to willful transgressions only. . .. . But so long as our conception
of sin is clear only when sin is considered as a pure abstraction, we cannot
treat the sinlessness of Jesus—in the way it is usually treated—-as if it were
one of the obvious factual data on which our Christology must be based.

(b) When we have regard to the Jewish conception of sin as covering
not only intentional wrong-doing but unintentional error and frailty, the
application of the term “sinless” to Jesus raises the difficult question of the
limitations necessarily involved in his humanity and clearly attested by the
evangelists.

There is, first of all, the question whether the criticisms which have
been directed against his ethical character on the ground of his behavior to
his mother, to the Syro-Phoenician woman, to the Pharisces and to the
traders in the temple courts are justified or not. It will not do to wy to
block such criticism a priori by pleading that, since our consciences are
themselves the work of Jesus, we cannot in the nature of things turn them
against him, or alternatively that, because we know human perfection only
as it is seen in him, it is ulira vires for us to criticize him at all. If we werc
constitutionally incapable of discerning imperfection in his conduct (sup-
posing for the sake of argument it were there to be discerned), we should
by the same token be incapable of discerning the glory of his goodness.
This criticism therefore has a right to be heard. I am not personally con-
vinced that it is justified. But even if it were, what follows? The fact that
Jesus’ intellectual outlock on life was subject to certain limiting conditions
is patent from the Gospel narrative and is widely accepted by many con-
servative Christians as inevitably involved in any real “incarnation.” It neces-
sarily follows from this fact that such limitations must have made a difference
to his words and acts in religious as well as other connections. Bur if these
limitations were such as werc inevitably incidental to a developing human
mind, they were not necessarily inconsistent with a perfect desire on his
part always to do the will of God.

This conclusion, however, does not settle the question whether Jesns
did or did not regard himself as exempt from all moral imperfection. Such
little evidence as we have tends to show that he did not.

(1) Thus, the earliest noncanonical Gospel, that “according to the He-
brews,” records that, when invited by his family to go and be baptized by
John, he exclaimed: “What sin have I committed that I should go and be
baptized by him?—unless perchance this very thing that I have said i
ignorance.” I submit that no Christian would be likely to put those words on
paper unless he had the warrant of trustworthy tradition to justify him in do-
ing so. Moreover, the words, here ascribed to Jesus, would be entirely narural
and fitting on the lips of one who, though trained as a child to hold the pious
Jewish belief in the uwniversality of sin, was not himself conscious of having
ever intentionally disobeyed Gpod.

(ii) The Synoptists tell us that Jesus accepted John's baptism, and Mark
and Luke add that this was a baptism of repentance unto remission of sins
—a fact felc by Matthew to be so awkward that he refrains from describing
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John's baptism in those terms and inserts a very unconvincing conversation be-
tween John and Jesus in order to remove the difficulty—unconvincing, be-
cause the explanation which he represents Jesus as offering is one that ex-
plains nothing. We inay, of course, believe that he wished simply to identify
himself sympatherically with the new and penitent people of God, or to con-
secrate himself more completely to the specific interests of his Kingdom, or
mare probably to do both; but in any case his refusal to mark himself off, on
the ground of personal sinlessness, from John's other converts, is worthy of
note.

(iti) Again, when accosted by the rich raler as “Good Teacher,” Jesus re-
plies: “Why callest thon me good? There is no one who is good except one—
God.” Once again Matthew feels this language to be undesirable, and trans-
fers the ruler's “good” from the Teacher to the Teacher’s requirements, so
that Jesus can reply quite safely: ‘“Why askest thou me about goodness?”
Modern scholars see the uselessness of defending Matthew’s originality in this
case, but they try to evade the natural meaning of Jesus’ words by giving
them a special interpretation. It is supposed that Jesus checked the ruler
for his conventionally respectful address in order to rouse him to greater
seriusness. Bur the story does not suggest that the ruler was not serious.
And even if it had been Jesus’ main purpose to make him so, why should
he need to remind him that only God is absolutely good? The exegesis of the
passage given by the late Sir Edwyn Hoskyns, in Mysteriwmn Christi and
The Riddle of the New Testmment, to the effect that fesus “merely tests the
sincerity of the man’s address” and challenges him to recognize his messiah-
ship, is as farfetched and unsatisfying as its predecessors.

I do not wish to overemphasize these features in the record, still less of
course to suggest that they are inconsistent with Jesus’ intimate and con-
stant communion with God. I submit only that rhey ought not to be ex-
plained away, and that, in view of them, and in view of the scantiness of our
information, absolute and miraculous sinlessness is not a historically suitable
form in which to express the nature of his admittedly unique goodness, The
tate Dr. H, R, Mackintosh eruly wrote: “Ultimately, it may be argued, the
complete cerrainty that Jesus never sinned is given by our faith in his person;
for there is no way of proving cxperimentally the impossibility of a fact.” 2
In other words, Jesus' sinlessness is not a given fact of history from which we
can stare,

{¢) The sclection of “sinlessness™ as the most significant feature of Jesus’
life, and insistence upon it as an absolutely certain and absolutely vital fea-
ture, reflects a theological obsession which, as I urged above, seems largely
foreign to the view which he himself held regarding mankind, as well as to
the realities of the human sicuation. To say this is, | am aware, to expose my-
self to the charge of “making light of sin.” But the charge, if made, would
be unwarranted, for I am under no illusions as to the tragic seriousness of sin.
The theologians have supplied no better definition of sin than this, that it
is that in us which obstructs our close fellowship with God, or of forgive-

*The Dacirine of the Person of Jesus Christ, 403 n.
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ness than that it is that in God which effects the removal of the obstruc-
tion, Now normal growth, as the emergence from the immaturity of child-
hood, necessarily involves the enlargement and deepening of our fellowship
with God—the increase in wisdom and in favor with God spoken of in Luke
2:52. It therefore necessarily involves the progressive removal of such ob-
struction 25 is due to immaturity. Here we have, I suggest, the justificarion
of the wide sense given in Jewish teaching to the concepr of sin, To assert
that Jesus was exempt from the necessity of such advance is to fly in the
face of the Gospel evidence. To deny that, as a human being, he was so
exempt is not to forget the frequently appalling character of the obstruction
in the case of other men.
(d) The idea of sinlessness is at best a negative idea.

The goodness of Jesus is not to be looked for in the absence of everything in his
conduct which may cause hesitation on our part as to its meaning or reason. It lies in
the npositive victorious love which manifests itself so plinly in the whole tenor of his
life.

Beside this overwhelming fact (of salvation through Christ) our discussions about
the infallibility or the sinlcssness or the pre-existence of Jesus assume a mercly academic
interest. The business of Jesus is not to be a source of invariably correct information,
nor yer to obtain an unvarying succession of alpha’s when judged by our ethical stand-
ards. His business is to be the Savior of the world by having and imparting that per-
fect love of God which urterly condemns and yet saves to the uttermosc.*

We shall therefore do better justice to the facts before us by concentrat-
ing on their positive quality than by meking our interpretation of them
hinge on a dogmatic negative, the precise meaning of which it has again and
agamn proved impossible to state.

(8) Jesus probably did not utter the bulk of the discourses ascribed to
him in the Fourth Gospel. While the Johannine narrative at some points
valuably supplements and even corrects the Synoptic story, it is in other re-
spects strangely negligent of the demands of history. Could a personal dis-
ciple of Jesus—or even a historically careful narrator—have represented him
as publicly claiming and discussing his messiahship from the very com-
mencement of his ministry, when we know from the Synoptists that he did
not even divulge it to the Twelve before Peter’s confession at Caesarea-
Philippi and then commanded them to keep it a secrer? The Johannine dis-
courses are (a) quite different in subject matter and style from the sayings
reported in the Synoptic Gospels, and (b) almost exactly similar in hoth re-
spects to the reflections of the Fourth Evangelist himself. That is enough to
dctermine their real character. We may, if we please, argue that they are
a helpful interpretarion of Jesus’ meaning; we may note the full significance
of the fact that men wished to ascribe such speeches to him; we may dwell
on the unquestionably high Christology of the Synoptists; we may con-
cede the possibility that here and there a real saying or very short dis-
course of Jesus has been preserved in the Fourth Gospel, But we have
no right ro quote its discourses indiscriminately as things actually said by

*R. 8. Franks in Congreg. Quart,, Jan,, 1932, 35,
+T. W. Manson in Congreg. Quart., Apl,, 1935, 159f,
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Jesus himself, and so as furnishing direct evidence for his self-consciousness.
Nothing could be more unsatisfying than the way in which Dr. H. M,
Relton, though fully aware of the critical arguments, persuades himself
that he is entitled to quote the words of the Johannine Christ as reliable
evidence for the thoughts of the real Jesus.

(9) We cannot be in any way sure that Jesus’ physical body left the
tomb, nor can we think of it as having ascended into the sky. Much of
the heat generated in the discussion of this problem would have been
avoided had it been consistently remembered that the narratives arose
among Palestinian Jews, who were constitutionally unable to conceive
of a person ot soul continuing to live after the death of the body unless
the body itself were resuscitated, and for whose minds therefore cvidence
far the former, in the shape of appearances, would automatically constitute
evidence for the latter. The historical evidence for the visible appearances
of Jesus after the crucifixion is carly, strong and convincing; the evidence
for the emptiness of the tomb is later and, because of its numerous in-
consistencics, weaker, In view of the disciples’ brief regarding soul and
body, and in view of the inconceivability of the ascension as narrated in
Acts 1, the evidence for the empty tomb is to me quite unconvincing.
I am interested to see that, while Dr. Barth (along with other conservatives)
insists on the emptiness of the tomb, Dr. Brunner apparently is not prepared
ta do so. Scholars who retain it usually find themselves driven to some cx-
planation of the ascension quite inconsistent with the simple narrative in
Acts 1; and even Barth, most of whose elucidations of the meaning of the
resurrection are extremely obscure, is no exception here.

On the other hand, I agree with those who contend that a psychological
explanation of the appearances as purely subjective is not adequate. The
facts compel us to believe “thar after death Christ became a living spirit,
acting dircctly upon the minds of men, making his presence felt in their
lives, directing and shaping the program of his church, using it as his in-
strument for the conversion of the world”;% and that “only a genuine ex-
perience of intercourse with a living person victorious over death can lie
behind the original creation of the Christian church.” ¢

Some feel that even objective visions without the empty tomb would
have certitied mere survival after death, not trivmph over it—particularl
to the minds of those who normally assumed that resurrection would fol-
low death only after a long interval of time, during which both soul and
body were lifcless.

*H, T, Andrews in The Lord of Life, 101,
*C. C. J. Webh, The Historical Element in Religion, 104,



THE CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE OF HISTORY
John 8. Whale

How CAN THE ETERNAL Gov be revealed in and through the events of time?
How can the relative disclose the Absolute? How can time be the vehicle
of eternity? How can any human life, least of all a life ending on a gallows,
make the Kingdom of God--the realm of the “wholly other”—a matter of ac-
tual experience? The very expression “historical revelation” is surely para-
doxical to the verge of absurdity. Christ crucified—as the power of God
and the wisdom of God! Is it surprising that this was, to the Greeks, fool-
ishness? To quote those famous, almost hackneyed words of Lessing's
Inaugural Lecture at Jena in the eightecnth century: “Particular facts of
history cannot establish eternal truchs. There is the ugly wide ditch aver
which T cannot get, oft and carnestly though I spring.” . ...

That the eternal God should give himself to man in rerms of time is a
great mystery, obviously enough; it is a mystery having no parallel since
it is the only one of its class. Nevertheless, Christian faith lives on historical
realities and refuses to disown them. Christian doctrine refuses ro try ro
reduce the Gospel to a general philosophic truth, Great philosophical sys-
tems, notably those of Spinoza and Hegel (not to mention Hindu monism),
have often disparaged history with its hard facts and its unique persons;
there is something gross and carnal about its hurly—burly. Hegel can believe
in the Logos, a great philosophical idea; but to believe in 2 Man who died
for our sins and to whom we owe everything for our living relationship with
God, is to ask too much of the philosopher of the Absolute.

The Gospel is not superior to histary in this way. Its secret lies with
the divine Saviour who, being found in fashion as a Man, lived the human
life “under Pontius Pilate,” and rtasted death for every man. The Gospel,
so far from being superior to history, is history.

‘What is history? A careful accumulation of all the facts? Bur that is a
sheer impossibility, Facts are infinite in number; there are countless bil-
lions of events happcning in every moment of historic time, History is al-
ways the selection and interpretation of facts. .. . .

The Christian faith asserts the significance for God of certain facts of
history, which gives them their significance for man as revelation. The
Kingdom, which is eternally in Heaven, comes to earth through facts
which God accepts and transforms. God uses history to make his cternal
and holy purposes of redemption actual, A Greek would say that time is
only the moving jmage of eternity. Bur the Bible knows that it is more

From Christian Docirine, New York, 1941, pp. §7, 60-64, 68-73. Reprinted by per-
mission of the publishers, The Macmillan Company.,
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than this; it is an actual part of eternity because it has been taken up into
eternity by God himself.

But here someone may raise a formidable difficulty. He may say: “Surely
this is arbitrary. Why just the history of Israel and its consumsation in
the events of the New Testament? Why not the history of, say, the Incas of
Peru? Why not all history? Granted that historical facts, human activities,
do give actuality in time to the eternal Thought of God, why limit this so
narrowly to the ‘herc-and-nowness, the ‘once-for-allness’ of Palestinian his-~
tory two thousand years ago? Surely the events of which Christian doctrine
speaks are only examples, admittedly striking, but still only examples or il-
Justrations of general religious truth.”

This difficulty has been called “the stumbling-block of partienlarity,”
and it is a real stumbling-block. The answer which Christian doctrine makes
to it is, in the main, two-fold.

First: there is no such thing as general religious truth; this is an abstraction
from historical reality. Living religion is always related to certain events in
the past which are peculiarly its own. Real faith never exists i vacuo, but in
a social context, an historical tradition. Even the most nebulous mysticism
which contends that no events or facts are vital for religion, forgets that
mystics themselves are nor the individualists they think they arc; they, too,
belong to a continuous tradition of religious experience.

The face is that the present is not merely present; in some sense it comes
out of the past and is an extension of that past. That is why Bacon could
write: We are the ancients. And, similarly, the only past which matters to
us is no mere past; it is our past, That is why Croce can write: Real history
is our contemporary.

Thus, those who contend that all events of history are equally significant
for religious faith, and that Christianity is therefore as old as creation,
forget that natural religion of this kind is a sheer abstraction. This notion of
a ready-made natural reason, which the whole movement of history illus-
trates, is an illusion; it is not natural, in the sense of being independent of
the continuous social experience of the community.

Now, Christian doctrine insists that Christian faith is what it is—that it
only exists ac all-because certain events in the time process have a present,
abiding, growing meaning. In and by them a new relationship between God
and Man was constituted; it really was. Qur presence here to-day in this
lecture room is onlﬁ one of many proofs of it. The Events which constituted
what Christianity knows as Incarnation and Atonement created something
new, not su much for the historian perhaps (though it certainly did that),
but for the heliever. He believes that certain facts to which the New Testa-
ment bears witness have momentous meaning because they do in fact create
a new relationship berween God and Man. It is not merely that they ex-
emplify certain perennial truths; they have a creative, revolutionary im-
port for religion. “Nu man cometh unto the Father, but by me.* That is
what they mean. It is strange; extraordinary; uncompromising. Yes; it is.
No satisfactory explanation of it can be given, save that it authenticates it-
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self to the heart of a believing Church, the Church of the Resurrection of
Jesus Christ from the dead,

In the second place, the believer adds this: Jesus Christ is unique. No one
is a revelation of God in the sense that he is, Perhaps there ought to be an-
other history as enlightening about the will of God as Biblical history is.
Perhaps there ought to be other revealers of his redeeming love as remark-
able as the Man, Christ Jesus. But in fact there are none. Christian experience
and Christian doctrine take their stand, not on what might be but on actual-
ity, on something given. Not on a theory of natural reason (so called) but
on Sachlichkeit, the facrual; what has been and is.

Moral life is only possible for man as he is confronted by cternity, This
temporal life of his is confronted by eternity in one unique event in time,
of which the whole Bible is the record and the explanation. That event is
Jesus Christ, crucified and risen {rom the dead. In it there is all the majesty
of whart has happencd and can never be turned back into the not-happened
by a reversal of time’s wheel. The Cross towers over the wrecks of time; it
is for evermore.

Wisdom will repudiate thee if thou think to enquire awby things are as they are,
or whence they came; thy task is first to learn whaz is. . .

The Christian religion means that Jesus Christ is the supreme and central
miracle of history. He is the mightiest of God's mighty acts in time, and
the earnest of the eternal Kingdom of Heaven. More than a prophet, more
than a witness to God’s redeeming activity, he is the full and final expression
of that activity; he is God's presence and his very Self, under the veil of hu-
man life. The prophets had proclaimed the Word of God; he was and is
the Word of God. The prophets promised the Kingdom; Jesus Christ was
God’s very agent and representative in bringing the Kingdom. Indeed, he
was the lonely embodiment of its judgment and redemption, as he hung
on the Cross and poured out his soul unto death.

Some words ofP Professor Dodd may be quoted here in exposition of this
New Testament conviction that in the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ
history reached its supreme crisis. “The crucifixion of Jesus Christ was an
immeasurable disaster, in which the rebellion of men against God came to
a head, and sin wrote its own condemnation indelibly on the pages of his-
toty. His resurrection made our of the disaster itself a source of altogether
new spiritual possibilities for men living in this world. By that two-fold
event, the death and resurrection of Christ, the available range of com-
munion between God and Man was enlarged to a point beyond which it
is impossible to go. A new era was inaugurated. There was, in fact, 2 con-
clusive act of divine judgment and redemption in history. It was the coming
of the Kingdom of God.” 2

To say that God revealed himself in Jesus, or that God was in Christ
reconciling the world unto himself, is to say nothing of real meaning unless

* Robert Bridges, The Testament of Beauty.
% Christian News-Letter, Supp. No, 31.
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we rake our stand with the New Testament at one decisive point, That point
is where God manifests Jesus as the Son of God with power, by the Resur-
rection from the dead.

All the evidence of the New Testament goces to show that the burden of
the good news or gospel was not “Follow this Teacher and do your best,”
but “Jesus and the Resurrection.” You cannot take that away from Christian-
ity without radically altering its character and destroying its very identity.
It is the presupposition, explicic and implicit, of every chapter in the New
Testament. At the Cross, the Christian Church sees not mezely a striking
Mlustration of the Sublime, but the Sublime of omnipotent action. If the
Passion had ended with the Cry of Dereliction in the darkness; if the im-
memorial problem of evil and pain is only intensified by the Cross; if he
came, not to the rescue like a second Adam, bur only to the old hopeless
fight against sin and death, why should mortals worship this fellow-mortal
as their victorious Saviour? If, after all is said, he is one more unfortunate
gone to his death, the pathos of man’s mortality is increased rather than
lessened, and the dark riddle of human existence is darker, for ever. So far
from unravelling the knot of human death, this death ties it tight once and
for all; and the Christian faith, so far from lightening the burden and the
mystery of all this unintelligible waorld, is its supreme and most pathetic
illustracion. That the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ should pro-
nounce the doom, “Out, out, brief candle” on him who is the Light and
which lighteth every man that cometh into the waorld, could only mean
that there is no such God, and that Jesus Christ is his prophetc(!). My
meaning is that the very idea involves contradictions far less tolerable than
the difficulty which it is supposed to meet, Indeed, no man can read the
New Testament without realizing that the resurrection of Jesus Chrise
from the dead, though an inscrutable mystery, is not the contradiction
which his annihilation in death would be. His resurrection contradicts all
human experience, admitedly. But Christ himself concradicts all human
experience. Unless the whole structure of Christian experience and belief
is a gigantic illusion, Jesus Christ is “einc wunderbare Erscheinung,” a
anique phenomenon which we can explain only in terms of the miraculous;
a particular which is its own universal. Those who argue (with the best
intentions, of course) that Jesus Christ is “like us” are silenced as soon as
they are asked “like which of us?” The truth is that his likeness to us—“the
likeness of sinful tlesh”—only accentuates his qualitative and fundamental un-
likeness to us, in that his relation to God is unlike anything that our racc
has seen.

All men, himself excepted, are wanderers in the far country. He alone
among men has no need to return to the Father saying “I have sinned, . . ..
and am no more worthy to be called thy son,” because for him alone the
perfect filial rclarionship has never been broken. He is the eternal Son. He
Is our Elder Brother who leaves the Father's home, coming into the far
country to seek and to save thac which was lost. He is in the far country,
but not of it. Tempted in all points like as we are, he is nevertheless with-
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out sin (Hebr. iv. 15). Wordsworth's description of our mother earth as the
homely nurse, doing ail she can

“To make her foster-child, her inmate Man
Forget the glories he hath known,
And that imperial palace whence he came,”

includes all men except the One who “though he was divine by nature,
did not clutch his cquality with God, bur empried himself by taking the
nature of a servant; born in human guise and appearing in human form, he
humbly stooped in his abedience even to die, and to die npon the cross.”

If this language corresponds to reality, any sequel to the Gospel story
other than the Resurrection would be incredible and worse; it would shatter
the very presuppositions of the Gospel story. The Resurrection of the Re-
deemer is logically inseparable from his uniqueness; his power in life and
his power over death are necessarily correlative. The language of che Epistle
to the Ephesians (i. 20) means that his cosmic victory is the inevitable ex-
pression of his Sonship; with the resulr that to doubt his exaltation after
death is to put everything else which the Gospel says about his redeeming
power in jeopardy. “If Christ be not raised, your faith is vain; ye are yet in
your sins” (I Cor. xv. 17). St. Paul’s logic is unanswerable.

The conviction which possessed Christian men from the beginning and
which is not only the historic basis of the Church but its animating principle,
is that Jesus Christ overcame evil and death and is alive for ever “at the
right hand of God.” In speaking thus, the Church, the very Body of
Chist, is not making a vague rhetorical flourish. It is affirming that Christ
was really victorious in man’s unending battle against Satan and the powers
of darkness, and that he could not be held captive by the grave, The Church
of Christ owes its very existence to the fact that in this open graveyard of
the world there is one gaping tomb, one rent sepulchre. Indeed, for those
who begin with the adoring recognition that in the life and death of the
Lord Jesus Christ there is shown forth an unbroken communion with the
Fountain of Life, in all its fulness, blessedness and glory, anything other than
his glorious Resurrection and Exalrarion would be the supreme problem
demanding solution. From such premises any other conclusion would in-
volve complete pessimism; it would wipe out everything in the Bible save
the grim conclusion of Ecclessiastes: “Vanity of vanities; all is vanity.”

In short, if are to have a Christian philasophy of history at all, we have to
choose between an unambiguously human martyr with whom “the Presi-
dent of the Immortals had ended his sport,” * and the Christ who is the
Power of God, going down like a celestial Samson into Hades, carrying
away the gates, leading caprivity captive, and bringing life and immortality
to light5 In the words of Karl Heim of Tiibingen, “Fatth in Christ involves 2
question: Is he merely a great personality of the past, or is he the living Lord
of history who can tell me with full authority what I have to do, amid

3Qde on the Intimations of Innnortality from Recollections of Early Childhoad.
“Y, Hardy, Tess of the D'Urberuilles.
¢ 1. S. Whale, The Christian Answer te the Problem of Ewil, pp. 72-73.
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all the complicated problems of the present? Jesus the Lord confronts us
all with an Either-Or; we must either commit the whole of our life to him
or repudiate him passionately and completely.” ¢

Belief in the Resurrection is not an appendage to the Christian faith;
it is the Christian faith. The full diet of public worship on any Sunday,
anywhere throughout Christendom, is the celebration of the Resurrection
of the Redeemer. This is the only sufficient basis and guarantee of Chris-
tian faith and worship. It is not tacked on to the Gospel story to make a
happy ending, or to hide what, without it, would be the supreme tragedy
of history; it is implicit in the story from the beginning. It is from the
foundation of the world.

We cannot begin o understand how it happened. The Gospels cannot
explain the Resurrection; it is the Resurrection which alone explains the
Gospels, Here is the mightiest of the mighty acts of God, foreign to the
comimion expericnce of man, inscrutable to all his scicnce, astounding to
believer and unbeliever alike. But here and only here is an activity of God,
wrought out in this world of pain, sin and death, which is the key pattern
for the world’s true life. Here is the sure promise that life according to this

pattern is eternal. This and this alone is the key to the Christian doctrine
of history,

¢ Jesus der Herr, frontispiece.



CHRISTIAN OPTIMISM AND PESSIMISM

Nicholas A. Berdyaev

I

My atritupe 1s not so thoroughly hopeless and dark as some of my
eritics think, It is true that I feel strongly the evil in life, man’s bitter lot,
but stronger than this is my sense of life’s supreme meaning. For me the evil
in the world does not mean the impossiblity of believing in God, rather
than the converse: it proves that the world is not self-sufficient, and that
God does exist. Any thinker who faces facts must join with me in sharp
contradiction of the too-smooth and happy conception of Christianity, one
which sees no tragedy, anywhere. Such 2 concept is based on the idea that
the world is divided into two parts: those who are saved in the bosom of
the church, where everything is light and joyful; and those who are lost
in the world, where everything is just the opposite, dark and full of
suffering. To me, such a division and such a self-consciousness of being
saved secemed to be not in the spirit of the Gospels. The image of Chris-
tianity presented in the New Testament teaches us something quite differ-
ent. Following Christ means that we will mingle with scribes and usurers,
with those lost in the world and writhing in pain,

It is hard to understand how anyone can calmly and happily feel that
he is safe in the garden of the church and refuse to share the terrible sor-
row and suffering of the world. We are always in danger of pharisaical
self-satisfaction. Many of those now outside the church have left it from
high, rather than from low, motives. And toward these, those remaining
in the church visible dare not assume a superior atritude. Instead of con-
tinuing its efforts to attract these seekers back to itself by the use of the
ancient, time-worn methods, the church should offer some creative an-
swer to their questions. It is not enough to say to those who suffer under
the world’s tragedy, “Come back to the church.” We must open a new
epoch in Christianity; our faith in such a new epoch must never waver.

It is surprising that anyone should derive from my books the impression
that God has deserted the world, is not active in history. As a matter of
fact, nothing T have written, has sense at all unless God is active in history.
Without this there would be no higher judgment, either upon history, or
upon man himself. But God’s action in history is mysterious, and cannot
be rationalized. God is active in history, but so are man and nature. Hence
history is an interaction of divine providence, patural determinism and
human freedom. There is nothing in the Gospels, in the Christian teach-
ing of God's having given his only Son for love of man and of the world,

Reprinted by permission from Christendonr, Spring, 1936,
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that decreases man's dignity or diminishes his creative power. The Gos-
pel demands that man should be active; that he should actively perfect
himself; that he should actively serve his neighbor; that he should like-
wise actively seek the Kingdom of God, which can be attained only by
violence, that is, by the application of effort.

The whole course of history was altered by Christianity. All the teach-
ing of Luropean humanism abouc the high dignity of man, the value
of every individual human personality, apd man’s endless prerogatives,
was of Christian origin. Christianity transformed the very depths of the
human soul, Without this inner transformation of human nature by Chris-
tianity, slavery never would have been overcome; the equality of man—~
above all in the sight of God—never admitted. The high ideal of freedom
of human consciousness and its independence from the state could never
have developed without this intervention of Christianity.

Not that Christian authorities and Christian hierarchs have always ad-
mitted human freedom, man’s liberty of conscience. How often have
they rejected and crushed it! Men have been tortured to death for their
religions convicrions. Though the Gospels did not, the church often
denied the dignity of man. But this does not affect what God revealed to
man through his Son, that is, the true essence of Christianity, rather than
the human conception of it. It was Christiani;y which introduced into his-
tory true freedom of conscience. Christianity first established man’s spiritual
independence from nature and from the state. Christianity placed man face
to face with God and denied the right of the state or of saciety to judge
man’s relations with his Lord.

It may be objected that historical Christianity often subjected itself to the
state, became its obedient servant, even used the power of the state for its
own jnterests; that it burnt heretics at the stake, But all these accidents were
but the remmants of heathendom in the midst of Christian humanity; they
were a haman perversion of Christian truth. Thus when we spealc of the
part played by Christianity in history we must always keep in mind not the
actions of separate historical Christians who have often shown themselves

unworthy of Christianiry, but the inner influence of the Christian conscience
on the human soul.

i

The most important part of Christian teaching about man is that he is fash-
ioned in the image and likeness of God; he refects the highest in material
creation; he is the child of God, and not merely a drop in the vast ocean of
nature, As the image and likeness of God, man himself is a creator, and is
called to create. We read in Genesis that man was made to rule over all
created beings, to organize and till the soil. The very fact of his fall proves
thar man possessed power and freedom, which could be turned toward
either good or evil. But Christiznity also teaches that the Son of God, that is,
God himself, became man, was incarnated, and took unto himself our human
bady, thereby elevating human nature to heights unknown and opening to
man the possibility of becoming divine. The Son of God is also the son of
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man. Therefore, man is also the son of God, man has been adopted by God.
Through Christ, the God-Man, man receives creative power, which raises
him above all the rest of nature.

Christianity affirms the dignity of man, and for this very reason wants to
transform him and prepare him for his high destiny in eternity. The church
has long since, for this very reason, rcjected the quietism which taught that
man should be completely passive, just as it has laid aside the doctrines
denying human freedom of action. We know that man may be active; he
may be victorious over the elemental forces of nature both within and with-
out himself, Man may be the organizer and orderer of the world, but only
if he possesses the spiritval life which raises him above nature; only if the
creative principle within him is independent of outward influcnce. Now
Christianity teaches the existence of just such an inner spiritual principle,
which is equivalent to stating that both God and man are at worle in a world
which belongs to both,

Christian consciousness has always rebelled against a fatalistic concep-
tion of God's activity in the world. God is at work in the world, not inde-
pendently of man, but through man, through man’s freedom and man’s
activity. This is expressed in the popular proverb: “Trust God, but do your
own best.” If one had to choose, there would be much more reason for
saying that man was inactive, that he was only the passive instrument of
natural and social processes. But we refuse to consider man as the passive
reflection of material social processes. Communists or other anti-Christian
champions may declare that nature and society act through man's activity,
and through the active struggle berween classes. They may say thet in
Christianity God is supposed ro act upon men mechanically, as a force
from without, just as the “mechanization” theory explains the movement of
matter. But there is much more basis for understanding Christianity as the
action of God and of God's grace through man’s activiry, by means of this
activity, and not as a divine action independent of man, carried out, so to
say, above man's head. It is an inner, not an outrward action, one which
enlightens and enforces the freedom of man. At any rate it is easier to pic-
ture such relations as existing between God and man, where relations are
spiritual and free, than to imagine them as existing between man and nature
and socjety, materialistically conceived. Material relations always imply a
certain outward violence. Only God, as a spiritual Being, can act from
within, on the depth of man’s conscience; he can act upon human frecdom
and by means of it. Belief in God implies belief in this inward power, il-
luminating human freedom and demanding man’s activity.

In the final analysis, only that which proceeds from within merits
the name of activity; only that which is not from without, Labor itself
may be passive. The toil of slaves is passive not only in the midst of # slave-
owning society, but under capitalism or communism as well. Of course
men may be so perfectly disciplined that they will feel free even in the
midst of slavery. But in such a case man has lost his true image, his God-
given worth. And sooner or later man will rebel, and reassert his right to
inner freedom, No, God's action always implies freedom of spirit, man’s
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spiritual activity. Only the inner reaction of spirit upon spirit presupposes
the freedom and activity both of the doer and of the object of the deed,
thereby excluding at once all violence and all passivity. God is a spirit and
he reacts upon man as upon a spiritual being. Spirit is freedom and activity.

Thus God is active in history, together with man and nature, and his
judgment upou history consists in his revealing the imminent results of
man’s {ollowing a road which does not lead toward the Kingdom of God.
This judgment is not punishment by God: that js a thoroughly anthropo-
morphie and esoteric conception. It is rather an cxperiencing of the results
of turning away from God. It is wrong, in this connection, to think only
of 2 wrathful and vengeful God, and not a God of love, Actually, punish-
ment does not proceed from God: we are led astray by the insufhciency
of our language. I believe only in a God of love and not in a God who
terrifies and punishes. But the love of Ged diffused as by a prism into its
elements, may acr like a fire, and be experienced as punishment. The im-
muanent judgment upon history is not the final judgment upon man and
upon the world.

i

The most difficule, and at the same time the most fundamental, problem
which we face in this connection, is that of the source of and responsibility
for evil, It is hard to reconcile oneself to the idea that God is responsible
for evil, Everything is in the hand of God. He uses even evil for his good
purposes. Nothing is free of relationship to God. Hence Calvin drew the
logical and radical conclusion expounded in his doctrine of predestination.
Daes Gad really act in evil and by its means? If so, then responsibility for
the evil and suffering in the world rests upon him. If not, then there exists
a certain freedom in our own rejations with God. But this limits his omnip-
orence; it makes God powerless (I recognize the limitations of the lan-
guage used here) in relation to the problem of evil.

This is the most troublesome of all problems, and it has no satisfactory
and optimistic solution. It tortured Dostoevsky. Most of the theodicies,
from Augustine to Leibnitz, are not merely unsatisfactory, but downright
shameful, for both God and man. We may, of course, accept the purely
agnostic position and agree that here we are face to face with the final
mystery, which cannoc be solved, rationally. This is better than rational
ized theodicies; but in both theology and metaphysics it has never managed
to persist in a pure form, and ar last theories have always been developed,
more or less offensive to a sensitive conscience.

Many of the church fathers, we know, taught that evil is non-being.
But if we think out this theory to the end, we have to admit that the source
of evil lies outside being, but even there the omnipatence of God extends,
that is, in 2 non-being and a non-created freedom. This is only a philosoph-
ical interpretation and expression of the final mystery of freedom of the
will and of evil. This problem is the source of our tragic sense of the world
15 a whole. And to this we are led, both by our experience of the world's
sin and suffering, and by our experience of creation, the creation of any-
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thing new in the world. The one escape from evil is in the suffering of
God himself, that is, in Christ—not in God the Omnipotent, but in God the
Redeemer, the God of sacrificing love. This, I believe, is the essence of
Christianity.

v

Jesus Christ is not merely a historical figure, He is our cternal contem-
porary. His work on earth will continue to the end of the world. We can-
not admit any doubt as to the continuous existence of Christ on earth, or
of its inner significance in the process of history. The question we face is
quite different: What is the nature of the church, and what are its limits of
action? Is the church, as a mystical organism, limited to those visible forms
we now have, of one or another confession?

Some preachers often present the loving God's participation in human
life as though it applied only to those already in the church—those aboard
the ark in 2 time of flood. But the greater part of humanity in history, and
especially in our day, lives outside the church, is not aboard the ark, and
is drowning in the stormy sea of the world. Dees this mean thar God has
turned away from the major portion of humanity in this world? Can be-
lievidg Christians overlook the world’s agony and think that this suffering
does not concern them? Can they conrinue to be optimistic, in spite of the
pessimisnl which must result from attentive observation of the world? This
would be to sin against the commandment of love. In André Gide’s novel
The Prodigal's Retyrn, an abnormal treatment of the gospel theme, when
he was asked what he did in the world abroad, the Prodigal replies, “I suffered.”
The same reply may be made equally well by those who left their father’s
house in search of truth and justice, as by those who forscok it to seek
happiness and the pleasures of life. Christians cannot be indifferent to the
sufferings of those who have left their father’s house and are caught in the
world's agony.

And our interest in these sufferers may not be limited to effores to convert
them to Christianity and restore them to the church, Christians have much
to learn from them, We must give special attention to man's fate in the
world, and consent to share his trials and sufferings. When the modem
man is threatened with destruction, Christianity can help him enly if it pays
special attention to the restlessness, the searchings and questionings of the
modern spirit. This is evidently not well understood in most church circles.
They seem insensible of the movement of time, and continue to think that
mman is in the same position that he was five hundred or a thousand years ago.

It must not be thought that this means the eventual disappearance of the
church, But the historic church is passing through a crisis in our day, and
upon it, too, judgment is being passed. The gates of hell shall not prevail
against it, for they are powerless against Christ, but terrible assaults are be-
ing made, and not only by means of forces outside the church, but by in-
fluences within it, as well—forces which have debased Christianity to human
interests. The responsibility for contemporary atheism lics not alone upon
the atheists themselves, but even more and even previously, upon those who
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have constantly cried “Lord, Lord,” and offered a distorted image of belief
in and worship of God. The church may be defended against this criticism
only if we recognize the existence of two conceptions of the church. The
church is the mystical body of Chuist, a spiritual organism, a continuing in-
carnation, as it were, But the church is also a social institution; it is made
up of sinful human beings; it is bound up with its sc_mcial ilicu, its influences
and inspirations; it has its own law and economy, its own definite relation-
ship to the state.

In this second sense, the church, in the course of its history, has borne
the limitations and committed the crrors of all historical, social institutions.
It has served worldly intercsts, has sometimes presented the temporal as
something eternal. In this sense we have a right to expect the church to re-
pent, to acknowledge its errors and its partial betrayal of its Master. The
greatest sin of the church as a social institution in history has been not the
errors of jts individual hierarchs or laymen, but a sinful distorrion of the
very principles of Christfanicy, an adaptation to human interests of the sub-
stance of the creeds. Too much of what was human and sinful has been ac-
claimed as holy and divine., Upou this situation judgment is being passed and
here we demand that the church repent.

But it is only in its human aspect, in the person of its clergy and laity, that
the church can acknowledge its errors and do repentance. [r must repent of
betraying God, Christ and the Holy Spirit. And here we are nat thinking of
the personal sins of hierarchy or laity, but of the errors of the church as a
whole, of its distortion of Christianity, The membership of the church, both
lay and cleric, are greatly to blame for the godlessness of our present world;
they have small excuse for posing as the preservers of the truth or as eritics
of others. The pharisees of today are not all outside the temple.

Let no one think that the reactions against pharisaism which fill the New
Testament are something of the distant past. Pharisaism is an eternal ele-
ment in the history of the church, and it has often distorted Christian think-
ing and morals. Pharisaism ¢xists even in communism, and pharisees exist in
the church today, accepted among the faithful, Instead of being excommuni-
cated themselves, they excommunicate others. And the publicans and sinners
are all oo often vutside the walls of the visible church.

v

God is always at work in the world, but his gracious activity does not
resemble our human judgment with its cruelty, its [ack of attention to human
persomlity, its ruthlessness, God’s activity 1s something very complex and
really incomprehensible for us, because of its interrelationship with human
freedom and with the dark clements of the world, This activity can never be
something of violence or action from without. Even God's judgment on the
world seems ruthless just because he respects human liberty and does not
wish to do it violence,

Man’s fate in his searchings and sufferings is that of Job. And I fear most
of all lest we come o resemble Job’s comforters. Job himself was justified
by God, and his comforters were condemned. Christians all too often take
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the attitude of Job's friends. By this means they think to remain optimists,
regardless of the incommensurate sufferings of man and of the warld, Let
the “evil” writhe in suffering, that is buc just; the “good” are satisfied to
separate themselves from this painful fate. But this is absolutely inacceptable
to the thinking Christian. No one can separate himself from the common
fate of man and of the world. No one can say, self-satisfied, that he is going
the right road. How can we approve of a spiritaal attitude which, while
protecting itself from conract with evil, calmly consigns to perdition the
greater part of the human race?

I know very well that it is considered an essential sign of the way of
salvation that the Christian should recognize his own unworthiness and sin.
But, unfortunately, in the minds of many Christians this consciousness has
taken on rhetorical and conditional forms. The problem T am stating is
somewhat different. It is not a matter of recognizing ourselves as sinful and
unworthy—chis is inescapable for every Christian—but rather of taking it
upon oneself to share the searchings and the sufferings of the rest of the
world. We are all responsible for all. In times past men retired from the
world into monasteries, to go the way of asceticism. But now the truly as-
cetic way is life in this world. Battle against God may even sometimes be
more pleasing to him than some forms of piety and worship. Job struggled
with God; his comforters were the pious ones. And in our day job exists, to-
gether with his friends. Job was passing through a moment of pessimism. His
friends could remain optimists because they believed that everything which
took place was just. But the judgment of God is always more mysterious
than we think, even theology cannot rarionalize it.

VI

1 am not an optimist, but it would be just as wrong to characterize me
as a pessimist, Complete pessimism is incomparible with Christianity and
would mean treason to being ieself, tempration by the spirit of non-being,
Least of all am I what might be called a passive pessimist; mine is rather an
active pessimism, a pessimism of conflict. More than anyone I believe in man,
in his Gaod-like nature, his supreme worth, his calling to creative effort in
the world, in a way continuing the world’s creation. Everything I have writ-
ten has witnessed to this. Bur this is not at all a purely optimistic, one-sided
belief in the innocence and natural state of grace of human nature—optimism
in the spirit of J. J. Rousseau. The very presence in human nature of the
spirit of liberty and of creativeness makes human life inescapably tragic.

Man s placed before the abyss of being or non-being. And he cannot, of
his own power, overcome the abyss; he has need of help from above, This
is an affair for God and man, together, And if, in our day, the very essence
of man’s image is threatencd, if man is being rorn asunder, it is just because
he has depended exclusively upon his own sirength, Man is passing through
what may perhaps be the most perilous phase of his whole history. But I
do not think that man’s fate is altogether sealed and hopeless. Its hopeless-
ness is only on our side of the line, not on God’s side. We do not believe
that the history of the world will go on forever; the world will have an
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end, and so will history. But this means that we do not believe in the pos-
sibility of a final solution here, on this earth, in our time. This proves the
hopelessness of the sitvarion from the world's viewpoint.

But the consciousness of this hopeless situation should not hinder man's
creative activity or his efforts to realize justice here and now. This creative
effort will have its influence on the end of the world itself. The end is a
divine-human matter. And the last word, which is God’s, will include also 2
word of man, Thus an absolute pessimism is also logically impossible, since
every judgment upon the meaninglessness and evil of this world presupposes
the existence of a higher Meaning. Every judgment upon life here postulates
the existence of God. In this sense we may even say that the existence of evil,
propetly understood as evil, really proves the existence of God himself,



CHRIST AS THE CENTER OF HISTORY
Paul Tillich

1. Tur Kinepont or Gop as tHE Mraning oF History

(1) For the Christian conscivusness Christ is the center of bistory. His ap-
pearance is interpreted as the “fulness of tiine” tho is, as the fulfillment of
all historical preparation.

In calling Christ the center of history we do not apply a general category
to a special case, but we apply a category which is found through the analy-
sis of the significance of Christ (in Christian faith) to Churist; we return
to Christ what we have taken from Him. For in Christ, namely in the reality
which is contained in different original interpretations in the New Testa-
ment, Christianity sees the appearance of the ultimate meaning of life in
histary. The facc that the Christian nations speak of a period before and a
period after Christ shows how deeply Christian consciousness is penetrated
by belief in Churist as the center of history.

The center of history is decisive for the beginning and for the end of
history. F'rom the Christian point of view history has a sapra-historical be-
ginning—the fall; and an intra-historical beginning—the rise of rhe expecta-
tion of a redecming event. History has also a supra-historical end—the final
consummation or the parousia of Christ; and it has intra-historical end—the
victory over the anti~divine powers which arise in history, or the reign of
Christ, Neither this beginning nor this end can be determined in terms of
physical time. We can express them only in symbolic records of the past
(Gen. 1-12) and in symbolic inrerpretarions of the future (millenniums).

A specially important category of the New Testament interpretation of
history is Kairos. It designates the fulfillment of the period of expectation
or preparation, and the beginning of the period of reception or fragmentary
actualization. The Greek word Kairos, which originally only meant with-
out discrimination the “right time,” is used in a prophetic interpretation of
history for the right time in which all time gains its meaning and qualifica-
tion. The predominance of the logos-doctrine within the Greek church
prevented the development of a ktires-doctrine, ie., a Christian interpreta-
tion of history.

(2) The Christian interpretation of history considers the history of man-
kind ultimately as bistory of salvarion.

The belief that Christ is the center of history, and thar in him the reality
of salvation has appeared in history, implies the belief that human history 15
ultimately to be interpreted in terms of salvation. Salvation means the ful-

From The Kingdom of God and History, by H. G. Wood and others, Chicago, 1938,
Pp- 11927, Reprinted by permission of the publishers, Willetr, Clark & Company.
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fillment of what existence ought to be by overcoming the destructive, mean-
ing-defying, powers of existence. As in Christian doctrine, Christ is saving
man in temporal life as well as beyond temporal .hfe, so the hfstory of sal-
vation is going on in history as well as beyond history. Salvation is actual-
ized in history whenever a demonic power in social or individual existence
is overcome by the divine pawer which has become visible in Christ, And
salvation is actualized beyond history in the ultimate unification and purifi-
cation of meaning.

The human mind is not able to conceive salvation beyond life and history
in terms taken from world experience which are technically called “ontic,”
It can be conceived only in terms of meaning. If ontic terms such as resur-
rection, immortality, new earth and new heaven are used, they have a sym-
bolic character, since they point to some elements of the ultimate meaning
of existence, So, for instance, the symbol of resurrection poines to the truth
that the totality of personal life, including the human body, belongs to the
ultimate meaning of existence. The symbol of a new earth points to the
trath that the natural basis of history is not excluded from the ultimate
meaning of existence. Hence it follows that the choice of symbols is de-
cisive for truth or error.

Salvation is related to individuals as well as to groups, to mankind as well
as to nature, to personalities as well as to institutions. For the problem of
history the salvation of groups and institutions is of special importance. It
means that the demonic perversion and destruction of groups and institu-
tions is overcome, partially in history, completely beyond history. While
the Christian churches in the Catholic period dealt with the salvation of
individuals and with the salvation of groups and institutions only with re-
spect to the church irself, and in Protestantism the salvation of groups and
institutions is neglected altogether, the post-Protestant period of Christianity
probably will deal predominantly with the ultimate meaning and the salva-
tion of groups and institutions. The face that a religious interpretation of
history has become a very urgent problem of applied theology testifies to
this.

2. Tue Kinepom or Gob v History

(1) The realization of the Kingdom of God. within bistory is determined
by the history of the church, in part directly through the historical growth of
the church itself, and partly indirectly through the conscious or unconsciaus
relation of all history to the history of the church.

If the meaning of history is salvation, then all history must be related to
that course of history in which redemption is prepared and received, The
church is the “bearer” of this course of history, both in the stage of prepara-
tion and in the stage of deception.

Hence we are justified in calling the church the “bearer” of history, Of
course this does not mean that the events of warld history have been deter-
mined, in an historico-empirical sense, by the synagogue and the Christian
churches; only a very small part of mankind, from the point of view of
space and time, has any contact with the churches at all, and even where
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there is contact, or even very close touch, it is truer to say that the secular
powers have far more influence on the outward destiny of the churches than
the other way round. But the church is more than the Christian churches
and their precursors. The church is the community of those partly visible
and partly invisible, who live in the light of the ultimate meanmg of exist-
ence, whether in expecration or in reception. The church, understaod in chis
way, is the power which gives meaning to historical life as a whole.

The meaning of Christian missions is based upon this truth. It is the rask
of the Christian mission to gather the potential, divided church out of all re-
Jigions and cultures and to lead it into the actual church, and in so doing to
rransform potential world history into actual world history to give humanity
a unified historical consciousness. This also means that all over the world
expectation is to be transformed into reccption.

(2) Through Christ as the center of history, history is divided into two
main periods: the period of preparation and the period of expectation. In cach
of these two main periods, however, this division is repeated, in so far as his-
tory always has the basic character either of expectation or of reception and
fragmentary actualization of a new principle of meaning. The transition from
the one to the other may be called a special Kairos.

From the standpoint of its ultimate meaning all history is either the prepa-
ration for or the reception of the center of history. But the preparation is
never merely preparation,; it is always also anticipating actualization. If it were
not so, all pre-Christian history would be devoid of meaning. Bur chis would
be true neither of the prophetic Hebrew stage of preparation nor of the
general “sacramental” preparation within paganism.

The vieal force of both is drawn from cheir anticipating reception of the
center of history; the Jewish development in direct preparation for its ap-
pearance, and the pagan development in indirect preparation create the
parallelism of understanding. On the other hand, the post-Christian develop-
ment is never only receprion, since it always contains pagan and Jewish
elements of expectation and preparation.

The fundamental division applies also to the two main periods themselves,
Rach period is subdivided into shorter periods, each with its own center
which gives it meaning, its own beginning and end. Periods which seem to
be controlled by expectation are succeeded by periods which prove to be a
fragmenrary actualization. From the sociological point of view this has been
described as the rhythm of “critical” and “organic” periads. Even the his-
tory of the church often follows this course. But no age is completely lack-
ing in “reception” and none is without an element of “expectation.”

For the Christian interpretation of history the centers of particular periods
are dependents upon the center of history. This gives the criterion for the
interpretation of each center and for historical universal action from every
particular center. If the New Testament idea of the Kairas is applied within
a definite period, it expresses the conviction that that which has sppeared
once for all in “the fulness of time” has reappeared in a special way as
the center of a particular historical period. The unique, non-recurring
Kairos remains the standard for all the particular forms in which it reappears.
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For instance, the period preceding the Reformation may be called a period
of expectation and anticipating actualization. The appearance of the new
interpretation of the center of history by Luther may be called a special
Kairos (as Luther himself felt), and a Protestant materialization after him
may be called 2 period of reception and fragmentary actualization. In the
same way the present period of the decay of liberalism and secularism may
be called a period of expectation which perhaps may be followed by a period
of reception after the turning point, the Kairos, has occurred. It'is exactly
this feeling which gave rise to the renewal of the doctrine of Kairos by
“Religious Socialism.” 1t is impossible to give criteria abstracted from the
actual situation by which the cxistence or non-existence of a special Kairos
can be judged. It is a marrer of the faith of those who act in a special situa-
tion; it is a venture which may fail because faith and spiritual power may not
be strong enouglt. The “will of God” in any given historical situation can-
not be recognized by general criteria but only by daring faith.

3. SaLvatioN AND WorLD History

(1) For the Christian interpretation of history salvation is the meaning of
world history. But saluation is mot the smme thing as wotld history. Pri
marily and above all salvation is judgment passed wpon world bistory.

The negative presupposition of world history is human freedom with
which the symbol of temptation deals, and the emergence of the contradic-
tion between essence and existence which is expressed in the symbol of the
Fall. From this presupposition of history there follows the contradiction in
which it stands to salvation; salvation is the actual overcoming of the con-
tradiction between essence and existence upon which world history is based,

A direct expression of the contradiction in history is the abuse of power.
Power in itself is a structural principle of historical existence, Bur it is not
only in accordance with but also in opposition to the meaning which is to
be realized through historical power, It not only fulfills historical vocation
but ir also betrays jt. In so far as all history is a history of struggles for
power, salvation is judgment passed on world history. The external expres-
sion of this judgment 15 the destruction of power by power. Hence in the
Kingdom of God, the goal of world history, power is only found in abso-
lute unity with love.

(2) If world history were only opposition to salvation, it would directly
destroy itself. It cam only exist at all because it is not only judged by salva-
tion but is also supported by it

Power cannot exist without a meaning, in the name of which it is power.
The values with which pawer must unite itself are realizations of the mean-
ing of history, moments in the fragmentary actualization of salvation upon
which the possibility of power, and therefore of history, are based. The
sociological expression for the fact that power needs a meaning, in order
to be able to exist, is “ideology.” The word “ideology” bas acquired a nega-
tive sense, challenging the deliberare or unconscious misuse of ideas for the
preservation of a power whose existence is threatened. But the thing itself,
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the combination of power and value, should not be estimated in a merely
negative manner; it is the positive foundation of history as a whole.

History is carried by thase groups and individuals who represent in their
existence a meaning which belongs to the ultimate meaning and is unified
and parified in it. As far as salvation is the latent meaning of history those
are its real bearers who incorporate and represent in themselves this meaning,
cither in expectation or in reception. The spirit of salvation radiating from
those personalities and groups is the power which again and again over-
comes the demonic self-destruction of historical existence. If we call the
latent community of those people the invisible church, we must agree with
the New Testament in asserting that the church is the real bearer of history.
This is not a claim for the empirical churches, but a demand upon them.

It is a general experience that in the moment in which the divine breaks
into the temporal and a new Kuairos is approaching the demonic acquires
increased power. It is, however, impassible to derive from this experience
a general law of progressive regressive development of universal history.
Both judgments, the optimistic as well as the pessimistic, should be avoided.

(3) As salvation is carrying world history so, on the other hand, world
history is the fragmentary actualization of salvation.

The seriousness and the gravity of human history depends upon the fact
that world history is the fragmentary actualization of salvation. Each par-
ticular act which is related to the ultimate meaning which has appeared in
Christ has infinite significance, because it is the “‘coming of the Kingdom of
God.” It is 2 logical result of their point of view that those who interpret
the Kingdom of Ged in a purely transcendental manner finally come to
regard history as a meaningless occuparion of man with himself, while the
concept of salvation falls away altogether.

The fragmentary actualization of salvation in world history docs not
mean that salvation can be fulfilled within history. For salvation within his-
tory is opposed by destruction; the divine is opposed by the demonic, Sal-
vation is actual within world history to the extent in which the destructive
forces are overcome, the power of the demonic is broken, and the final
fulfillment of meaning appears, Thus salvation within world history docs
not remove the conflict between the divine and the demonic.

Accordingly the doctrine of the millennium should not be interpreted as
a static final condition, and certainly not in Augustine’s sensc of the sover-
eignty of the hierarchy. The millennium should be interpreted as a symbol
of the victory over concrete demonic forces within history. The demonic is
subdued in actual victories from time to time~but it is not extirpaced. When
the power of a particular form of the demonic is broken the Kairos of a
particular period is fulfilled, To expect nat only that the power of concrete
demonic forces will be broken at definite periods in history, but that in sume
future age the demonic as a whole will be utterly destroyed, is a religious
“uropianism” which should be regarded as quite untenable,

The relationship of the fragmentary actualization of salvation in history
and its fulfillment in the transcendent unity and purity of meaning cannot
be expressed in terms of time and history. Every attempt to do so makes the
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ultimate meaning a section in the totality of meanings, 2 history after his-
tory, a time after time, History itself can define the supra-historical only
in negative terms, Every positive expression is 4 symbol and has to be under-
stood as such in order to avoid that “transcendent utopianistn” which be-
longs to the distortions of religion and Christianity,



THE NEW CHRISTOLOGY
Albert C. Knudson

Mucu can nE said from the practical point of view in favor of the positivistic
or agnostic attitude roward the problem of the person of Christ represented
by Ritschl and his school. If Christian believers would accept the Christ of
the New Testament without theorizing about him, it might be better both for
the church and for religion in general. Bue this they seem unable to do. Their
minds demand some sort of an explanation of Jesus’ uniqueness. Then, too,
in self-defense they need a theory of their own with which to meet the
purely homanitarian views of unbelievers. So interest in the construction of
a satisfactory Christology seems to continue unabated.

The various developments in modern thought . . . . make inevitable a re-
vision of the traditional Christology. They call for a more historical, a more
empirical, a more anthropocentric, a more ethical, and a more personalistic
approach to the problem. This is evident from the history of Christological
thought during the past century.

The specific changes that seem called for are in the main three. First,
complete humanity must be ateributed to Jesus, not only in the sense that
he had a human spirit as well as 2 human soul and bady, buc in the sense
that his personal center, his ego, was human. This does nor exclude his
divinity, bur it does mean the relinguishment of the traditional rtheory that
the human nature of Jesus was impersonal and thar the ego or personal
center of his being was constituted by the eternal Logos. In the second
place, the uniqueness of Jesus is to be regarded as due, not to the union of
two ‘“natures” within him, one human and the other divine, bur to his
unique dependence upon the divine will and to his unique enduement with
the Divine Spirir. Third, divinity is to be ascribed to Jesus, not becanse he
made this claim for himself, nor because he was possessed of omniscience
and omnipotence, but because of his unique consciousness of oneness with
God and because of his creative and redemptive agency in the founding of
the kingdom of God. On each of these changes it may be well to comment
briefly,

The first is the most fundamental of the three and to a large degree
carries with it the other two. Perfect manhoad, it is true, was affiemed of
Jesus by the Chalcedonian creed; but so long as self-conscionsness and self-
hood were not included in his human nature it is evident that his manhood
was not complete. Indeed, apart from the “I,”" the personal center of one’s
being, one’s manhood is a mere abstraction. It has no real existence. To have
been truly human, then, Jesus must have had 2 human ego. And no one

From The Doctrine of Redemption, New York, 1933, pp. 318-33. Reprinted by permis-
sion of the publishers, Abingdon-Cokesbury Press,
223
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would probably ever have questioned this if it had not been the place
assigned him in Chuistian worship. To be a proper object of worship
he must have been divine as well as human, and in order to be divine it
was felt that his human nature must have been currailed, Hence the personal
center of his being was transferred to the incarnate Logos.

But now that Jesus is again thought of as having had a human cgo, the
question arises as to whar differentiated him from other men and made
him unique in the sense claimed for him by the Christian faith. One might
repeat the ancient formula and say that he had a divine as well as 2 human
pature. But in that case we should have to ask whether the divine nature
was personal or hot. If personal, we would be ascribing to Jesus two centers
of consciousness and would thus fall into a hopeless dualism. If impersonal,
we would have an hand a bare abstraction similar to that of an impersonal
humanity, and no real advance toward the solution of the problem would
be made. So the second change above mentioned is raking place. Modern
thought is turning away from the two-nature doctrine and is substituting
for it the idea of Jesus' unique dependence upon God. We are all to a large
extent dependent beings, dependent upon God, Our dependence as spiritual
beings might in physiological terms be said to be a dependence on the brain
and in psychological terms a dependence upon the “subconscious” self, but
in the last analysis it is a dependence upon God. The dependence varies with
different individuals, and varied ro an extraordinary degree in the case of
Jesus. He was dependent upon God, as are all men, but ar the basis of his
life there was a unique divine creative activity that made his metaphysical
relation to God differenc from that of other men. This diffcrence did not
consist in his possession of a divine “nature” or substance but in the special
mode of operation of the immanenc divine will upon which he was de-
pendent,

From this point of view there seems to me to be an element of truth in
Dr. William Sanday’s theory of the “subliminel consciousness” as the “seat,
ar Jocus, of the Deity of the incarnate Christ.” Doctor Sanday speaks of
Jesus' human consciousness as “the narrow neck through which the divine
alone could come to expression” and represents a horizonral line or plane as
separating the upper human medivm from the lower and subconscious deeps
which are the proper abode of the divine. Taken realistically, this theory is
upen ty serious objections, but if we regard the realm of the “subconscious”
as a mere symbol of the dependence of much of our conscious life upon
hidden forces within us, there is no reason why we should not in Jesus' case
think of it as the seat of his divinity. What would then be meant by this
figurative made of expression would be that his divinity consisted in his
unique dependence upon God. Within the deeps of his being there were
hidden divine forces that made his life and mission different from those of
other men.

Another way of conceiving the uniqueness of Jesus is to think of the
Divine Spirit as present in him to an unprecedented degree. This is a re-
ligious mode of representation with which we are all familiar and which we
are accustomed to accept as self-evident in meaning. But when we come to in-
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quire how the Divine Spirit dwells in us and how it dwelt in Jesus, the matter
turns out to be less simple and clear than we may ar first have supposed. We
cannot think of the Divine Spirit as spatially present within us, and so we speak
of it as dynamically present. But a dynamic relation is not representable to
the imagination; in its inmost esscnce it is 2 mystery. All that we can do, then,
is to operate with the general idca of casnal agency. We may conceive of
the Divine Spirit as causally or dynamically present in two different ways,
‘We may think of it as the power upon which our lives are dependent or as
a Being with which we arc or may be in reciprocal interaction. Both of these
conceptions are significant as applied to the person of Christ; but it would

erhaps be best to restrict the word Spirit to the second. We may then
think of Christ as uniquely dependent upon God and also as standing in a
unique relation of reciprocal interaction with the Divine Spirit, In both re-
spects God may be thought of as incarnate in him.

The third change, above referred to as introduced by the newer Chris-
tology, had to do with the nature of Jesus’ divinity and the evidence for it.
According to the older view Jesus was divine in the full absolute sense of the
term and was conscious of himself as such. He was omnipotent and omni-
scient and knew that he had these attribures though he may have temporarity
relinquished their exercise. This {ollowed natarally from the view that the
Logos formed the personal center of his being. But with the new emphasis
on the humanity of Jesus limitations came to be placed on his divine nature.
It was said that the Logos in becoming man laid aside the metaphysical attri-
butes of omnipotence, omnipresence and omniscence, and retained only the
ethical attributes of Deity. Then it was said that the incarnation was limited
by the receptivity of human nature and was consequently gradual in char-
acter. Finally, it was affirmed that the personal center of Jesus’ consciousness
was human, not that of the Logos, and this involved a still further departure
from the traditional conception of his divinity.

The divinity of Jesus was now grounded in the divine will rather than the
divine nature, and was thought of as manifesting itself in a heightened hu-
man consciousness rather than in a type of experience alien to that of normal
humanity. The evidence of it was conscquently sought, not in the miraculous
deeds that he performed nor in the miraculous events that accompanied his
birth and death, nor in his own cliim to divinity, but in his filial conscious-
ness, in his sinlessness, in his spiritual authority, and in his redeeming power.
These extraordinary characteristics did not generate In Jesus himself the
conviction that he was God, nor is it probable that he had what could be called
a memory of a pre-existent state. His divinity in other words, was not his
own theory about himself nor was it explicit in own self-consciousness, It
was rather the church’s conception of what he was or should be to his fol-
lowers and to the world. Looking back upon what he was and upon his
moral and spiritual significance in the history of the world the church has
confidently affirmed with Paul that God was in him, This is the churcl’s inter-
pretation of his unique personality. How God was in him, has been and is
a subject of dispute. But from the modern point of view the tendency is to
think of the divine presence as manifesting itself in his unique religious con-
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sciousness and in his unique spiritual power. This consciousness and power
were due to 2 unique dependence on God and to a unique reciprocal inter-
action between the free spirit of Jesus and the Divine Spirit; and hence it
may be said with Schleiermacher that these unique and creative qualities in
Jesus® life were “a veritable existence of God in him.”

The theory outlined in the preceding paragraphs might be called the con-
sciousness and dependence theory. It differs from the two-nature doctrine
in that it is more strictly theistic and personalistic. It recognizes, as the other
doctrine does nor, the ultimate and underivable character of personal unity
and also the distinet individuality of both God and man. The hypostatic
union of two natures must be conceived pantheistically if at all, There is no
other way of combining the two natures into a personal unity. So to avaid
this difficulty and vo bring the doctrine of the person of Christ into closer
harmony with the Christian conception of God and man, the new Chris-
tology sets aside the idea of two component natures and thinks of the unitary
personality of Jesus as uniquely dependent upon the divine will and as
standing in a unique relation of personal interaction with the Divine Spirit.
The result of this twofold relation to God, one dependent and the other inter-
active, was the production of a unique God-consciousness, in which God

was actually present and which made Jesus both the ideal man and the per-
fect organ of divine revelation.

From the very nature of this Christological theory it follows that the
doctrines of the Virgin Birth and the bodily resurrection of Jesus are not
essential to it. The relation of Jesus to God, as conceived in the thory, is
quite independent of the method of his advent into the world. Tt may have
been miraculous or it may not. The question is one to be settled by historical
exiticism so far as this is possible. Beyond that one's sense of aesthetic fitness
and one’s atritude toward miracles in general are likely to have the deciding
vote. The same is also to be said of the bodily resurrection of Jesus. The
physical miracle may or may not have raken place. The question is not one
that vitally concerns the Christian faith, Much can be said in favor of the
view that Paul knew nothing about the empty grave, that this belief arose
later, and that his own belief and that of the other disciples in the resurrection
was based on the appearances of Jesus to them., What the nature of these
appearances was, is not altogether clear; but judging from Paul's Damascus
experience they were probably subjective and spiritual in character, They
carried with them, however, the firm conviction that Jesus had triumphed
over death and was alive. On this conviction the Christian Church was
founded, and no Christology would be adequate that did not take account of
it. If Jesus’ life had ended with the grave, it would not have mattered how
perfect his character had been nor how intimate his fellowship with God,
the faith of the disciples both in him and in his God would have been
mocked by such an outcome. What alone gave rise to the Christian Church
was the deep-seated conviction that Jesus had risen from the dead and had
actually appeared to the disciples. But how he arose and what became of
his body was no essential part of that belief. It was enough to know that he
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who was dead was alive again and in living fellowship with his God and
with those who believed in him.

An objection is sometimes raised to the new Christology on the ground
that it does not bring out adequately the idea of the divine condescension
and the divine self-sacrifice. If the Logos was the subject of the mental life
of Christ and particularly if, while such, his being or his consciousness was
reduced to the dimensions of a human soul, it is evident that a real self-ab-
negation could be ascribed to him. The self-denial would be much more
evident in case he relinquished altogether this absolute consciousness than if
he retained it along with his incarnate life; but in the latter case also it is to
some extent implied. If we, however, think of God as present in Christ only
in the sense of being the sustaining ground and inspiring source of his unique
life and consciousness, the element of self-renunciation is not so evident.
We have in that case merely a condescension sirmilar to that involved in the
divine creative activity as a whole, but no such special act of sacrificial love
as has commonly been assaciated with the advent of Christ into the world.

In reply to this objection several considerations may be urged. For onc
thing, it is doubtful if such self-depotentiation as that contemplated by the
kenotic theory would be a truly ethical act. The Logos, it would seem,
would be under obligation to maintain the fullness of his own life. Again,
it would hardly seem necessary that the Logos should become the subject
of the mental life of Jesus in order to express adequately the divine love
to man. A real divine presence can be conceived under the form of an im-
manent activity of the divine will and Spirit, and because of this unique
divine presence it is still possible to speak of Christ as pre-cxistent, pre-existent
not only in the divine purpose, but also by virrue of the divinity resident within
him, Then too, a true condescension must be spiritual rather than metaphysical.
It must consist in a sympathetic and compassionate love, and this love must
have been a permanent divine attribute. It cannot have been limited to a
single act of self-depotentiation nor is it inherently probable that it would
take this metaphysical form at all. What was needed was 2 more perfect
revelation of the divine love, and this we have in Christ. In his life and death
we have not only a reflection but an actual expression of the sacrificial love
of God himself.

Another objection to the theory under consideration comes from those
who think that the uniqueness claimed for Jesus unfits him to be our ex-
ample, This objection is urged still more strongly against the two-nature
doctrine; but in neither case is it valid. For Jesus is not our example in the
sense that we can or ought to be able to do all that he did. We read in the
New Testament that he left us an example that we should follow his steps
and that we should have in ourselves the mind which was also in him. But
nowhere is it stared or assumed that this put him on the same level with our-
selves or that it is within our power to be all that he was, No doubt 2 person’s
example would in one sense be more encouraging to us if it began on as low
or even lower level than our own and from that moved on to moral per-
fection. But Jesus’ example was not of that type, nor would anyone seriously
maintain that it would have been more efficacious if it had been. What has



228 JESUS RELATIONSHIP TO HISTORY

made his example so gripping and so transforming in its influence is the fact
that he was more than an example. Not only did he exemplify the perfect
life; he did what was far more important—he created in others the ﬁ)ve of
it and the power in some measure to realize it; and this he was able ro do
only because he was more than man.

"T'he idea that Jesus is not a real example to us if he was in a unique sense
of the rern divine, is due partly to a dualistic mode of thought and partly
to a failure to understand what it involved in the idea of an example. There
are three factors in a perfec ethical life; an obedient will, an ideal moral
characrer, and blameless conduct. Of these the last with its mumerous concrete
acts is [argely relative to the age and circumstances in which one lives, and
hence can form no fixed part of a universal and authoritative human example.
The obedient will, however, is 4 constant element in the perfece life whercver
it may be found. To be obedient to what ane knows to be one’s duty may
be more difficult for some than for others, but the obligation is the same
for all moral beings whether human or divine. At this point, therefore, Jesus,
if perfect in his obedience, is an example to us, whatever we may think of his
uniqueness. The same may also be said of the absolute moral ideal which he
represented. This ideal lies beyond the power of any human will fully to
attain. Even in Jesus it was in part at least a divine gift, and was the result
of his unique dependence upon God. But in irs essential principles of love
and holiness it is nevertheless as a goal obligatory upon all moral beings. In
this respect too Jesus is, then, an example of what we oughr to be, and that
irrespective of the question as to his unique relation to God. Only on the
unwarranted assumption that uniqueness exclades freedom could it be
maintained that the uniqueness of Jesus unfits him to be our example. Any
free spirit living under human conditions, whether originally pre-existent or
not, would face essentially the same fundamental moral problem and, if vic-
torious over evil, would be an example to others.

It is often assumed that since Jesus was manifestly “the subject of faith,”
he could not be “the object of faith,” and that, if he somehow were both,
we ought to find him occasionally at least, “worshiping himself.” But this we
never do, and hence the belief in him as object of faith is to be rejected.
Even a serious scholar has recently expressed himself to that effect; and from
the standpoint of the two-nature doctrine something might be said in support
of it. But the new Christology offers no oceasion for such an objection to
the doctrine of Jesus' divinity. We have already seen that this doctrine was
not Jesus’ own theory about himself but the church’s interpretation of his
personality, and so did not imply any such absurd idea as his worshiping him-
self. There is also no necessary antithesis between the conception of Jesus as
subject and as pbject of faith. “If we enter decply,” says Haering, “into the na-
ture of God's working, of God’s revelation of himself in the sense of our re-
ligion, we arrive at the opposite conclusion: only a man who believes, prays,
contends, can call forth crust in the God in whom he believes, in whom he
desires to believe.” In other words, it was only because Jesus was the per-
fect subject of faith that he could reveal God to us and thus become the ob-~
ject of faith. For what we mean by calling him the object of faith is “noth-
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ing more than our having trust in him as the one through whom God works
saving trust in his saving work.” It was the faith-producing faith of Jesus
that led the church to see in him the personal working of God and so to
look upon him as both object and subject of faich. If he had not been a
man of perfect faith, he could not have been the perfect revealer of God;
for the faith, necessary to revelation can be awakened only by faith.

The type of Christology here outlined interprets the incarnation in terms
of immanence and inspiration, Some regard this as an abandoment of the
doctrine of the incarnation and the substitution for it of anocher doctrine.
Immancnce, it is said, means something quite differcnt from incarnation.
But that depends on how we define the terms. If we restrict incarnation
to the idea that God was the subject of Jesus' mental life, either the sole
subject or one of two subjects, we may distinguish it from immanence,
provided we limit the latter term to a merely dynamic or mystical presence
of God. But there is no necessary reason why ecither term should be limited
in its use to such a restricted meaning. We may extend the idea of the di-
vine immanence so as to include the narrower idea of incarnation, and we
may broaden the meaning of incarnation so as to make it practically sy-
nonymous with the divine immanence,

For there is justification both in current usage and in the original mo-
tives of the two doctrines. Both doctrines sought to bring God near to men.
The doctrine of the incarnation did so against the background of a meta-
physical and ethical dualism; the doctrine of immanence did the same
thing against the background of a deistic and mechanistic world-view. The
doctrine of the incarnation fixed attention on the manifestation of God
ar one supreme point of history; the doctrine of immanence emphasized
the presence of (od in the world as a whole. But berween the two there is
no antithesis. Each needs the other as a supplement. The bare idea of imma-
nence needs to be supplemented by the idea of different degrees of imma-
nence, the highest degree being in the person of Christ. The incarnation in
Christ, on the other hand, needs to be supplemented by the idea of an in-
carnation in mankind as a whole and also i nature. The two doctrines of
incarnation and immanence thus overlap and tend to merge in cach other.
Taken together, they express the thoughr “that in the conditions of the
highest human life we have access, as nowhere else, to the inmost nature of
the divine.” No fundamental or vital religious significance attaches to the
distinction between a conception of the divine presence whuch identities
the cgo of Jesus with that of God and one that does not, provided the di-
vine presence in him is in the latter case regarded as so complere as to
guarantee the validicy of his revelation of God.

There is, then, no sharp line of division between the doctrine of the in-
carnation and that of immanence. Incarnation is best interpreted in terms
of immanence, to which the idea of inspiration and that of the indwelling
Spirit stand closely related. But while some light is in this way thrown
upon the incarnation and upon the unique personalicy of Christ, the problem
is far from being fully solved. For immanence, inspiration, and the in-
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dwelling of the Divine Spirit are, as we have seen, by no means trans-
parent ideas. How the realities to which they refer are possible in human
life we do not know, and still less do we know how they were possible in a
supreme degree in the person of Jesus. After human thought has done its
best we are still forced to acknowledge with Paul “the mystery of Christ,”



THE INCARNATION
Lynn Harold Hough

It nas oftEN been said that the central matter in Greek theology was the
doctrine of the incarnation, while the central matcer in the Latin theology
was the doctrine of the cross, At all events, there has always been a stream of
thought in the Christian Church which has found the incarnation the very
crowning fact in the history of humanity. And the incarnation has been
seen to have been possible just because of che inherent dignity of man.
Great preachers have felr the strength of this tradition. Phillips Brooks may
be said to have belonged to it. One of the texts which brought out his
full powers consisted of the words: “Son of man, stand upon thy fect, and
I will speak with thee.” Phillips Brooks was an apostle of the loftiness
of human nature. He believed with all his mind and hearr in the dignity of
man. And the final seal and glory of this dignity he found in the incar-
nation. To 2 man of this type of thought, it is a thing of overwhelming
importance that the very struccural qualities of humanity arc such that
God could enter into human life and live the life of a man, and so reveal
himself to man. God could not become incarnate in a stone because its
nature could not be the vehicle for the expression of the defining char-
acteristics of the divine life. God could not become incarnate in a tree be-
cause its impersonal vitality could not express the essential glory of the di-
vine life. God could not become incarnate in an animal because the rich-~
ness of its organic funcrioning could not express that purposive will of love
which is at the very center of the divine nature and the divine character.
God could become incarnate only in man because man alone is made in
the divine image, Man can think God’s thoughts after Him, Therefore,
God can think His own thoughts in human life. Man’s free intelligence
alone offers an organ for the expression of the free intelligence of God.
Whatever the tragedies of sin and evil may have done to human life, it
is still true that in its very structure humanity is an organ capable of be-
ing the instrument for the expression of the intellectual and moral and
spiritual purposes of God. To the Danish theclogian Martensen there was
the most glorious fitness in the fact that humanity itself came to full flower
in the coming of Jesus Christ. In 2 very real sense humanity was revealed to
itself only in that one glorious life, It was only when the Son of God made
human hife His own that the possible life for men was at last made clear.
The human was created with such subtle kinships with that above the hu-
man that only the Divine could reveal humanity to isclf. You never under-
stand man until you see Jesus Christ walking the carth.

From The Christian Criticism of Life, New York and Nashville, 1941, pp. 21318, 242-45,
261-62, Reprinted by permission of the publishers, Abingdon-Cokesbury Press.
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Doubtless this is one aspect of a tremendous paradox. The other aspect
has to do with the “otherness” of God, with the startled perception that
His ways arc not our ways, and His thoughts arc not our thoughts. God’s
life is so far beyond our human life—Flis infinite thought so far beyond our
finite thought, His cternal perfection so far beyond our partly compre-
hended human good—that when we attempt to understand the beatific splen-
dor of His eternal life and character, and the effulgent beauty of His per-
fection, we are struck flat in sheer incompetence. If we may imitate Luther's
famous paradox, we may say: Man is the one creature made to apprehend
God, and yet by his very nature he is incapable of comprehending God.
Only man can know God, Yet man can never know God. It is the sccond
part of the paradox which Karl Barth has emphasized with such tremendous
power. Either part of the paradox alone is dangerous and misleading. The
one makes man over-confident and complacent. The other plunges man
into a depth of debasement which ecasily leads to despair. The two to-
gether make a great Christian.

It must be said with unhesitating firminess, however, that the transcendence
of God must never be so interpreted as to discredit the essential nature
of man in its strucrural quality. When God made man, He made a limited
being. But He did not make a lie. When God made the human mind, He
made an instrument for the seeking and the finding of the truth. He did not
make an instrument destined to the frustration of continually telling lies,
If the divine image had been completely blotted out of human life, not
anly would the incarnation have been impossible, but religion itself would
have become impossible, There would have been nothing left to which God
could speak. Qur debasement before rhe grandeur and the maral excellence
of God must never lead us to deny the essential dignity of human life. It
must never lead us to deny the structural qualities of human worth, We
do not dare to turn from the insight which even Saint Augustine felt so
deeply that he gave it immormal expression when he said, “O Gaod, thou
hast made us for thyself, and our souls are restless uneil they find rest in
thee,”

The Canmbridge Platonists approached man on the side of his kinship
with God. They declared that there was a divine light burning in every
human life. The reason of man was the candle of the Lord. The mcarnation
was the fulfillment of all that for which man wistfully and vaguely longed.
The whole story of the interpretation of the Christian religion which cen-
ters in the incarnation has been told with complete clarity and splendid and
valid eloguence by Alexander V. G. Allen in his famous book The Con-
tinuity of Christian Thought.

This same sense that human life has so much dignity chat God himself
could enter into it is of such profound importance that it descrves our most
careful scrutiny. Tt is pivotal for any theology which gives the incarna-
tion its historic place. For it is this structural dignity of man which makes
the incarnation possible, Bug the point at which tlus position calls for our
most scarching thoughe has to do with its relation to the deepest and the
most chataceeristic insighes of critical humanism. Thae free controlling in-
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telligence which we find in man and which the critical humanist constantly
emphasizes is just the point of his likeness to God. It is the capacity to
choose among alternatives in the light of standards clearly scen and clearly
held which makes it possible for God to work in and through man in a
different sense from that in which he works in the subhuman world.
Long ago Bishop Francis J. McConnell wrote a little book—the smallness of
whose size is no indication of its importance—which he called The Diviner
Immanence, to show how God could be present in saints in a diffcrent senge
from that in which He was present in stones. He controlled the material.
He found fellowship with the human beings who accepred His will,

The great power to confront alternatives consciously seeing them for
what they are, to recognize, even to erect a standard by which alternatives
can be judged, and to follow loyally thar which conforms to the standard
—this is what makes a man a man. This is the matter of central concern
to the critical humanist. But this is also just that which makes it possible for
man to be the organ of the will of God. It is what makes it possible for
man to think God’s thoughes after Him. But much more, it is just this which
makes it possible for God to enter into human life direetly. It is this which
makes the incarnation credible and authentic, Indeed, it is this which
makes the incarnation possible.

This, then, is the most impaortant insight to which we now come.
Every step a man takes in the direction of critical humanism is a step to-
ward an intellectual position which by its very nature will tend to make
the thought of the incarnation acceptable. Long before the man in the cen-
tral stream of humanism himself knows that it is true, he is approaching
a place where his characreristic beliefs make it possible for him also to be-
lieve in the incarnation. It is because man with his free controlling in-
telligence can become like God, the Perfect Intelligence freely controlling,
that God can enter into human life. It is becanse man can become like God
that God can become man.

We have already seen that the humanistic sanctions profoundly con-
sidered naturally lead to theism, and that without the theistic consumma-
tion humanism itself would ac last fall apart. Now we see that the Chris-
tian position is the very flower of the humanistic insights. That man is
like God in intelligence and freedom has become clear to the theist, That
God Himself has become man is the glorious assertion of the Chris-
tlan. . ...

The humanist—the Christian humanist—does not discount the glory of
goodness as the result of the use of freedom in right choice on the part of
a living person. And by the same token he does not discount the tragic
importance of evil as the resule of the use of freedom in wrong choice
on the part of a living person who knows perfectly well what he is abou.
There is an evil which is the result of ignorance. And it can be conquered
by the forces of education and gracious unselfishness. There is an evil
which is conscious and deliberate and deeply personal. You cannot con-
quer that evil by asserting the moral invincibility of the friendly smile.

The critical mind of the Christian humanist must of course deal frankly
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and honestly with the attitude of our Lord toward these great matters,
And here he will have no reason to falter or to hesirate. In all His teach-
ing, both explicit and implicit, Jesus perpetually decla;cd that only a
willing and uncoerced allegiance was of value in the kingdom of God.
So the incarnation with the life of the Church following the achieve-
ment of Jesus was first of all an adventure to secure voluntary loyaley.
It was an adventure of revelation, clearing up ignorance by a glorious
serting forth of knowledge of God. It was an adventurc of loving un-
selfishness, showing how far love would go to secure the willing re-
sponse even of those who were unworthy. Here there was no place for
the use of physical force of any kind. Here there was the cloak given
when the coat was asked. Here there was the left check turned when
the right cheek had been struck, Here was the following of the path of
unselfish love to the uttermost limic of the cross. So far love could go.
So far divine love did go to secure the glad loyalty, the willing and un-
coerced chedience of men. Here we have a great and powerful part of the
Christian religion. Here we have the method of securing that brotherhood
of unselfish good will which responds to the sacrificial and unselfish love
of God. Here we have the justification of the creation of men by means of
the creation of the beloved community.

Bue this is just half of the Christian religion. Jesus was always utterl
realistic in confronting the dark nature of personal evil. Ie set that rayal
value on personality which we have found to be essential to the human-
istic sanctions. He understood all the negative as well as all the positive
nature of this royal form of decision. He knew that while men could ac-
cept Him, they could also reject Him, And implicitly—~and again and again
explicitly—He declared this in the most unhesitating fashion. He wanted
to meet men as a friend. He offered to meet them as a friend. He went
to the cross to prove His friendship. But if men in the awful strength of
their personal power rejected His friendship, the men who refused to have
Him as a friend would bave to meet Himt a5 a judge. And His picture of
this ultimate judgment was completely realistic. There was no hesitation and
there was no evasion. In the ultimate universe Almighty God would use
the grimmest and the sternest force to deal with those recalcitrant persons
who made evil their good and turned from every outreach of the love of
God. There is such a thing as recalcitrant evil. And in the ultimate universe
it will be dealt with by that righteous overlardship which will restrain irs
evil impulses by sheer omnipotent power.

Chuistianity is the religion of love on the cross. It is also the religion of
judgment on the throne, To speak of the love alone—as so many sentimental
Christians do today—is to emasculate Christianity and to leave it soft and
morally impaotent in the presence of recalcitrant evil. To speak of the judg-
ment alone is to harden Christianity and to make it something grim and
implacable. To speak of love on the cross and of judgment on the throne
is to give the full Christian witness to the whole of Christian truch, Bur if
there is personal evil in the ultimate universe—and this Jesus clearly taught—
which can be restrained only by the sheer omnipotence of God, by the
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same token there is evil in this present world which can be restrained only
by a good will which is not afraid to use force where force is needed. To
say that we can do by tenderness in time what God can do only by the
use of force in eternity is—to put it mildly—greatly to overestimare hu-
man powers. Love on the cross and judgment on the throne must charac-
terize man’s moral life in time as well as the ultimate adjudication of eternity.
Without this, evil would run amuck—without this, evil will run amuck—
in 2 world where goodness constantly must hold its own against the grim
assault of powerful evil.

But the Christian never forgets the love even in the exercise—the necessary
excrcise—of moral judgment. And he is kept perpetnally humble by a
knowledge of the awful respousibility of making cven those ethical judg-
ments without whase active support the warld would fall into complete
moral decay. On the other hand, he is saved from that ethical softness and
that betrayal of the great spiritual and the grear human values which come
to those who make merelfy sentimental love unpurged by critical processes
of analysis an absolute of such a character that moral judgments become
impossible. Not even in the name of love do we dare to risk moral frustra-
tion.

But the love which judges and yet saves us is to inspire in us the love
which judges and yet goes to great and glorious lengths to bring God's
salvation to others. . ...

As 2 member of the great community which is being formed by the
grace of God, he [the Christian] will need a house of silence as well as a
house of communication. It is easy to be socially friendly and to have
very little to give to other men. There is nothing more empty than the
chatter of endless words never enriched by something which comes from
the depths of the individual spirit.

“The man who idly sits and thinks
May sow a nobler crop than corn,

For thoughts are seeds of future deeds,
And when God thought a world was born.”

The house of silence will contain a libvary. Here in the silence of brood-
ing understanding our Christian humanist will have fellowship with the
best that has been thought, the best thar has been said, and the besr thar has
been done in the world, And in volume after volume of poetry he will
touch the best that has been felt in the world. Sa he will come to aetion in
the age with a certain aloof understanding which means that he brings to
the problem of the hour the wisdom of the ages. So his house of silence will
have become a house of understanding. And In this house of silence he will
not only meet the great human past, Here he will live over again men’s
life with God in other centuries, The Old Tesrament scriptures will make
real the religious experience of Israel, which in so many ways may become
his own. Forever the gospels will tell him the tale of the great consumma-
tion, and forever the letters of Paul will tell him the tale of the great inter-
pretation, These things will become the very breath of his spirit. Here in
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his house of silence he will meer the vast and varied experiences of the
Christian Church cencury after century. This is the story of his own fam-
ily. Here is his own family tree. Saints and prophets and martyrs and Chuis-
tian men of thought and Christian men of action will come out of the romb
to keep company with him in his house of silence. And here, in the preatest
hours of all, the Jesus of history will become the living Christ of personal
expericnce. We drop the curtains over that sacred hour, but we know
why the Christian humanist comes out of the house of silence with 2 shin-
ing face.



THE FINALITY OF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION
Harris Franklin Rall

Can we reGarn Christianity as the final religion? The objections lie at hand:
If Christianity as we actually have it in Seripture and cteed and Church is
always something relative to the historical and human, to man's apprehen-
sion in thought and realization in life, then must it not be partial and imper-
fect? If it be something here in time, must it not show constant change?
Does not the history of Christianity reveal such change from the beginning,
and is not such progress what we desire? Does not the final mean the static,
and so mean death? Are not the open mind and loyalty to truth at the very
hearr of high religion, so that we must repudiate the claim ro finality in
the very name of religion? In answer we must examine more closely what
is involved in the Christian position,

1. It has been a common mistake to seek finality for Christianity in the
wrong place, that is, in its institutional forms of expression, in creeds, moral
codes, organization, and ritual; this would, indeed, mean a static finality
and a closed mind. But these are all interpretations and expressions of re-
ligion, For Christianity as a prophetic religion, however, the dominant cate-
gory is personal and vital, not institutional. It knows how imperfect its
life is, how faulty the empirical Church, how far its formulae are from
expressing the truth of the infinite God. But its conviction is thar the per-
sonal and living God, infinite and eternal, has spoken to men in Jesus
Christ. Qur knowledge about this God is not absolute, but we do know
this absolute God. In Jesus Christ we have heard his word to us, have
found the way of living fellowship with him, and have seen his will for our
lives.

2. It is a mistake to think of development, whether in nature or history,
as merely ceaseless change. The law of life is rather a double onc, that of
change on the one hand, of continuity and conservation on the other.
An age-long movement reaches a definire achievernent with a certain finality.
There is still movement, but it is along other lines; the achievement becomes
a permanent gain and the stage is set free for other needed work. Thus, as
has been suggested by H. F. Osborn and others, man came to the end of
his development as a psycho-physical organism with the Cro-Magnons,
pethaps two score thousand years ago. In his natural endowment the man
of to(%)av is no whit his superior; human advance since then has been in the
culeural feld through social heritage. In che apprehiension and creation of
beauty the Greeks reached certain goals that have not been passed. There

From Christianity. New York, 1940, pp. 76-81. Reprinted by permission of the publish-
ers, Charles Scribner’s Sons.
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are insights in the field of ethics which, though age-old, retain their place;
we still recognize the value and authority of truth and justice and mercy.
Despite opposing forces the monogamic family, reached long since in hu-
man development, will remain an abiding social institution.

In like manner Christianity represents definite and final insights in reli-
gion, Jesus made religion through and through ethical and supplied to
ethics the motive force of religion, “It is the distinetion of Jesus,” writes
Havelock Ellis, “that he has, for us, permanently cxxanded the bounds of
individuality. What a supreme work of art we already possess in the Gos-
pels! So that now when I open and tarn over with reverent joy the leaves
of the Gospels, I feel that here is enshrined the highest achicvement of Man
the Artist, a creation to which nothing can be added, from which nothing
can be raken away.” So if we turn to his conception of God, his idea of
man, or to the ideal of life as seen in his own spirit, we find again what
seem final insights, “The finality of Christ and of what he imparts,” says
H. R. Mackintosh, “can justly be called in question only when a loftier
fact than holy love has come into view.” 1 When we look at the movement
of thought of the last nineteen centuries in relation of these basic ideals,
the trend is forward toward the position of Jesus rather than beyond him.

3. Such finality does not exclude growth but demands it. No religion
can be final which is not a growing religion. The finality of Christianity lies
in a life of fellowship with God by faith and with men in love. As such it
is a great creative experience, and advance in knowledge and insight are
of its very essence. Here quiet confidence and daring venture go together.

Historically the Christian religion has approved itself as final by this very
capacity for growth. It has constantly taken over and assimilated new truth
while at the same time maintaining its identity. The cynical saying, Plus ¢a
change, plus c'est la méme chose, may be used here in tribute instead of
criticism, As Archbishop Temple has said: “This is one of the distinctive
characteristics of Christianity, that whereas all other religions have tended
to stereotype the conditions in which they originated, because only in
those conditions could their requirements be obeyed. Christianity has
been a fermenting principle of change in every society into which it has
come. This is primarily because it is centered not upen a formula but upon
a Person, and its regulative principle is not a code but a Spirit.” What is
needed for progress, he says, is change with constancy of direction. “This
is the constancy that the Gospel gives us, Our starting-point is fixed:
it is che creative love of God. Qur goal is fixed: it is the realized Kingdom
of God. And our way is fixed: it is found in Him who said, ‘I am the
Way.' " 2 Christianity has always kept a forward look. It believes in an in-
dwelling Spirit who is to guide into larger truth. Despite recurrent lapses,
it has made loyalty to truth central in the religious artitude, It has believed in
a living God, continually working in the world. And the truths that it has
taken up have not only found room in the Christian faith but have gained in

*Types of Modern Theology, p. 215.
* Jerusalem Meeting of the International Missionary Conference, Vol, 1, Pp- 378, 379,
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that faith their richest expression. We may agree with Bishop F. J. McCon-
nell that the uniqueness of Christianity includes a unique power to use
everything that is usable. “Everything of the true and good and beautiful
will get 2 better chance to show truth and goodness and beauty after it
has been converted ro Christianity than it ever had before.” 3

It is in this connection that we can best consider the problem that has
been raised for many by the apocalypric element in carly Christianity, It
is not so easy to determine the actual teaching of Jesus at this point. The
longer apocalyptic discourses attributed ro him furnish an outstanding il-
lustration of the influence upon the gospel account of the thought and life
of the later community out of which these writings came, But thar he
expected in the immediate future the end of the age and the saving deed of
Gaod by which his rule was to be established on earth, that this expectation
was shared by the early Church, and that primitive Christian thought and life
were profoundly influenced by this hope, this is hardly to be dispured. Can
we then accept as valid and final a religion whose central hope was not ful-
filled, and whose ethical teaching seems to have been an ad interim affair
designed for the brief time before the end?

But here again we have an illustration of Christianity’s unique significance.
Within that apocalyptic framework was the belief in the one living God
and his saving purpose of love, and the summons to repent of sin and live in
the spirit of this God. “The ethical teaching of Jesus,” says C. . Dodd, “is
‘interim cthics’ for those who expect that the world will shortly come to
an end, but it is absolute ethics for those who have experienced for themselves
the end of the world and the coming of the Kingdom.” It springs “from its
roots in the very constitution of the Kingdom of God, as determined by the
nature and characrer of God himself, the loving God and our Father. The
one universal ethical principle is that which is revealed in God'’s free grace
to undeserving men in offering them the blessings of his Kingdom.” * The
finality of Christianity is seen here once more in the validity of its central
faith and its capacity to receive new truth and make the necded change in
the form of its expression.

*Hunan Needs and World Christianity, p. 217.
*In A Companion to the Bible, T. W. Manson, ed,, p. 379,
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RELIGION AND MORALS

Thowmas W. Manson

1. Tue “Ernics or Jesus”

Tue MaN STRENGTH of Jesus lay in his ethical teaching. If we omitted the
miracles and a few mystical sayings which vend to deify the Son of Man, and
preserved only the moral precepts and parables, the Gospels would count
as one of the most wonderful collections of ethical teaching in the world.

This is the verdicr of a distinguished Jewish scholar. The same writer also
says that

Jesus is, for the Jewish nation, a grear teacher of morality and an artist in parable.
... . In his ethical code there is a sublimity, distincriveness and originality in form un-
paralleled in any other Hebrew ethical code. . . .. If ever the day should come and
this ethical code be stripped of its wrappings of miracle and mysticism, the Book of
thle Ethics of Jesus will be one of the choicest treasures in the literature of Israel for
all time.

These words doubtless reflect the opinion and the aspirations of many
outside the Jewish fold, Many who are disgusted by ecclesiasricism, un-
moved by ritual, and incredulous of dogma would gladly drop everything
except the “Ethics of the Sermon on the Mount.”

It is therefore the more necessary to lay down at the outset that the
“Ethics of Jesus,” in the sense in which Dr. Klausner speaks of them and
many others think of them, do not exist and never have existed. Nor will
such a book ever exist save by the process of tearing some of the moral
aphorisms of Jesus out of their true context and fitring them into another
and probably alien context. As we shall see in the sequel the moral reach-
ing of Jesus is part and parcel of his religion and is not separable from it
except by violence. The notion that we can wander at will through the
teaching of Jesus as through a garden, plucking herc and there an ethical
flower to weave a chaplet for the adornment of our own philosophy of
life, is an idea that is doomed to disappointment, for the nature of plucked
flowers is to wither, The ethical maxims of Jesus, abstracted from the reli-
gion out of which they grow, become mere counsels of perfection which
we may indeed respectfully admire, bur which have no immediate refer-
ence to the affairs of our ordinary life.

To divorce the moral teaching of Jesus from his teaching as 2 whole is
thus to make it practically useless: it is also to make it theoretically unintel-
ligible. For all cthe moral precepts of Jesus, in the last resort, flow from a

From The Teachings of Jesus, New York, 1935, pp. 285-308, Reprinted by permission
of the publishers, The Macmillan Company.
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single principle which is not itself moral but religious; and the understand-
ing of any part of the cthical reaching demands a grasp of the whole reli-
gious context in which it has its place. In other words, the ideal picture
of human life which Jesus draws in what he has to say about morals, is a pic-
ture of life in the Kingdom of God on carth, life as it may be lived by men
who acknowledge one supreme loyalty, in whose hearts one supreme pas-
ston burns; and it is only as we hear the call to that loyalty and feel thae pas-
sion that the moral teaching of Jesus grows luminous,

To say that in the teaching of Jesus morality is inseparably bound up
with religion is simply to say that he stands in the direct line of succession
to all the prophets and psalmists and sages of Isracl. The idea of ethics as
an independent discipline, which might be studied for its own sake inde-
pendently of other disciplines, simply did not present itself to the Hebrew
mind. We cannot divide the study of the prophetic literature into prophetic
theology and prophetic erhics without making an artificial separation of
things which are in their inmost nature one.

An interesting parallel to this may be found in a very different sphere.
The Golden Age of Greek philosophy knows nothing of ethics as an in-
dependent discipline, The connection there is not indeed with Greek reli-
gion, for “by the time of Plato the traditional religion of the Greek states
was, if taken at its face value, a bankrupt concern.” The place which in
Hebrew prophecy is occupied by religion is taken in Greek philosophy by
the idea of the city-state. Thus it comes about that in the Republic the an-
swer to the question; What s justice? has to be sought by enquiring what is
the constitution of an ideal city. And again, we find Aristotle apologising for
appearing to separate ethics from politics.

It is quite wrong to say the Ethics studics the Good for Man from the
point of view of the individual, while the Politics deals with the realization
of thar good by the agency of the state. The subject of both works is
equally “Politics,” and there is not a single word in either of them or any-
where else which could be interpreted as setting up any such science as
7wy in distinction to moArue, . . . . The Ethics asks the question “How is
the Good for Man realised?” and the answer it gives is that legislation is
the means of producing character, and that upon character depends the
possibility of that activicy which constitutes Happiness or the Good for
Man. The Politics takes up the inquiry at this point and discusses every-
thing connected with legislation and the constitution of the state. The
whole forms one mpayparea or péfodos and there is no word anywhere of
Wy as a separate branch of study.,

This is to say that, while for the Hebrew prophet the achievement of man’s
highest good is inseparably bound up with true religion, for the great philoso-
ghers of Greece it Is inseparably hound up with citizenship in an ideal city.

oth alike find man's highest goud as something realisable only in a social
order—the people of God or the ideal city, The point at which they differ
is in cheir approach to the question: What is man's true life? Where the
Greek philosopher counsels man: “Know thyself,” the Hebrew prophet,
speaking in the name of Jehovah, says: “Seek me that ye may live,” or “Man
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shall not live by bread alone: but by every (word) that proceedeth our of
the mouth of God shall man live.”

Hence it comes about that the Hebrew Rule of Faith and Rule of Life
are together embodicd in the torah, which we usually render by the Eng-
lish word “Law” though it is something very different from what we mean
by law. Torab is properly the revealed will of God: a corpus of divine
instructions to man. In three important respects it differs from what we
call law.

{a) Its scope is far wider. It does not merely include what we rake in
under the heads of Civil, Criminal, and Canon Law, It covers also what we
should put into doetrinal statements, prayer-book rubrics, text-books on
public health and sanitation, and treatises on morality, In short it deals with
the whole life of the Israclite from the cradle to the grave.

(b) The manner of its promulgation is differenr. Being a God-given
code it is oracular rather than staturory. It is transmitted through the me-
dium of God's representatives, the priests or the prophets. The congrega-
tion of Israel is not called in to ratify the decrees but only to accept them.

(c) It follows from the way in which the rorah comes into operation
that its provisions are in their nature irreformable and incapable OF repeal.
The written codes embodied in the Pentateuch might be added to—they
themselves are the product of a long process of development by successive
additions—but they could not be subtracted fror Not a jot or a tittle could
pass away from them, Thus it comes about that in the Rabbinical schools,
matters, such as the Temple ritual, which had no longer any but an anti-
quarian interest were treated with the same serious deliberation as matrers
of permanent religious and ethical importance. They were ail in the same
divine corpus and therefore it was not for man to say that one was worthy
of study and another not. Again, when the laws concerning the Sabbath or
the periodical remission of debts produced inconveniences, which threatened
to dislocate entirely the social and zcunomic life of the people, the remedy
was songht not by way of yepeiling the ordinances in question but by way
of legal fictions, the “Erub and the Proshul” In this way the letter of the
Law might be preserved while its operation in practice was greatly softened,
if not entirely nullified.

These things are best understood when they are viewed against the back-
ground supplied by the idea of the Kingdom of Gud. The Law in Jewish
eyes was nothing less than the revealed will of God as Isracl's King. The
Law is perfect and unchangeable to all eternity because it is the work of
the perfect and unchangeable Lawgiver. It is the proof that there is a
King over Israel; as it is the charter of Israel's existence as God’s people.
The obedience of Istael to the Law is the chief mark of their loyalty to their
heavenly King.

The moral requirements embodied in the Law may therefore be re-
garded under three aspects.

(a) They are prescribed by God. By far the commonest description of
the Law in the Old Testament is “the Law of Jehovah” or the “Law of
Jehovah our God” or the like. The moral precepts are the revelation of the
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character of God and of the character which he demands in man, All is
summed up in the words: “Ye shall be holy as I am holy.”

(b) They are revealed through God's servants. So in the Old Testament
we find frequent references to “the Law of Moses,” Moses being in He-
brew and Jewish cyes the typical agent of the divine revelations. In the
work of making known the will of God, priests, prophets, and sages, all
have their part, In the days of Jesus the written zorab was, and had been
for long, a fixed corpus enjoying canonical dignity; but alongside the
written Law was a great mass of oral traditions, many of them of great
antiquity, as well as a continually growing body of rules deduced by the
Rabbis from the sacred vext itself, And a properly suthenticated oral tra-
dition, or a deduction from the written Law properly arrived at, enjoyed
an authority equal to that of the Pentateuch itself. Rules for the axegesis of
the written Law (the Seven Middoth) were in existence at least as early as
the time of Hillel, that is, before the close of the first century z.c.

(c¢) They are laid upon God’s people as an unconditional obligation, as
a distinctive mark whereby they are separated from all other people, and
as 2 means whereby they may attain to their true blessedness.

These things are fundamental to the Hebrew and Jewish view of moral
obligation; and theky are fundamental to the teaching of Jesus in general
and to that part of it which we call ethical in particular, The moral de-
mands which he makes are conceived throughout as proceeding from God
through himself to the community of his disciples,

(a) The divine origin of the teaching is involved in the fact that the
life of Jesus is one of unreserved obedience to God's will and that his teach-
ing is the echo of his life. The maxim which governs his own conduct is:
“Thy will be donc”; and the moral demands which he makes are those
which he himself obeys, that is, they are what he himself sees to be the
will of God. When Jesus says: “Heaven and earth shall pass away; but my
words shall not pass away,” he is claiming for his teaching the same status
and validitﬁf which is elsewhere claimed for the canonical Seriptures. When
he says, “Behold my mother and my brethren; whoever does the will of
God, the same is my brother and my sister and my mother,” he is referring
to those who give ear to his own teaching and respond to its ethical and
religious demands.

(b) The sense of being the agent of God's revelation of his will is the
secret of the authority with which Jesus speaks, His “I say unto you” is to
be paralleled by the “Thus saith the Lord” of the great prophets. This
authority was noticed by the people who heard him speak and the tone of
his teaching struck them as being very different from that of the scribes.
Here we have to do with a difference of method in dealing with moral prob-~
lems. The scribal method of definitions of terms and deduction from already
established rules and decisions could not but compare unfavourably with
Jesus' way of piercing by prophetic insight to the heart of any moral prob-
lem. In his method of dealing with moral questions as in his manner of
delivering his decisions Jesus is akin to the prophets. . . .,

As the expositor of God’s will Jesus (thus) occupies 2 position in the
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new community of his followers analogous to thae held by Moses in Israel;
and his way of life as shown by his example and his precepts becomes the
norm for Christians. Hence Paul can speak of the Law of Christ just as the
0ld Testament speaks of the Law of Moses.

(c) While the moral demands of Jesus, conceived as the requirements of
God, are of universal aﬁplicacion and validiry, their primary application is
to the community of those who accept the teaching as a whole, that is,
of those who “enter into the Kingdom of God” embracing its privileges
and responsibilities, and atiaching themselves as disciples to Jesus. Together
they form a community—the Kingdom of God—which stands in contrast
to the kingdoms of the world: and the contrast lies just in the difference of
moral standard and behaviour. “You know that thus and thus they be-
have among the Gentiles; but it is not so among you.” To accept the moral
standard of Jesus is to be not far from the Kingdom of God. And, on the
other hand the things which Jesus condemns as contrary to his way of life
are not described as shameful or disgraceful but as hindrances to a2 man’s
entering the Kingdom.

The moral standard set up by Jesus is therefore to be conceived as
given to the New Israel—the community of his followers—as the old Law
was given to the Chosen People, to be the charter of their existence as a
people of Goad. Entrance into the Kingdom or discipleship—they come to
much the same thing—involves acceptance of the way of life which Jesus
teaches and exemplifies.

In the result the moral teaching of Jesus appears not as an inderendent
ethic—either “interim” or any other sort—but as an integral part of his con-
ception of the Kingdom of God. It is the way of the Kingdom, the way
in which God’s will may be done on earth as it is done in heaven, the way
in which the subjects of the heavenly King may show their loyalty to him
through their obedience to his will.

2. Jesus anND THE JEWISH Law

The frequent conflicts becween Jesus and the Scribes and Pharisees are
really conflicts between the prophetic spirit and the legal, between two ways
of approaching the problem of conduct. The broad distinction between
these two attitudes is that the prophetic is concerned primarily with per-
sons, the legal with acts,

The prophetic ideal is that right actions should be the spontaneous ex-
pression of a right disposition in man, the good frnit that grows on the
good tree. Consequently the first essential is the radical transformation of
the human heart; and, thercfore, the prophetic call is ar bottom a call to
repentance, that is, to 2 complete change of a man’s disposition towards
God and his neighbour. Once this change is affected the man can be
trusted to do the right thing, one might almost say, instincrively, All that he
requires for his guidance is some simple rule like: “Dao justly and love
mercy and walk humbly with thy God.”

The legal method rests on the proposition that character is, in the long
run, determined by conduct: and that if only a correct standard of con-
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duet can be ser up and enforced, men will be habituated to virtue, By the
doing of good acts the character of the doer becomes good. The first essen-
tial therefore is an authoritative code of morals declaring what is the righe
course of conduct in any given circumstances: and as circumstances may
vary indefinitely the tendency is for the code to become more and more
complicated, until the determination of what is to be done, or not to be
done, becomes the business of experts, The foundation of the Jewish code
is the body of 613 precepts contained in the Pentateuch, together with
a number of oral taditions of unknown antiquity believed to have been
given to Moses at the same time as the wrirten Law. The business of the
lawyers was to constrae these precepts, to define their terms, and to apply
them to cases as might be necessary from time to time. For example the
Law forbade the doing of work on the Sabbath. That seemed simple
enough. Bur opinions might differ about the meaning of the term “doing
work.” The obvious way out of the difficulty, and the way which the
Rabbis took, was to append a schedule to the statute in question specifying
clearly and definitely what actions fell under the description “work.” This
schedule, containing a list of 39 sorts of work, is preserved in the Mishnah.
As time went on chis list was still further elaborated, each of the 39 classes
of action being further defined and subdivided.

It is easy to dismiss all this learned activity with the contemptuous
epither “pertifogging,” just as it is easy to forget that an exactly similar
process is going on continually in the law courts of any civilised country,
and that matters and methods not so very unlike the Rabbinic may be found
in Christian text-books of moral theology. It is, in facr, much easier to de-
nounce the scribal system than to do without it: and so long as we entrust
our business to our lawyer and our chartered accountant, and our con-
science to our father-confessor, any criticisms we may pass upon Jewish
legalism will be perilously like the rebukes which Satan administers to Sin,

[t is therefore the more necessary to keep before our minds what is the
fundamental difference between Jesus and the Jewish lawyers, and the
key o all che differences between them. Tt iy that Jesus is primarily con-
cerned with che individual as a soul to be saved or lost. He sces men stand-
ing at the cross-roads; and the concern of all concerns is whether they will
take the way of lifc or the way of destruction, whether they will give their
whole allegiance to God or not, In other words the programme of Jesus—if
onc may 50 call it~is not in the first instance a plan of social reform, but a
call for a religious revival. The Law, on the other hand, is not primarily con-
cerncd with the individual, but with the communicy as a whole. Even when
the Ruabbis are dealing with the case of a particular person, the principles
upon which they act and the conclusions to which they come are such as
are applicable throughout the socicty. Any changes which can be broughe
about by legal means are changes in the Law and not changes in the hu-
man heart. It may well be the case that judicious legal and social reforms
may have as their result an improvement in the general standard of be-
haviour in the community, just as a genuine religious conversion will have
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results in the life of the person who experiences ir. But these results,
though outwardly similar, are not the same thing. . ..,

The moral demands of Jesus presuppose a changed nature and disposi-
tion in man: they imply a previous conversion. The kind of goodness that
Jesus expects is the fruit of a religious transformation, the shining of a lighe
that has been kindled in the heart. It follows that, of all the objections that
can be urged against the moral teaching of Jesus, the objection that it is
impracticable “because you can’t change human nature” is the most incpt.
Jesus was not so foolish as to imagine that moral demands such as his could
be fulfilled without some radical change in men’s dispositions, nor was he
so devoid of faith in God and man a5 to despair of the possibilicy of such a
change.

The fact that Jesus is chiefly concerned with the heart of man as the
spring of conduct rather than with the Law as the regulative force in
society is brought out quite clearly in the argument with the Scribes and
Pharisees and subsequent discussion with the disciples, recorded in Mk,
vii, 1-23. The question of eating without a preliminary washing of the
hands is raised by the Scribes and Pharisees. This attack is mer by Jesus
with a counter-attack on the whole oral tradition followed by the state-
ment that it is not the things that come from ouside, but the things that
spring up within that defile a man. These things are described generally as
“evil thoughts” (ai Swoyiopel of xaxel). Evil conduct springs from an unre-
generate heart just as evil fruit grows on a corrupt tree. And what holds of
evil holds similarly of good. Both sides of the matter are expressed in the
saying preserved in Q (L. vi. 45—Mt. xii, 35):

The good man out of the good treasury of his heart produces good:
And the cvil man out of evil produces evil;
For out of the fulness of the heart the mouth speaks.

To anyone who held such a view as firmly as Jesus held it the multiplica-
tion of rules of conduct, and even the observance of them, could only ap-
pear as the cleansing of the outside of the dish and the platter. And when,
as happened often enough in Judaism—and often enough in the Church
also—a puncrilious regard for the minutiae of ritual and behaviour usurped
the place that should be taken by the fruits of the spirit, mercy and faich-
fuluess, there was only one name for that—hypocrisy.

The opposition between Jesus and the Scribes and Pharisces iv thus a
fundamental difference of principle. It is the opposition of two conceptions
of virtue. For Jesus good lving is the spontancous activity of 2 transformed
character; for the Scribes and Pharisecs it is obedience to a discipline im-
posed from withour. The Scribes and Pharisees rightly perceived that these
two ideals were incompatible and that if the ideal of Jesus prevailed, it
meant, not a reform of the Law, but the substitution of something else for
it. They therefore opposed the new teaching with all their might, just as at
a later date they opposed the Pauline restatement of it. For Pharisaism the
question whether the ideal of Jesus should win the allegiance of the peaple
was a matter of life and death. The Scribes and Pharisees perceived, as
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Paul did later, that Christ would be the end of the Law, They saw that the
teaching of Jesus meant revolution not reform in Judaism: and any meas-
ure, however drastic, that would avert such a calamity was justified in their
eyes. Whatever may be thought of the priestly caste or the Roman gov-
ernor, it can at least be said for the Scribes and Pharisees that, in their op-
position to Jesus, and in whatever part they had in compassing his death, they
at any rate were conscientious and acted in what they believed to be the
highest interests of the Jewish people and the Jewish faith.

Once this basie difference berween Jesus and the exponents of the Jewish
Law is grasped, the corollary follows that it is 2 mistake to regard the
ethical teaching of Jesus as a “New Law” in the sense of a reformed and
simplified exposition of the Old, or as a code of rules to take the place of
the code of Moses and his successors. What Jesus offers in his ethical
teaching is not a set of rules of conduct, but a number of illustrations of the
way in which a transformed character will express itself in conduct. This
distinction is clearly brought out in the discussion between Jesus and “a
cerrain lawyer” recorded in Lk. x. 25-37. The question of the interpretation
of the commandment “Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself” arises.
The lawyer desires a definition of “neighbour.” Jesus replies with the par-
able of the Good Smmaritan: and by the time the parable is finished, he
has brought the matter round {rom a discussion of the meaning of “neigh-
bour” to a concrete example of “neighbourliness.” The lawyer's question is
never answered, In place of a rule of conduct to obey he is given a type of
character to imitate. This is typical of the method of Jesus in dealing with
moral questions. He refuses to legislate, because he is concerned with
the springs of conduct rather than with the outward acts,

It is further to be obscrved that just as he declines to be drawn into
the academic discussion of legal terms, so in practice he refuses to decide
concrere cases. When he is approached by one of the parties in a dispute
about an inheritance, he refuses to arbitrate. He does not, however, stop
there. e goes on to call everyone concerned to a different way of ap-
proaching the question. He makes it plain that were it not for the vice of
covetousness, there would be no dispute and, therefore, no need for an
arbitrator,

Throughout it is clear that for Jesus all legal questions, all questions of
behaviour, all questions about the relations of man to man, are questions of
character, questions affecting, not merely the life and property, but the
souls of the persons concerned; and therefore they arc at bottom religious
questions in the strictest sense, questions concerning the relation of the in-
dividual soul to God and to God’s Kingdom and rightcousness. The result
is that whereas the Law becomes increasingly more elaborate and compli-
cated by the continual promulgation of new decisions, so that in every new
case that arises it is necessary for experts to review all the previous rulings
which may have a bearing wpon it; in the method of Jesus every case is
brought back to be deale with by the individual concerned in the light of
one or two perfectly simple principles of a religious nature. Moral ques-
tions, that is all questions concerning man’s life, are taken out of the juris-
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diction of all other parties, including even Jesus himself, and broughe be-
fore the bar of the conscience of the responsible person. He must decide
for himself: and he must decide in the light of simple principles which any

man can apply for himself if he accepts them. To these principles we now
turn.

3. Tur GrouND-PRINCIPLES oF THE MoRAL
TEACHING OF JEsus

It has already been suggested that the moral standard sev up by Jesus is
a standard of example rather than precept. That standard is given in part by
the parabolic teaching in such figures, for example, as that of the Good
Samaritan; and in parc by the life of Jesus himself. It js, however, pussible
ta discover what are the governing principles lying behind these examples:
and we have evidence in our records that Jesus had these principles clearly
before his own mind. They are elicited in a discussion with one of the
Scribes which has come down to us in two slightly different versions. The
Marcan account is to this effect.

Jesus is engaged in dispute with various parties, and the aptness of his
replies attracts the attention and admiration of one of the Scribes, who, ap-
parently desiring to have the opinion of so wise a teacher on an interesting
question, asks him: “Which commandment is the first of all?” Jesus an-
swers: “The first is: Hear O Israel, the Lord our God is one Lord, and
thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart and with all thy soul
and with all thy mind and with all thy strength, The second is this: Thou
shalt love thy neighbour as thyself. There is not another commandment
greater than these,” The scribe reccives this reply with enchusiasm: “Well
said, Master, you say truly that (God) is one and that there is not another
beside him. And to love him with all the heart and with all the underscand-
ing and with all the strength, and to love one’s neighbour as oneself, is
more than all the burnt-offerings and sacrifices.” Jesus, in turn, appreciates
the spirit shown in the scribe’s response and closes the conversation with
the remark: “Thou art not far from the Kingdom of God.”

The question put by the Scribe was, we know, one that was raised from
time to time in the Rabbinical schools, and one to which various answers
were given by different authorities. Bur it was as Haggadah, material for
edificarion, that the question was raised and answered. The answers did
not rank as legal decisions; they were not binding, as rules of faith or
conduct. This or that Rabbi might give it as his opinion that a particular
commandment was the most important of all but his opinion did not abate
in the least degree the importance of every other commandment, nor did
it release him or anyone else {rom the absohute obligation to obey every
other commandment. The importance assigned to this or that command-
ment was entirely relative. It might mean logical priority, that all other
commandments might be deducted from the selected one, or it might merely
mean that the Rabbi concerned set great store by this commandment and
took particular pleasure in obeying it

With Jesus it is different, The priority which he assigns to the two great
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commandments is absolute. It is not that they are the general principle
(%) from which all other preceprs may be deduced; nor is it thac
they are commandments sith a strong personal appeal to himself. They are
the result neither of logical analysis of the torab nor of a process of selec-
tion by personal preferencc. They are commandments yvhich actually take
precedence of every other, For Jesus these two stand in a class by them-
selves. There is no other commandment that can come before them to
cliim man’s obedience. They enjoy priority, not logical or relative, but
absoluce.

The difference may be illuscrated by a comparison. There is a well-
known story which relates how a Gentile came to Hillel offering to be-
come a prosclyte on condition that Hillel should teach him the whole Law
while he steod on one foot. Hillel accepted his ofler and said: “What is hate-
ful vo thee do not to anyone else; this is the whole Law and the rest is com-
mentary; go and scudy.” In the Lucan account (x, 25-28) of the discussion
of Jesus with the lawyer we are told that when the lawyer gave the two
grear commandments as the teaching of the Law, Jesus answered: “Thou
hast answered right: this do, and thou shalt live.” For Hillei the commen-
tary is every whit as essential as the Golden Rule, For Jesus the two com-
mandments are in themselves sufficient, without any supplement whatever,
as a complete guide to anyone who wishes to live, .. ..

The relation of the great commandments to vne another is a perfectly
simple onc. The first presupposes that man has discovered God as his
Facher. The vision of the Lord sitting upon his throne high and lifted u
may inspire awe and terror; the heavenly King may demand loyalty and
obedience; only the Father who cares for his children can be loved in the
way that is thoughe of here.

But the discovery of God as Father carries along with it the discovery of
neighbours as brechren. The experience of God's love brings with it the
Inowledge that chat love is for all men. In the light of God's love to him-
self a man sces other men, as it were, through God's eyes: and to see them
in this way is to love them. The kind of love that is meant here is not to be
watered down to a mere general benevolence. “If T bestow all my goods to
feed the poor .. .. but have not love, it profiteth me nothing.” Nor is the
commandment to be evaded by saying that we cannot control our likes
and dislikes, “If a man say, I love God and hateth his brother, he is a liar,”
The love of neighbours is something which overrides likes and dislikes.
It is something more than acts of kindness, for it is the root from which

they spring. It is a new relation towards men, created by a new relation to
God.



THE PROBLEM OF ETHICS
Emil Brunner

TrE Stoic or the modern theologian, who wholly misunderstands the Ser-
mon on the Mount, believing it a collection of ethical precepts, an echical
programme which Jesus as the supreme teacher of morality laid down for
all times, is merely concerned about what is to be done. He does not asl,
Who can do it? He thinks that the law or the ideal is a sufficient dynamic
for morality. This is what I must call the mistaken ideolugy of the modern
theologian, his lack of realism, his failure to understand the actual ethical
situation. Stoics, ancient and modern, are bent upon working out ethical
programimes, appeals, postulates; but they never ask whether or not there
is a will to accept and obey them. They do not see the main factor, the
human will, as it is: sin-bound and egoistic. They are bhind to the real enemy
who must be fought. Nay, this failure to recognize the enemy is the real
enemy, the fontal source of evil in the world: from it flow self-reliance,
self-confidence, the illusion of freedom and good-will upon which all
idealism is based—the inability to realize the helpless condition of man.

Why do not men see their own helplessness and need? Because they do
not measurc man’s status and capacity against the standard of God; they
fix their eyes on man, his personality and culture, not on God. They do
not really come into the presence of God, the Almighty and Holy One,
before whom man can stand only as a sinner. They know only the God
who is in their hearts, in the depth of their own souls. The most cogent mo-
tive of their ethics is, accordingly, self-csteem, and its leading purpose is
self-realization. It is buttressed by the optimistic self-valuation of which
we spoke in our previous lectures and which is based upon the conception
of the immanence of God in man, of man’s intrinsic goodness and of his au-
tonomy, which does not distingnish berween God’s will or law and the will
or law of his own self, God is not regarded as Lord but rather, in the appro-
priate modern phrase, as the “ideal companion,”

When we know God as Lord, we know ourselves as sinners who are
incapable of doing good. Only when we confess our helplessness are we
prepared to accept God as Lord; and only then is the power of our self-satis-
fied pride, our self-sufficiency, broken. Until such a confession is made
human arrogance must still prevail, in spite of all moral aspiration. Man’s
moral idealism and moral activity do not remove the source of evil, the ar-
rogant assumption that man’s will and volition are not dependent upon God.
The enemy of God and the good has not been vanquished, but has retreated
and entrenched himself at the centre of man’s being; the decisive battle has

i
From The Theology of Grisis, New York, 1929, pp. 72-80. Reprinted by permission
of the publishers, Charles Scribner’s Sons.
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not yet been foughe, the battle which was fought between Jesus and the
Pharisees, between Paul and the Judaizers, between Luther and the Roman-
ists—the battle between God and the selfish will of man, between grace and
self-righteousness.

The first step, then, toward true righteousness is the sincere confession
that we are sinners, not merely now and then but, so far as we are con-
cerned, sinners always, hopeless sinnexs. This confession of absolute help-
lesaness and despair in the presence of the Holy God is hard for us to make,
as we may feel at this very moment. We cannot help but powerfully revolt
against it. This fecling of revolt is clear evidence that we are approaching
the centre of the question, the truth which Paul called a stumbling-block
to the Jew, that is, to the religious moralist, It amounts to saying that God
alone is good, that the good will does not dwell in us but comes from him
only. The capitulation of our proud Ego in the presence of the majestic
God is the victory of the divine truth, of the word of God, over our own
hearts and wills, over the lic of our life, that holds us all spellbound and
is the root of all evil. It is the lie of self-reliance, of the refusal to depend
upon the grace of God.

This capitulation of the stronghold of the Ego can only be effected,
as | pointed out yesterday, by the action of God himself when he breaks
through the inmost bulwarks and rakes captive the human will, not by force,
but by his sovereign forgiveness and the revelation of his incredible love.
We cannot attain his righteousness by dint of will, but he apprehends us by
his grace. He calls us his children before we have done anything to merit it.
He gives us the new standard of value which by nature we neither have nor
can acquire, He marks us as his own possession and gives us his holiness.-
He does it by his word alone, and we are in the new life' because he says we
are and we believe his assurances. If you believe, you are and you have what
God says. The acceptance of God's gift through faith is the creation of the
new man, the second birth. This miracle Paul ecalls justification by faith.
Christ is the stamp by which we arc marked as God’s own possession.
Through his redemprion man ceases to be a being of no value and becomes
a being of infinite worth. By the cross he is adopted as a son of God.

Through the act of redemption God actnally becomes Lord of man.
The barrier between God and man, guilt and self-will, is broken downs,
and thus God-will or good will is realized in man’s will. This is accom-
plished not by human volition but by God's act. It is of utmost importance
that we remember that what appears on the one side as God’s act, is, on the
other side, man’s decision, The very act by which God reveals himself to a
man is the birth of a new will in man. ¥or will is the material factor of
faith. When man accepts God’s grace the meaning of creation is restored,
50 that the relationship between God and man is one of dependence upon
grace and not one of self-reliance and independence of God. Only when
one lives by grave is the prayer fulfilled, “Thy will be done.” Then only
is good will, which is the same as God-will, actualized in men. Good will
is identical with the surrender of self-will, an act of which we are not
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capable, but which is done by God for us and in us, and which we accept
in faith as having been done.

This is the foundation of ethics in the gospel. If one grasps this, he will
not again repeat the false statement, which is so often heard, that the
Pauline doctrine of grace lacks ethical power. In fact it is the only concep-
tion that goes to the root of the ethical problem. For it is the only one that
is not satisfied with 2 mere ethical ideal and programme or with an out-
ward manifestation of a moral attitude and disposition; it penetrates to the
source of good will and is concerned not primarily with the objeet bur with
the subject of morality, For morality is a matter of inner life and not of
outward behavior. All non-Christian ethics viewed from this central point
is a sort of behaviorism, since it is more concerned with the action than
the actor, To quote again a word of Luther: “It is not good works that
make a good man, but a good man who docs good works"; that is, first the
man and then his works; first the stand and power and then the leap; first
the pure blood and then the healthy body; first the heart and then the acts.
The change of heart, which takes place through faith—I repear, through
real faith and not a counterfeit—is the supreme echical fact withour which
one can hardly think or speak of ethics, goodness, or good will.

I should like to explain this with the aid of two other conceptions. To be
good, a will must have two properties; it must be pure and it must be
strong. Purity comes first, for it is the bent of the will. Purity of will can
be had only at the cost of self-will, Self-will is will bent in the wrong di-
rection; it Is centripetal instead of centrifugal. The direction is changed by
repentance and faicth. Only when self-will abdicates can God will be
enthroned alone. His will however is directed from above downward, not
from below upward, Tt is directed toward the world, not from the world.
So far as my will is concerned, it is wrong. My will, though wrong, does
not cease to act when I become a Christian; the sinner when he is justified
does not cease to be a sinner, But God's will overcomes my self-will so far
as I in faith dcpend upon God’s act and so far as I confuss that [ am wrong
and God is right. Then T have the will to scrve instead of the will to be
served, This is purity of heart.

The second point is really not a second but the first viewed from another
side. Morality apart from Christ, ethical religious idealism, is an aspiration to
the ideal, an attempt at self-realization, 2 movement toward a right position,
Moral life is represented as a ladder on which one must ascend to reach the
top rung. In this upward movement the will is crass-eyed. It seems to be
the will of God, that is, the ideal; in reality it is the will of man striving for
self-realization. With all his striving man will never attain, This is the
tragedy of the ethics of self-righteouspess. In the life qf faith, however,
this aspiration does not appear. As a believer I need not strive to get a place,
to reach a point, or to realize myself. By the gracious word of God in
Christ I am placed; | have obtained my “standard”; my self /s realized.
The motive of my will is no longer an ideal that lures, but an act of God
that constrains, me. The will is no longer on its way toward but on its way
from. The motor power is no longer an ideal which draws but God who
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pushes me. The will is no longer divided but unified. The will of God is
no more an ideal but a reality. Faith does not work in order to, but be-
cause of; not in order to get rightcousness but because it has gor it. Its mo-
tive is thankfulness for what has been given, not aspiration toward what
oughe to be. It is no more an attempt to bridge the abyss between the ideality
of God and the reality of man, but the joyful acknowledgment that the
abyss is bridged by God himsclf in Christ. Faith is the God-given partici-
pation of man in God’s activity. Then only is God’s will an actuality in life
and no longer an ideal or law. Love is the new motive of action which is
not known in non-Christian ethics; love in the non-sentimental, paradoxical,
eschatological meaning of the term in the New Testament, the love that we
have because He first loved us. The effort and pride of self-realization
give way to the humble and joyful participation in God's own work, The
heart then is no longer set againse the moral law, because God has taken
possession of the whole personality, of its centre.

[ say this takes place in so far as faith is begotten in us. This change is
always to be regarded as the miracle that God may work in us and as some-
thing that we cannot achieve of oursclves. This proviso must be kept in
mind when I go on 1o demonstrate thae faith overcomes the contradictions
of non-Christian ethics. T beg of you to observe that I am speaking of
faith, and not of the Christian individual, because every so-called Chris-
tian—and who Is not a so-called Christian?—is 2 man who has faith and does
not have faith; who, when he confesses his faich must cry: “Lord, I be-
lieve, help thou my unbelief.”



THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE
ESCHATOLOGICAL SANCTION

Amos Niven Wilder

WE ARE NOW in a position to draw our conclusions as to the nature of the
sanctions invoked by Jesus for his ethical summons, whether in his call to
repentance generally or in his particular precepts.

The nearness of the Kingdom of Heaven, viewed both as promise and
as menace, is the dominant sanction for rvighteousness,

This dowminant eschatological sanction is, however, a formal sanction only,
secondary to, if closely related to, the essential sanction.

The essential sanction for righteousness is the nature of God.

The essential sanction represents an appeal simply to the reason and dis-
cernment, to the God-conscious moral nature of men, assisted by the wit-
ness of Scripture and the example and authority of Jesus.

The formal sanction represents an appeal to self-interest in view of the
rewards and punishments that are to follow on the Judgment; and, inciden-
tally, thar are to be present in a degree in the present interim, which is a
phase of the messianic times, in which the Kingdom of God is already pres-
ent in a sense.

‘We have in several connections above anticipated the discussion of these
conclusions., What has been said in the Introduction as to the nature of
Jewish eschatology bears especially upon ir. It was there emphasized that
in the escharological tabieau the Jewish mind was—in a way most suitable
to its Weltanschanung~dramatizing its conviction of the holiness of God
in its dealing with men, This tableau therefore partakes of the nature of
myth or symbol, and while the anticipations were real to them and repre-
sented indubitable actualities of the divine action, they should never be
talten in a crass sense, The apocalypric ideas are “fictions.” They are fictions
naively held; that is, they are not conscious symbol and deliberate metaphor.
As fictions, it {ollows thar, however vividly they might compel the imagi-
nation of the eschatologist, they could never serve as a final and decermina-
tive sanction. A fiction however vivid and compelling hay not the substance
to serve this purpose, The only exception here is when it has grown so im-
poverished and conventionalized that men begin to take it with a crass lic-
eralism. We are not surprised, therefore, to find that the eschatological sanc-
tion, in the viral and creative stage in which it appears in our gaspels, is
always in the form of a fictional or formal sanction. But what real force
there is in this sanction, properly enough, springs out of its immediate re-

From Eschatology and Etbics in the Teaching of Jesus, New York, 1939, pp. 153-66.
Reprinted by permission of the publishers, Harper & Brothers.
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lation to that from which the fiction springs, that is, the experience of the
holiness and power of God. For our gospels, indeed, it must be recognized
that the eschatology falls sometimes below this level of creacive power.
The original creative symbol or “fiction,” the true heart of all apocalyptic,
here as elsewhere has advanced some steps on the way of literary crystal-
lization, It is by way of becoming dogmatic and crass. The lengths to which
this ¢an go we can see in contemporary millenarianism or in some of the
Jewish writings or later Christian writings. In the gospels both the original
and the conventionalized or impoverished stages of conception are found,
and these in varying degrees, The former are pervasive enough to save the
whole from misrepresenting the teaching of Jesus. Behind Mt.’s clabora-
tions of the judgment motif and his constant invocation of penalty, for
instance, we feel the fresh religious experience of the early church animat-
ing and validating these.

Discussion of our conclusions has also been anticipated above during
our analysis of the sanctions when we have had occasion to show how in-
rimately related are the two kinds of sanctions which we have called formal
and essential. For vivid evocation of the glory and power of the Father has
been seen to lead insensibly and inevirably into reflection upon that power
asserting icself in redemption and judgment, and into che impulse to antici-
pate or forestall such action. Again, we have shown in another connection
how inevitable and how pardonable is the tendency to deal in the sphere
of consequences when questions of ethics are being handled. The cvoca-
tion of a tableau of consequences is a most natural and human impulse in
such exhortation; and, similarly, the dramatization and stylization of such
2 tableau is an inevitable result given the human mind and imagination as
they are.

The double aspect of sanction is recognized by Windisch from another
point of view in speaking of the reward aspect of the sayings concerning
almsgiving, etc: “Meanwhile it must be recognized that alongside the
thought of reward a purely religious principle determines the content of
the teaching: the content, namely, of the right and fitting performance
of the various religious practices. Jesus would extricate the worshipper
from all human concerns in which he may be entangled, and throw him
entircly upon God. That God holds ready a reward for such a right atti-
tude to him alsg, is unquestioned, but this consideration is secondary.” !

Examination of Jesus’ teaching permits us to catch in the moment of
transition this tendency we have indicated to pass from one type of sanc-
tion to the other. Jesus says: do so and so because such and such is the evi-
dent nature of man, the world and God. But such a grounding of cthical
choice and conduct, if in the least developed, seems immediately to in-
volve a reflection upon consequences of conduct in a world where the
realities are such as Jesus describes, But consequences are most naturally
conceived in the light of rewards and punishments mmong those for whom

* Hans Windisch, Der Sinn der Bergpredigt, Ein Beitrag zton Problem der Richtigen
Exegese (Leipzig, 1929), p. 17.
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the personal rule of God is so nuch an axiom. By these stages we thus,
pass from the sphere of essemtial sanction to that of retributive sanction,
and from disintevested or impulsive virtue to calculative virtue, Jesus him-
self and the people to whom he talled were not dialectical enough to raise
the issue discussed in the Republic as to disinterested virtue., The rabbis in-
deed warned against obedience for the sake of reward., But the Jewish
mind as we have seen conceived of right conduct as obedience to the will
of a gracious Jahweh, and inrrinsic and extrinsic sanctions were confused
and mingled.

Jesus’ essential appeal to the nature of God and man and their relation as
the ground of his ethical demands led, then, immediately to the envisage-
ment of consequences as a further sanction. We find an illustration of how
inevitable this transition was in the following parable: “The lamp of the
body is the eye: if thercfore thine eye be single, thy whole body shall be
full of light. But if thine cye be evil, thy whole body shall be full of dark-
ness. If therefore the light that is in thee be darkness, how great is the
darkness!” (Mt 6:22-25.)

By means of the illustration of the eye Jesus appeals to the hearer to as-
sent to the all-importance for one’s life of the condition of the will (which
is the Jamp of the life as the eye is the lamp of the body). If the will and
disposition are corrupted, then the life is in utter confusion (“how great
is thatr darkness”). But with this realization the consequences immediately
loom, and therewith the sanction for single-mindedness drawn from the
fear of consequences.

In fact, any appeal to reason and conscience like that of Jesus neces-
sarily evokes a moral order in which consequences are patent and inesca-
pable. It was a reminder that the nature of man, the world and God and
their relation were such and such, and that this nature demanded such and
such attitudes and actions, and penalized the actions of folly and blind-
ness. Such insight into moral consequences is found in the Old Testament
in various forms, Sometimes we find it, here in the least developed stage,
in the form of a wise aphorism, like the many found in the Wisdom Liter-
arure, where merely the natural this-worldly consequences of conduct are
pointed out. Jesus’ saying concerning those that take the sword falls in this
class. Not far from it are such sayings as, “Blessed are the merciful for they
shall obtain mercy,” and “With what measure ye mete, it shall be meas-
ured to you again.” Similarly with the parable of the two builders, In such
ethical teaching, the appeal to the moral sense and moral insight has com-
pelled recognition of the moral order conditioning conduct. Then, at a
decper stage of insight, this merely sapiential sanction, a discernment of
natural and social consequences, begins to pass aver into a cruly religious
sanction, a discernment of divine retributions. The important reality con-
ditioning conduct is now the majestic God of righteousness. The further
step 15 when this sanction becomes dramatized and perhaps eventualiy dog-
matized in a scheme of eschatological rewards and punishments.

We see therefore the natural connection between the essential sanctions
of Jesus, his appeal to moral and spiritual realitics, and his eschatological
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sanctions. The former is not merely an appeal to the reason. It is an appeal
to the whole man, to his God-conscious moral nature, As such it has in
it implicitly all possible divine sanctions, Once one recognizes and vividly
apprehends the will of the Father determining all destinies and the destiny
of the world, wide vistas of his favor or disfavor are immediately opencd
up. As someone has said, “When I pass in review the appalling injustices that
continue in the world, I tremble to recall that God is just.” The portrayal of
divine reward and punishment is, therefore, inevitable for the re]igious' con-
sciousness when it is in any degree ethicized. And it follows that the eschato-
logical sanctions in the gospel may not be impeached as a type of motivation,
While they are formal and while they pactake of the nature of dramatization,
they are not adventitious. The appeal to realities demands them or their
equivalent. They arc not merely arbitrary lures and menaces, arbitrary in-
centives. They stand for inevitable consequences.

The pmmi'nencc of the reward feature in the gospel can then be under-
stood. Jesus, with the instinct of the consummate teacher, speaking as he is to
simple people, casts his vision of moral consequences into concrete pictures of
compensation, “hire,” reward and punishment. The eschatological concep-
tion itself—the Judgment and its retributions—rises from the same dramariz-
ing necessity, The mind of Jesus senses the terrible and glorious issues of
human choice, and the escharological drama is the only adequate repre-
sentation that could then be given of such a range of spiritual fact. But
this resort to the concrete and dramatic is not a consciously artistic or de-
liberate tove; it is the natural action of the imagination. The “fictions”
involved in the eschatological picturc and sanction is of the very stuff of
the mind here; it is an als ol inherent in the conditions of thinking.

Windisch has isolated a considerable body of units in the Scrmon on the
Mount which he thinks can casily be detached from the eschatological
sphere because the teaching grew for a great part in a non-dualistic sphere,
or hecause the eschatological motive present in it is not original. He thus
analyzes the Sermon into rwo main streams: radicalized wisdom teaching,
and eschatological announcement of judgment. He traces both back to
Jesus” conception of God and his consequent radical deepening of hoth
heritages, Where we have tried to go a step farther is in showing the logical
relation of these two elements. When this relation is realized, whereby wis-
dom teaching and propheric teaching pass over insensibly into envisage-
ment of consequences, and these take on conventional forms, we are pre-
pared to see chat the rwo types and moods of preaching are not to be so
sharply distinguished as Windisch does without danger. Part and parcel
of the solution, however, is recognition of the imaginative quality of the
eschatological conceptions.

Bultmann holds well thar the authority of the demands lics in their sheer
convincing power; he writes of the “Einsichtigkeit der Forderung” e
recognizes two aspects of Jesus’ teaching, moreover: first, Jesus as scribe
(where the teaching is sapiential, a radicalized obedience-ethics), and sec-
and, Jesus as propher (where the teaching is radicalized eschatology). But
his main point with regard to the intuitional nature of the ethics is that
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they are not based on any accepted conceprion or ideal of human nature
and its virtues or values. Jesus’ precepts win the assent of the hearer through
their own validity, but he denies thar this validity grows out of any ob-
servation of or congruiry with the human situation. Rather, they are valid o
the native discernment as the only proper response and as the necessary
tota] obedience of the will over against the recognized presence of God
calling for immediate choice. “They arise simply enough out of that situa-
ton of choice over against God in which man is placed.” 2 Bur what does
this mean? Ile goes on very properly to say that this answer is meaning-
less except to him who sees men and himself placed in this situation. But
the canception is too simple or too abstract. “He who sees man placed con-
tinually in the act of choice, and he who regards this as the true angle
from which to understand human existence, he recognizes that man is ca-
pable of knowing now what is good and what is evil; knowing, that 15, not
on the basis of any experiences or ratiopal considerations whatever, but
out of the very sitmation of the moment.” 3 This is unreal, Bultmann is
right in his point that the source of Jesus' ethics is not to be sought in the
field of human precedents, relativities and theories of ethics. And he is right
in assigning to the assisted human discernment power to recognize and
choase the good. Bur that good must be given some content and reality.

Suppose as Bultmann has it that in Jesus' summons all antecedents and
circumstances and thought of consequences are banished for the moment,
and that the hearer is raised to a moment of moral freedom and choice over
against the summons of God outside of time, as it were, His reaction then
will be one of ohedience, indeed. And the justice of this author’s position
appears when we limit our consideration of Jesus' sayings to those drastic
sayings which present the dury of his hearers in the form of a choice or a
call to complete obedience. But that obedience must then be conceived in
terms of a human situation and human relarions. And our recognirion of
the validity of the ethical teaching will be based on our understanding of
such human circumstances. Bultmann is anxious to deny any fixedness of
human nature and ethics so as to magnify the creative factor in God's ac-
tion and in Christ's worl, but even the creative freedom of God with our
wills requires some human and social “character.”” Bultmann is going all
lengths to simplify Jesus' ethics by reading it as absolute, and rreating it
in a metaphysical way. But Jesus’ various mstruction cannot be all assimi-
lated to the one ultra-drastic mood here selected, And the second and even
greater drawback in this analysis is the forbidding nature of the Deity over
against whom he sces men placed in the moment of choice, The fact is that
what Bultmann means by the Einsichtigheit of the ethics is not so much the
consent of the individual to a range of moral dutics as the capirulation of
the individual to the divine authority. This emphasis on obedience as the
key-note of Christian ethics is disturbing,

We accepr therefore only with reserves Bultmann’s view of the sclf-

*R. Bultmann, Jesus (Berlin, 1929}, pp. 82-83.
*1bid., p. 83.
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convincing nature of the teaching of Jesus. The distinction that he like
Windisch draws between Jesus as wisdom reacher and as eschatological
prophet is again too unnagural, and the unity of these two aspects of teach-
ing and sanction we have tried to make clear.

We conclude this first part, then, with the statement that as regards the
sanction of the ethics Jesus' teaching concerning the future is by no means
of first imporrance. The announcements of rewards and punishments may
be ubiquitous and highly colored; certainly Me. has lent this motive to
righteousness more weight than the other gospels. Yer this should not blind
us to the fact that even in this gospel the fundamental motives are religions-
prophetic. What Sevenster says of the synoptic gospels generally is true
here: “We can conclude then that by far the larger portion of the synoptic
ethics brings no interim ethics, not even cschatologically conditioned
ethics, but common religious erhics.” + What we have pointed out as to the
stylistic and imaginative quality of the eschatological imagery, as to Jesus’
depreciation of merit-considerations and calculations of reward, as to the
more essential sanctions of gratitude, obedience, discernment of the truth,
etc., as to the Kingdom as freely given—these justify us in seeing the escha-
tological sanction as derivative and formal. We do not wish to rule out en-
tirely the place of such sanction in the teaching. He would be foolish who
would try to do so in the face of the Judgment parables and pointed sum-
mons to vigilance. Even read as dramatizations such passages deﬁnitely bring
into play, and legitimately, the self-regarding motives as over against the fu-
ture. But these formal sanctions should be looked upon as supplemencary
rather than as compromising the fundamental sanctions. And for him who
wants to lay hold on the essential appeal made by Jesus for repentance and
obedience and righteousness, it will remain unquestionable that these vistas
of reward and penaley are definitely subordinate to the call upon men to

act worthily of those who are the sons of the Father in heaven, and in ways
consonant with his glory.

¢ Gerhard Sevenster, Ethiek en Eschatologie (Leiden, 1929), p. 195.



REALIZED ESCHATOLOGY
Charles H. Dodd

Ir appEARS THAT While Jesus emploved the eraditional symbolism of apoca-
lypse to indicate the “other-worldly” or absolute character of the King-
dom of God, He used parables to enforce and illustrate the idea that the
kingdom of God had come upon men there and then, The inconceivable
had happened: history had become the vehicle of the cternal; the absolute
was clothed with flesh and blood. Admitteclly, it was a “mystery,” to be
understood by those who have eyes ro see and ears to hear, by those to
whom it is revealed “not by flesh and blood, but by My Father in heaven.”
It is in this context that the parables of the Kingdom of God must be
placed. They use all the resources of dramaric illustration to help men to
see that in the events before their eyes—in the miracles of Jesus, His appeal
to men and its results, the blessedness that comes to those who follow i,
and the hardening of those who reject Him; in the tragic conflict of the
Cross, and the tribulation of the disciples; in the fateful choice before the
Jewish people, and the disasters that threaten—God is confronting them in
His kingdom, power and glory. This world has become the scene of a di-
vine drama, in which the eternal issues are laid bare. Tt is the hour of decision.
It is realized eschatology.

This is the implication of all the parables we have considered. We may
now puss them in review, and observe the various aspects of the situation
which they emphasize and illustrate.

First, this is the hour of fulfilment. For many generations the faith of the
Jewish people had buoyed itself upon the hope that at long last God
would assert His sovereignty in His world, while it sadly confessed that in
the present age the powers of evil were strong, In a succession of pictures
Jesus declares that the hour has struck and God has acted. The strong man
is despoiled; the powers of evil are disarmed. The hidden power of God
has manifested itself, as the productive energies of the carth bring the harvest
in its time. This is not the work of man, any more than man can cause the
seed to grow and the grain to ripen. It is the divine initiative. For man,
there is the joy of harvest,

Not indeed that there is any spectaculor exhibition of divine power.
There is no coup d'état, and no summoning of legions of angels. There is
only a Galilean Carpenter preaching in the streets and healing the sicl.
The careless scoff: “Only one more of these religious enthusiasts, We know
them: there was John, but he was mad; and now there is Jesus, and he is
not even respectable”—like peevish children, said Jesus; but all the same,

From The Parables of the Kingdom, New York, 1936, pp. 197-206, Reprinted by
permission of the publishers, Charles Scribner’s Sons.
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“the Kingdom of God has come upon you.” For there is a power which
works from within, like leaven in dough, and nothing can stop it.

Jesus has not come as a religious reformer, to patch up the ragged robe
of Pharisaic Judaism (foolish idea! patching would only hasten the end of
the old coat). This is a new departure in che relations of God and man;
and new especially i that His grace is exhibited to the undeserving. “The
Lord loveth the righecous, and His car is open to their cry,” said the old
religion. But this is not now the whole story. To whom should the doctor
come, if not to the sick? And so the Son of Man, in whom the Kingdom of
God comes, is content to be known as “the friend of publicans and sinners,”
The strayed sheep is the especial object of the shepherd's care, and a
frugal howsewife will count no trouble too great to recover one lost coin
out of her store. So Jesus went about the towns and villages of Galilee,
seeking the lost; and that was how the Kingdom of God came. He launched
out into the deep, and all was fish that came to His net. Nor was His appeal
without results. The outcasts could be seen flocking into the Kingdom of
God, as the birds fly to roost in the branches of a stalwart tree (which not
long ago was an almost invisible seed). And for those who accepred the
Kingdom of God there was pure happiness, like the joy of a wedding-feast,

The appeal and its success caused scandal. Could this be the coming of
the Kingdom of God, when all the moral safeguards laboriously built up
by the teachers of the Law were cast aside, and the lawless were welcomed
into fellowship? To those who raised such objections Jesus appealed in
parables with an ironical point. If invited guests do not come to a feast,
something must be done to fill the vacant seats. And if a son who made
fair promises fails to fulfil them, credic is surely due to the other son who
atones for his first rudeness by a tardy obedience, Even if the younger son
of a family has dragged his father’s name in the mud, it is not for his elder
brother to cur him off, if the father is glad to reccive him when at last he
comes home. But, in fact, there is no such thing as merir in the sight of
Gaod. If He bestows His gifts upon men who have done nothing to deserve
them, He is like 2 magnificently generous emplover who pays a full day’s
wage for an hour’s work. The Kingdom of God is like that,

Yet the Kingdom of God does come with judgment. The religious lead-
ers, who censured Jesus for His work and teaching, were at that very mo-
ment pronouncing judgment upon themsclves, by the actitude they dis-
plaved, by their self-centered caution, their exclusiveness, their neglect of
responsibilities, and their blindness to the purpose of God. In their hands
the salt of the religion of Tsrael had lost its savour, its light was under a
bushel, They were like an unprofitable servant who hid his master’s money
rather than visk it in investment, like an unfaithful steward who abused his
trust, like defaulting tenants. This was the moral situation which found
dramatic expression in the tragic forebodings of the ruin of the Jewish
community and the destruction of the Temple.

In His individual appeals Jesus struck the same sterner note. The very
fact that the supreme gift of God is offered to men lends an especial sig-
nificance to the response that they make, The act of acceprance or the re-
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jection determines the whole direction of a man’s life, and so of his destiny.
The course of events in which the Kingdom of God comes upon men

“Tends to one moment’s product, thus,
When a soul declares itself, to wit,
By its fruit, the thing it does.”

Now that the offer is made, it is impossible to shirk the decision, just as a
debtor who is being hauled off to court, or an employee under notice of
dismissal, must make up his mind there and then to do something about it,
before all opportanity for action is at an end.

As the course of events developed, it became more and more clear that
those who responded to the call of Jesus must “count the cost)” and the
situarion irself defined the momentous character of the decision. He had
to say to would-be followers, The treasure is within your reach; bur what
will vou pay for it? Not that the blessings of the Kingdom of God can be
bought, at any price: they are the gifts of God. But because the sicuation
called for sacrifice, it raised the question at issue to the point at which noth-
ing short of absolute sincerity would count, “Will you accept the Kingdom
of God?” meant, in view of the facts, “Will you stake your life upon it?”

Thus the coming of the Kingdom of God displayed its character as judg-
ment, that is to say, as the testing and sifting of men. Though a drag-net
may bring all kinds of fish to shore, they must be picked over befare they
can be marketed (as the fishermen-disciples knew well). Harvest is both
the ingathering of the crop and the separation of wheat and tares. So the
multitudes who were brought by the preaching of Jesus within the scope of
the Kingdom of God were sifted by the way in which things went. They
passed judgment upon themselves, not by introspective self-examination,
but by their reaction to the developing situation. For it presently became
clear that the opposition to Jesus was irreconcilable. A clash must come.
When and how it would come, who could say? Does a householder know
when his premises are to be broken into? It is the unexpected thar hap-
pens. So Jesus was concerned to prepare His hearers for the unexpected.
They must be like servants sitting up all night for their master, without
knowing when he will come; like bridesmuids whose lamps must be alight
whenever the procession stasts.

At this point the curtain falls upon the scene illuminated by the parables.
For the clash came, with tragic suddenness, and in whar followed Jesus no
longer taught, but acted and suffered. He died, to rise again, The disciples,
taken after all by surprise, forsook Flim and fled; bur afterwards, they rose
out of failure into a new life, and understood how the mystery of the
Kingdom of God had been finally revealed in His death and resurrection.

The conviction remains central to che Christian faich, that at a pareicu-
lar point in time and space, the eternal entered decisively into history, An
historic crisis occurred by which the whole world of man's spiritual ex-
perience is controlled. To that moment in history our faith always looks
back. The Gospel is not a statement of gencral truths of religion, but an
interpretation of that which once happened. The Creeds are anchored in
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history by the clause “under Pontius Pilate.” Above all, in the Sacrament of
the Eucharist the Church rccapitulates the historic crisis in which Christ
camne, lived, died and rose again, and finds in iv the “cfficacious sign” of
eternal life in the Kingdom of God. In its origin and in its governing ideas
1t may be described as a sacrament of realized eschatology. The Church
prays, “Thy Kingdom come”; “Come, Lord Jesus.” As it prays, it remem-
bers that the Lord did come, and with Him came the Kingdom of God.
Uniting memory with aspiration, it discovers thar He comes, He comes in
His Cross and Passion; He comes in the glory of His Father with the
holy angels. Fach Communion is not a stage in a process by which His
coming draws gradually nearcr, or a milestone on the road by which we
slowly approach the distant goal of the Kingdom of God on earth. It is
reliving of the decisive moment at which He came.

The preaching of the Church is directed towards reconsticuting in the
experience of individuals the hour of decision which Jesus brought. Its
underlying theme is always: “The time is fulfilled and the Kingdom of
God has come. Repent, and believe the Gospel.” It assumes that history in
the individual life is of the same stuff as history at large; that is, it is signifi-
cant in so far as it serves to bring men face to face with God in His kingdom,
power and glory. We are blind and deaf, and half a lifetime of our history
may pass us by without our discerning any crernal significance in it. Then
the moment may come when the cyes of the blind ave opened, and the cars
of the deaf unsropped. The invitations to the feast are out: “Come, for all
is ready!” The bridegroom is home from the wedding, the naster from his
journcy: we must give account of our talents; we nmst render the produce
of our vineyard. Blessed is that servant who is found awake; he enters into
the joy of his Lord. The Kingdom of God has come, and he who receives it
as a livtle child shall enter in.

In the same way, in that larger history which is the cxperience of
hunan society, there may be long periods in which the divine significance
of events is hidden from our eyes. We sleep and wake, night and day,
while the seed grows, we know not how, Then comes the harvest. From
time to time history reveals its momentous meaning, in a crisis which brings
a challenge to men. The judgments of the Lord are in the carth, It is the
business of the Church, to which is committed the Gospel of the Kingdom
of Gad, to interpret the crisis by the light of that supreme crisis of the
past, which is conrinually made present in Christian experience and wor-
ship. In that crisis there was judgment, and conflict, and a cross. The Gos-
pel of the Kingdom of God is not an assurance of peace and happiness on
easy terms. It may be God's “No!” pronounced upon things that we have

valued. But in the end it runs, “Blessed are ye poor, for yours is the King-
dom of Geod.”



THE SERMON ON THE MOUNT
AND CHRIST’S MISSION

Martin Dibelius

+ .+ . A CHRISTOLOGICAL QUESTION—can such a question really avise from a
consideration of the Sermon on the Mount? Perhaps some theologians of
the older generation would reply that the Sermon on the Mount raises no
christological issue whatsoever. They might contend that it contains only
some sayings and words of wisdom, of divine wisdom of course, spoken by
a rabbi in Galilee. This rabbi was an ambassador of God, they might con-
tinue, perhaps the definitive ambassador, and for this reason he speaks with
great authority. But his manner of expressing his opinion does not in any
way reveal a claim to authority higher than this. The Sermon on the Mount
implies that Jesus has the right to speak thus; but there is no hint that he
wants to be something more than an inspired teacher of wisdom. . . ..

Many of the words spoken by Jesus have parallels in the older Jewish lic-
erature or in the writings of the Jewish rabbis. Perhaps we may venture to
say that if we knew more of these Jewish sayings, we should have still more
parallels. Perhaps only the most radical of the sayings of the Sermon on the
Mount would remain absolutely unique. On the other hand no rabbinic
pronouncement ever became authoritative for the world outside Judaism,
Only the relatively small group of sayings collected in the Sermion on the
Mount has won authoricy for millions of men. This has happened only
because it was Jesus who proclaimed thesc sayings. The Sermon on the
Mounr is not an arbitrary collection of sayings, but it is Christ’s own Gos-
pel, and only as such has it achieved and does it maintain its authority for
the Christians. Therefore we must confess that there is a christological
question in the Sermon on the Mount,

To solve the problem thus raised I propose to make a distinction between
the time in which Jesus lived and the time when the sayings were collected,
i.e., between the situation before Easter and the situation after Easter. . . . .

It is the supposition of Form-Criticism that the tradition handed down in
the Synoptic GGospels was formulated in terms of the Christian faith and for
the requirements of this faich. Therefore it is quite natuyal that all allusions
of our Lord to his Messiahship were transformed by the Evangelists into
Christian confessions in the time after Faster. Hence we have no real reason
to draw a sceptical conclusion from the fact that the relevant passages ex-
press Christian convictions, and it is not necessary to take for granted that
Jesus did not make any allusions to his Messiahship at all. Ir is probable,

From The Sermon on the Mount, New York, 1940, pp, 79-103. Reprinted by per-
mission of the publishers, Charles Scribner's Sons.
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rather, that the question who would be the King of the coming Kingdom
was before his followers during his lifecime and that his listeners had at
least a vague impression of their Master’s higher authority.

Ar any rate, his disciples “forsook all and followed him,” not because
he utrered impressive sayings, like a wise rabbi, but because they believed
that in connection with his work the Kingdom of God would appear on
earth. We do not know how many of his followers used the word “Mes-
siah” to express their hope of the coming of the Kingdom. But the execu-
tion of Jesus as King of the Jews seems to prove that a rumour about his
Messiahship influenced the procedure of his enemies. It is difficult to imagine
that incidents like the entry into Jerusalem or the cleansing of the temple
could have occurred without awakening, either among friends or enemies,
the presentiment of his Messiahship. In the opinion of his disciples Jesus
was the warrant of the Kingdom; his healings and his sayings were the
signs that the Kingdom was at hand. .. ..

His exhortations and decisions did not cover the whole field of human
activity. He did not solve all problems of this life and did not arbitrate all
conflicts of the world. We remember his word in Luke (12:14): “Man, who
made me a judge or an arbitrator over you?” Finally, he did not try to win
the whole population of his country. He spoka to the people who came to
listen; according to our sources he abstained from all manner of public
propaganda, It would be quite in harmony with our findings to construe
even the sayings of Jesus as signs of the coming Kingdom. We saw in the lase
chapters that his commandments did not form a law adapted to the condi-
tions in this world, bur a law of God's Kingdom, a proclamation of the di-
vine will without any regard for the earthly circumstances and the daily life
of men. This proclamarion nonetheless gives to the listeners the presentment
of the imminent coming of God. Therefore we may actually call the say-
ings of Jesus signs of the Kingdom. .., .

The preaching of Jesus was really intended to awaken men by a sign from
heaven, but not in the usual sense of a miraculous sign, Thus, these sayings
of Jesus had a different influence upon his listeners than the wise words
of the teachers, philosophers or prophets. Similarly, the sayings which we
read in the Sermon on the Mount had a higher validity for the disciples
than the word of the Scribes, for Jesus spoke with a higher authority than
did the Scribes. He spoke as “one having authority.” In summarizing all
these considerations we may say that his personal conduct on the whole
sccmed to be 2 warrant of the Kingdom. . . ..

We are not allowed to interpret the Sermon on the Mount according
to any incidents or circumstances of the life of Jesus, as is often done. We
cannot solve the christological problem of the Sermon on the Mount by
saying thar Jesus, and Jesus alone, personally fulfilled the commandments
of this sermon in his life. At least, this point of view is in no way empha-
sized by the New Testament texts. The Sermon on the Mount makes de-
mands too exacting to be fulfilled in life on this earth, even in the life of the
Saviour himself, for his life was bound by earthly circumstances too. The
impression we have from the New Testament is rather this: whatever may
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have happened during Jesus’ life, he was for his followers the personal em-
bodiment of the coming Kingdom; he proclaimed its law by words, he
gave a fore-taste of its power by his healings, he inaugurated the new age.

Let us now consider the other situation, the situation after Easter, in
which the state of affairs was completely changed. The origin of the Chris-
tian community is the conviction that Jesus did not remain in the grave,
that God raised him from the dead, and that the risen and exalted Christ
will return and bring from Heaven the divine Kingdom. For this reason,
from the point of view of the first Christians the last great time of crisis has
already begun. The Christians are waiting for the coming of their Lord.
Consequently, all commandments of Jesus handed down to the communi-
ties assume the character of a testament. The Churistians feel that Christ has
instructed them to live in accordance with these sayings. They are not any
longer })roclamatious of the will of God in all its radicalism, they become
rules of conduct for the life within the communities and are adapted to
the conditions of this life. They are no longer single sayings spoken at
different occasions and to different people. They arc broughc together and
codified to form systems of ordinances like the new law laid down in the
Sermon on the Mount. This was possible only because the words of the
Sermon on the Mount had been spoken by the Messiah, the Christ, the Lord,
the Son of God.

What the early Christian communities wanted was not a collection of
maxims—even though they might be very valuable maxims—and not in the
first instance an impressive preaching; they needed a testament of their Lord,
the revelation of the living Christ in thetr own midst, The tradition of the
sayings takes a recognized place in the communities alongside the mani-
festations of the Holy Spirit; both are indications of the exalted Christ and
of the coming Kingdom. Whoever doubted whether the new age had ac-
tually begun was to be convinced by the gifts of the Holy Ghost, such as
the gifts of speaking, of teaching, of prophesying, of healing, and the mirac-
ulous capacity of searching one’s heart. Whoever did not know how to
live in this world was to be informed by the words of the Lord, by their
radicalism and by their authority. . . . .

We must seek another solution of the problem. To find it we must go
back once more and give full value to the eschatological situation, to the
position of the first Christian communities between the two ages. For the
first Christians the old age is practically at an end, thanks to God’s inter-
ference; the new age is coming and the signs of its coming on earth are the
manifestations of the Holy Spirit and the existence of the Christian com-
munity. This eschatological faith, the main element in the consciousness
of the Christian community, lives on and is strengthened by the knowledge,
that God has spoken His definitive word, has done His decisive deed, has
given His only-begotten Son. The historical fact that the Christ had lived
on earth in the immediate past established the conviction that God has
aJready begun the great transformation of the world. It guaranteed the
hope that the same Chuist, who had lived as 2 man in a Galilean family and
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then moved in a wider circle in intercourse with his disciples and other
people, would shortly come back as the Lord.

The historical Jesus is thus also the Lord of the Chriscian faith, The
eschatological preaching of the Epistles is founded in the Gospels, which
tell of the happenings inaugurating the eschatological era, Thus eschatology
provides the connection between the two halves of the New Testament. For
this reason we are able to quare, as I did, words from various patts of the
New Testament to characterize the christological authority of the Sermon
on the Mount, Whatever the messianic presentiment of the people was whe
listened to the sayings of Jesus during his life, for those who collected
these sayings the preacher on the Mount was obviously the Messiah, in whom
all Christians believed. And it was thought evident that the content of the
carthly life of the Messiah could only be the standard of Christian conduct
till his return. . . ..

To understand this whole method of adapting Jesus’ words we must bear
in mind two things. The first is that in the opinion of the Christian it in-
volved no falsification. These sayings were the expression of the will of God,
and if a man understood the will of God betrer than others had before him,
so that he was able to adapt this expression to the requirements of a work-
aday life, then with God’s help by the Holy Spirit it was permitted him to
do anything which might make the saying useful for a better undevstanding
of God’s will,

The second thing to bear in mind, a thing which I should like to em-
phasize more than it is usually emphasized today, is thar the Christans of
those days expected the end of the world in the near future. For this reason
such alterations as they undertook had only a limited validicy. The end
of the world would soon come, and then in the new world the will of God
alone would be of value. Whatever has been altered for the short span of
the present life will be forgotten. Hence it is not a sin to adapt the words
of Jesus to the circumstances of the present day, The shortness of the
time limits the validity of the change, and the word is thus made subject to
the conditions which determine the life of the Christian in this world
generally. Christian people stand between two ages. On the one hand they
are still subject to the condirions of this life and on the other hand they
know the pure will of God and are waiting for the time when this will
shall be fully realized. This position of the Christians between the two ages
in a way legitimizes the transformation of the Sermon on the Mount into
2 practical law for the Christian conduct on earth.

Now we are in a position to give a summary of what we may call the
theological characeer of the Sermon on the Mount,

(1) Let us stary with the question of its practicability. The sayings of
the Sermon on the Mount reveal the pure will of God and therefore must
be fulfilied. There are certain exceptions to this; namely those sayings which
are given in the form of hyperbole. Such hyperbolic sayings are to guide
men in the direction of the coming Kingdom. They are not adequate de-
scriptions of human conduct, but for the members of the first Christian
communities there was no danger of any mistake in this point. People of
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the ancient Orient were accustomed to that manner of speaking in hyper-
bolic expressions. They felr the right meaning behind the wording and
did not necd any cxplanation. With this exception the sayings are to be re-
garded as practicable, just as the pure will of God must be considered prac-
ticable. Only it must be remembered that the application of these sayings
is limited so far as the present age is concerned. The performance of the
pure will of God is in the present world, consequently hindered, The real
fulfilment of this great Christian law is possible vnly in the Kingdom of
God.

(2) We consider next the question of cschatology. Because they are a
revelation of the divine will, the sayings of the Scrmon on the Mount have
an eschatological significance. They are the law of the Kingdom, But nmch
as we owe to Albert Schweitzer for his eschatological interpretations of
the Gospels, we dare not follow him in construing them as the cxpression
of an “interim-cthic.” These commandments were given not for the short
time intervening between the present and the end of the world, They were
given for eternity, because they represent the will of the cternal God,
Therefore we may call all of them eschatological sayings, not only those
which speak expressly of the coming world, but all the commandments
in the Gospel, for their starting point is the will of God, not human ability.
Their standard is the existence of the coming world, not our human life
within earthly circumstances. Those who want to be children of the King-
dom even now, during this age, are obliged to live their lives in obedience
to the will of God. This is the practical implication of what Paul means
when he speaks of being “in Christ.” To be “in Christ” and to possess his
Holy Spirit means to partivipate in the coming world and internally to be
free from the carthly circumstances, Thus, the eschatological supposition
enables the preacher on the Mount to speak as he docs without any consid-
eration of the conditions of this age.

(3) If we take the Sermon on the Mount as the represcntation of God’s
will we must recognize that full obedience here and now is impossible.
We ought to be honest cnough to confess our inability in this matter. The
firsc communities felr these difficulties too, for they moderated and accom-
modated the radical commandments of the Sermon on the Mount to the
needs of daily life, as we have seen. Modern theologians have often tried
to achieve the same purpose by scientific interprerations, but we have no
right to let ourselves be deceived by certain methods of interpreration.
Only a superficial interpretation can so overestimate the eschacological
character of the Sermon on the Mount as to suppose that the fulfilment of its
commandments must be postponed until the coming age. For Jesus spoke
to me of this present age. If we realize as we should that he addressed the
sayings of the Sermon on the Mount to different people on various occa-
sions, it seems impossible to imagine that his commandemnts did not con-
cern the present in which he lived. Actually they were spolen to awaken
his listeners, to thrill them, to stimulate them and, I venture to say, to offend
them.

It would be superficial, too, to exaggerate the hyperbolic character of the
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Oriental style, thereby to limit the validity of the Sermon on the Mount
in its main points and to transform it into a set of rules expressing a very
moderate icﬁ:al. The Orienta] hyperbole is only a method of sharpening
certain sayings; their rigidness must not be put aside by the statement
that they are hyperbolic. No, the method of interpretation to which we
must give preference is that which will grieve and offend our natural feel-
ings. Jesus came not to bring peace but a sword, and to set a man at vari-
ance with his father and mother.

Thus, we come face to face with our last question in this field, the ques-
tion what the Sermon on the Mount meant to those who heard it, srand-
ing as they believed in the period immediately preceding the end of the
world. I am not speaking here of the significance of the Sermon on the
Mount for the modern world. This will be the subject of the last chapter.
My concern here is with Jesus’ hearers and disciples,

The Sermon on the Mount is not a system either of ethics or of dog-
matics. It does not cover the whole field of human conduct, either in the
present or in the past. The sayings proclaimed the declared will of God
only with respect to certain matters, If we were to extend the content of
the Sermon on the Mount so as to cover the whole of life, and imagine
a set of sayings equally radical in character, governing all occasions, we
would construct a revolutionary law, the fulfilment of which would
throw the whole world into turmoil. But it was not Jesus’ purpose to give
such a law to the world of his day. His task was another. We must look
at his own attitude to understand what he regarded, as his mission,

We have seen already that Jesus did not act as one who is an agitator
for his own cause and who is obliged to win as many followers as he can.
He chose a small number of disciples, a nucleus of the coming Kingdom,
and a circle of faithful adherents who were waiting for this Kingdom.
‘When he left his native country Galilee to go to Jerusalem, he did not go
as a successful missionary and he did not have followers or friends at his
disposal in all Galilean cities and among all classes of the people.

This is in accordance with the general impression we have drawn al-
ready from our sources, that the deeds and words of Jesus were signs of
the Kingdom of God, nothing more and nothing less, Nothing more, for
they do not introduce che Kingdom of Heaven on earth; and nothing less,
for they are far more than advice and prescriptions for life during this age,
In this statement we may find the key to the understanding of Jesus® entire
mission, His miracles are a revelation of heavenly forces and a proclania-
tion of what God is going to do. His decisions and commandments are
meant to give evidence of the pure will of God. His entire personage is
like a signal from heaven announcing that there is another world and that
the other world is already moving toward this earthly world.

Regarding the Sermon on the Mounc in the light of this conclusion, we
have before us the solution of all the problems which we have faced up to
this point, Our theory was that the commandments and the prophecies of
the Sermon on the Mount are signs of the Heavenly Kingdom, Now we
find a confirmation of this theory. When we interpret the sayings as signs
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we can understand and in some way reconcile the apparent contradiction
which was till now implied in our consideration. On the one side we found
that the Sermon on the Mount must be raken seriously as-an expression of
the divine will—even in this world. On the other side we recognized that
the commandments of the Sermon on the Mount cannot be full performed
in this age. The existence of God’s demands within this worlc%, as they are
proclaimed in the Sermon on the Mount is a sign of the Kingdom of
Heaven, judging us as well as blessing us. The radicalism of the Sermon
on the Mount is our judgment, its announcement of another world is our
hope.

In the light of this conclusion we are able also to understand the differ-
ence berween the two halves of the New Testament, What happened be-
fore Easter was a series of occurrences on earth, which for faithful men
were signs of the coming Kingdom of Heaven. After Easter al) these events
were interprered as beginnings of the new world, For this reason, the
Christian  community preserved the rradition of the events; bur when
Christians expressed their faith, they spoke more of what the Lord was
doing in their own midst than of what he had becn doing in the villages and
fields of Galilee, This is the reason for the diflerence between the two halves
of the New Testament.

As regards the sayings of the Sermon on the Mount we may state that
before Easter they were words of Jesus spoken to reveal God’s will, and
that after Faster rhese sayings were collected to be a rule of conduct for
the Christian communities, During his lifetime the sayings of Jesus were in-
tended to serve as signs of the Kingdom of Heaven. Collected and brought
together in a slightly claborated form in the summary called the Sermon on
the Mount, the sayings became rules by which the Christians were to pre-
pare themselves for the membership in that Kingdom and for a life “in
Christ” meanwhile. Before Easter the simple words which we read in the
Sermon on the Mount had more value than precepts of the sages, because
the man who uttered them was a warrant of the Kingdom of Heaven, the
personal embodiment of all faith and hope. His sayings were for his listencrs
judgment and a promise in the name of God. After Easter they became the
law which the heavenly Lord has given. Now, however, the Lord has also
given his Holy Spirit in order to strengthen his disciples and to fir them for
a life according to the will of God, but within the limitations of an earthly
cxistence,

This was the meaning of the Sermon on the Mount in the old days,
For us who claim to be Christians in the present there is another question:
what shall we do as Christians of today, if we want to be obedient to the
Sermon on the Mount?



THE ETHICAL TEACHING OF JESUS

Benjumin W. Robinson

..+ . Tur so-carLen “Sermon on the Mount” reflects the common datly
life of the people, where poverty and sorrow have constantly to be faced.
When Jesus began “Happy are you poor folks,” one and another would
say to themselves with incredulous surprise, “He is talking to me!” Anyone
who started out wich words like those would be sure of a hearing, Jesus
was no scribe sitting on Moses’ seat. He had a sympathetic feeling for gll
hwman difficulties and handicaps. He was a messenger of hope to every-
one who was poor or hungry or in sorrow, or friendless and persecuted.

“Love your enemies.” The words were startling. They commanded at-
tention and thought, They challenged discussion. “Say a prayer for those
who abuse you.” Here was a strange new idea. Could the teacher mean
what he was saying? “If some one strikes you on the cheek, turn to him the
other.” Such a bit of advice the listener would find utterly impracticable.
He would dismiss it from his mind. But it would not stay dismissed; it per-
sisted in coming back.

What is the new teacher saying next? He is asserting that God lets his sun
shine on both the good and the evil. He is kind to the unthankful and the
bad, Jesus is uiging his listencrs to live like God in this matter of being full
of loving-kindness toward all.

Those who heard Jesus went home full of doubts and objections. Yet
something in their hearts responded to this ideal of brotherliness. It was
something which they could easily put to the test. It required no invest-
ment of money, no political connection, no rabbinic education. It was too
high for them to reach, yet the words were plain. One after another they
tried it out. They began to substitute love for hate, kindness for violence,
They felt themselves growing and coming nearer to God. The number in-
creased until within a few months there were thousands who were finding
new happiness and satisfaction in testing the religion of Jesus.

Tue NATURE oF Jesus’ RELIGION

Alas for you Pharisees who pay your tithes of mint and rue and every little herb
and yet neglect justice and kindness, These are the chings you ought to do without neg-
lecting those lesser things (Lk. 11:42; Matr, 23:23).

You negleer the will of God and keep the traditions of men (Mk. 7:9),

How shall I come before Jehavah and bow myself before him? Shall 1 come with
burnt offerings? . . . . What doth Jehovah require of thee but to do justly and to love
kindness and to walk humbly with thy God (Mic. 6:6-8).

From The Sayings of Jesus, New York, 1930, pp. 150-71. Reprinted by permission of
the publishers, Harper & Brothers.
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They watched Jesus to see whether he would cure the man on the Sabbath day so
that they might have a ground of accusation against him (Mk, 3:2).

No food which enters 2 man can defile him. , ... It is whar proceeds out of the heart
of a man which makes bad;~evil thoughts, immorality, stealing . . . . greed, arrogance
(Mk. 7:19-22).

One of the scribes came . . . . and asked himy, “What commandment is chief of all?”
Jesus replied “ “Thou shalr love the Lord thy God' .. .. and ‘Thou shalt love thy neigh-
bor as thyself' ™ (Lev. 19:18; Mk, 12:28-31).

Love your enemies and be constantly helpful and your reward will be great, You will
in this way be sons of the Most High; he is kind ro the unthankful and the bad. Be full
of loving kindness as your Father above is loving and kind (Lk. 6:35, 36; Matc. §:44, 45,
48).

The reading of the sayings of Jesus will give a comprehensive view of
Jesus’ religion. The sayings should be studied carefully and reviewed many
times. No amount of commentary can take the place of these utterances.
The knowledge of the historical background and an intelligent reading of
the sayings of Jesus in relation to that background should be complete in
themselves.

So few of the sayings of Jesus have been preserved in our gospels that
there is a strong tendency to scrutinize these sayings individnally. But the
utterances of Jesus themselves warn againse any literalism in interprecation.
They should be read in large sections and understood as vehicles for the
new spirit of the time. They embody general principles and do not consti-
tuie a ncw law nor a revision of the Mosaic Law.

When the Jewish Christians firsc began to formulate the new religion
which they set out to preach, they were naturally asked to state the dif-
ference between the new religion and the old. This accounts for the sharp
distinction drawn in our Gospels between the law of Moses and the new
Christian law. Jesus himself did not say that the old law was outworn, as
Paul later said. Jesus did not denounce the Pharisees as a class, but did de-
nounce those among them who were insincere or hypocritical or in some
other way failed to live up to the spirit of the law. . ...

The records of Jesus’ religion do not present any complete system. So far
as we know, Jesus never arrempted, to gather together his various words of
advice into any book of precepts. It might even be said that his sayings are
illustrations rather than directions, and that these illustrations fic the life
of his time rather than any other period. But in these utterances the his-
torical student can clearly see the greatness of Jesus' personality, can dis-
cern the stupendous grandeur of his idcalism, can fcel the unattainable
heights of his communion with God, can appreciate the simple, direct way
in which Jesus brought men and God nearer to one another.

All Jesus' ethical teaching was profoundly religious. There have been
great ethical teachers, both ancient and modern, who have built up an
ethical philosophy and program upon a purely human basis. They have
demonstrated that man is a social being and that the best social life is
attainable through certain rules of codperation and brotherhood. Or they
have demonstrated that the cultivation of the highest type of personal char-
acter is essential to the good social order, For Jesus, however, ethical prac-
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tices were rooted in a religious experience. The religion of Jesus begins
and ends in 2 personal sense of kinship to the eternal Spirit, When Jesus
urged his listeners to do a kind act to the brother in need, he reminded
them that the brother was one of the children of the great Father.

Jesus asked his followers to be worthy of their place as children of the
heavenly Father. By this he meant that they should purify their hearts and
minds and express themselves as the Father above expresses himself in the
showering of countless blessings upon the great family of mankind. It i
through this inner purity of soul and this outward expression of good that
we enter into ever closer fellowship with that Spirit in the never-ending
work of blessing humanity and bringing happiness to all, both good and
bad, both near and far.

There is 2 modern tendency to say that the social gospel is all that man
needs. Many » young person is unconsciously led into the attitude that re-
ligion is an aid to social morality, that the chief vindication of religion is
in a better social order which it advocates, Some men even find their great-
est inspiration in the patient courage of some other individual and so feel
that there is no ultimate need of God. Surely, however, such men find
sooner or later that the individual who gives the inspiration is in frequent
communion with an unseen power.

In any case the religion of Jesus is not a social program, assisted by
ritual and waorship. It is a way to find God. Through forgiveness of injury
the soul may tisc; through purity of heart, character may be strengthened;
through brotherliness and helpfulness, qualities of personality are developed
which grow upward toward the ideal and the eternal.

SeLF-DrNIAL
Your Father above knows that you need these things. But seck first his kingdom and
these other things will be yours besides (Lk. 12:30, 31; Matt. 6:32, 33),
May thy kingdom come. Give us each day our daily bread (Lk. 11:3; Mare, 6:11).
‘What would it profit 2 man to gain the whole world and lose his own soul (Mk. 8:36).
Anyone who aims to preserve his own self will lose his soul; but anyone who loses
himself in the cause of the kingdom will find himself (Mk. 8:35).

There is 2 widespread idea that the religion of Jesus is first and foremost
a call to renounce the world and to deny oneself the natural ambitions and
joys of life. There is little basis for this idea in the early records of Jesus’
sayings. Those who try to find it there sometimes separate it from the more
important supplementary idea of the devotion of life in all its aspects to the
supreme purpose of preparation for the kingdom of God.

“Anyone who wishes to be my disciple will practice self-denial and rake
up a cross and follow after me” (Mk. 8:34). This saying taken out of its
context and placed by itself could be made a basis for a teaching of ex-
treme asceticism. Mediaeval monks felt they were fulfilling this rule of
Jesus when they left home and {riends and property. They denied them-
selves cvery conceivable comfort, even in matters of food and clothing.
They literally carried a cross upon a chain or band around the neck. They
tried to “follow” Jesus Jiterally by walking along the road from place to
place, as Jesus did.
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The ascetic and monastic movements so important in the history of the
Church did not come from Jesus. In modern times the religions of India dis-
close the real home of such practices. In ancient times Oriental philosophies
made their way westward into the Roman Empire and had strong influences
through Gnosticism upon various branches of the Christian Church, Ascet-
icism perhaps had gained some acceptance among the Jews. John the Bap-
tist is described in terms which might mean that he had renounced the
world. In Mark 2:18, there is a reference to fasting practiced by John's dis-
ciples and by the Pharisees.

But Jesus’ disciples did not fast (Mk. 2:18). “Jobn came not cating or
drinking like others, and you say ‘He has 2 bad spirit” Now the son of man
has come, eating and drinking like others, and you say, “There is a glutton
and a drinker, a friend of tax-collectors and worldly peoplc’ " (Lk. 7:33,
34; Matr. 11:18). Jesus did not regard either fasting or eating as having
any independent value, Self-denial may be either good or bad, according to
the purpose prompting it. The kingdom of God is like “a merchant looking
for precious pearls; and having found one pearl of great value, he went
and sold all that he had and boughe it” (Matt. 13:45, 46). Material posses-
sions are the lesser pearls of life’s store, but may be of great value in mak-
ing it possible to secure the one pearl of great price.

The Father above knows that his children have need of the necessities of
life (Matt. 6:32). The Lord’s Prayer recognizes the need of food for our
daily living, But-spirjtual values are of grearer inportance. It would be of
little use for a man to accumulate early possessions even to the point of
gaining the whole world, if in so doing he lost his own soul. . . ..

Self-denial is a means to an end. Brotherly helpfuiness, the devotion of
all to the welfare of others, constitutes the higher good, to which all Jesser
things must be brought into subjection. The one who makes it his rule of
life to cater to his own comfort and fulfill all his personal desires will lose
his soul. It is through the giving of 4l one’s capacities and possessions to
the higher ambition that a man wiil truly find himself.

The relation of self-denial to social service has been a matter of much
discussion. Many modern social leaders claim, as Plato did in ancient days,
that the good of the individual must always be subordinated to the good of
the group. Such thinkers conceive of a society perfected through the con-
tribution of each of its members. If every act of every individual has in view
the good of all, then the result must be completely good.

This attitude, however, is not at all that of Jesus. He had no such social
program. Jesus expected the coming of the kingdom, and he left to God
the plans for the mauguration of that new social order. Jesus was chiefly
concerned in preparing men and women for that great day when it should
come, His interest was in the individual soul. Jesus called upon his disciples
to devote all to the service of others, not because he wished to subordinate
the individual to the community, but because he knew that service was
the secret of growth. He taught men how to develop their highest and best
selves.

The religion of Jesus has become the greatest power in the world for
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social service. This is because it fosters the highest type of individual char-
acter. Of what use would a perfect social order be if the individuals of which
it was composed were only commonplace mortals? Many of the lower ani-
mals have a well-developed order of society. The level of life of the grou
depends upon the character of atiainments of the individuals in it. Jesus
was very close to the heart of bfe in his insistence upon the development
of the highest type of personal character.

Fear anp Trust

Do not worry about your life, fretting as to what food you are going to eat or about
your body as to what clothes you are going to wear. Your life is more important than
what you wear. Look at the birds of the air, they do not even plant fields or reap har-
vests; they have no storehouses or barns; yet the Father above gives them fond., You
are of far greater value than the birds.

Will worry help any one of you to add a single hour to his life? If worry cannot help
you in the least, what use is there in it?

Learn a lesson from the lilies of the field (Lk. 12:22-27; Matt, 6:25-28).

One of the obstacles in the way of human progress through the centuries
has been fear. People of backward countries ave still in modern times Jargely
controlled by motives of fear, They are afraid of lighting, thunder, dark-
ness, They arc terrified by eclipses, voleanic cruptions, and other unusual
occurences. Many primitive veligions are based upon the ineradicable sense
of fear and superstition. Awe, for instance, makes Oriental mothers sacrifice
babies to some river god, whom they think may otherwise visic them with
disease or plague or famine.

Caution and foresight, however, are virtues of the highest order, Tt is a
certain kind of useless fear, carried to extreme, which men share with the
lower animals, The finest type of horse is seized with fear when its stable
catches fire, not a fear which makes him seck safety, buc a fear which
makes it almost impossible for him to be rescued from, danger.

Human beings are often subject to similar panic in times of sudden
catastrophe. It is this sort of fear which the religion of Jesus aims to remove
from human life, Jesus had no fear which in any way interfered with his
uvsefulness. He did not shrink from death itself. His ministry stands out as
the clearest example in history of the fearless life.

A particularly descructive expression of fear is found in the highest and
best civilization of modern times. In the life of our large cities, the individual
is pursued and harassed by an enemy known as “worry.” The hospital

atient who is to undergo an operation is driven by anxiety into such a state
of mind as often to endanger the success of the operation. The man who
cannot pay his rent begins to lie awake at night, And often the man who is
financially solvent malkes his life unhappy by worry about his social status.

The religion of Jesus has no place for worry. It eliminates fear and anxiety.
If even the birds of the sky and the flowers of the field thrive in the course
of nature, what rational basis can there be for thinking that God will not
take care of his.human family? Jesus very strongly asserts the need of cau-
tion and foresight. In the parable of the talents, his denunciation of the man
who laid away his ralent and failed to improve his opportunity is unmis-
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takable. The ten virgins were five of them prudent and watchful, while the
other five were shortsighted and unprepared. The unjust steward was com-
mended for his clever foresight,

Jesus’ teaching is not that we should let the future take care of itself,
but that we should not let undue anxicty interfere with the concentration
of all our best on the present task and the larger program. It should be noted,
too, that Jesus docs not tell the sluggard or the self-centered man not to
worry. Jesus speaks to those who have turned their abilities to a high and
noble purpose, He never encourages laziness or lack of thrift.

When Jesus states in what scems an absolute and extreme way that the
Father will take care of his children, he is not saying that the children need
not do anything for themselves. He is rather expressing the attitude and state
of mind m which the children nay undertake to work out their own sal-
vation. Men need not be afraid that God is working against them. They
may rather feel that there is an.abundance of good things in rhe natural
resources of life. Men arc surrounded by abundant opportunities for growth
and happiness.

These beliefs of Jesus are in striking contrast to the attitude of many
ancient philosophers toward nature. Thus the philosophy of Plato was
gradually developed into a dualism which sometimes conceived of life as a
great struggle berween the spiric of God dwelling in men, and the contrary
element existing in a hostile world, But Jesus raught his followers to be
friends with nature. To be sure, he expressed very strongly the value of
work and service and effort. But he also made men sec the grear value of
occasional relaxation. The functions of the human body soon deteriorate
unless they have relaxation as well as exercise.

Trust in the heavenly Father is one of the greatest truths and necessitics
of the largest life. It does away with unnecessary worry and anxiety. It
enables men and women to develop the highest and finest qualitics of which
they arc capable in an increasingly favorable environment.

Resisting Evin
Love your enemies, do a kindness for those who hate you, say a prayer for those
who abuse you (Lk. 6:27, 28; Matt. 5:44).
If anyone takes something of yours, do not demand it back (Lk. 6:30; Matt. 5:42).
Do not pass judgment on others (Lk. 6:37; Mat. 7:1),

One of the most widely discussed questions about Jesus has to do with
his attirude toward war. The answer is clear, Jesus said nothing directly
on the subject. Jesus addressed himself to the people and conditions of his
time. The only nation against whom the Jews could have declared war in
that day was the Roman Empire. If Jesus ever said anything about war with
Rome, it was, of course, to advise against such a war, which could have
only one possible ending—the destruction of Jerusalem, Simkovirch in his
admirable little book on Jesus has brought out with great clearness the
political situation which was the baclground of anything Jesus might have
said abourt political non-resistance.

One or two passages found in the Gospel of Matthesw have been made
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into a teaching of universal pacifism. “He who takes the sword will perish
by the sword” (Mate. 26:52). It is doubtful whether the words should be
taken out of their context and applied to other situations than the ane for
which they were spoken. . . ..

Nevertheless, it is certain that Jesus vold his listeners to love their enemies
and to do a kindness for those who hated them, He told them to return good
for evil. Scott, in his book, has an interesting paragraph on this subject. He
says that the rule of not rerurning evil for evil has “been now incorporated
in the customs of all civilized nations. It is recognized that however grievous-
Iy a man has been injured, he must not retaliate for himself. The world
has gradually discovered that when once the right of private revenge is
granted, the door is thrown open to all kinds of evil and injustice. Nothing
in the teaching of Jesus has been so often ridiculed as his precept of non-
resistance; yet all experience has proved its wisdom” (Etbical Teaching of
Jesus, p. 72).

Jesuy’ teaching against a personal revenge, like that regarding self-denial,
is not to be understood by iuself, but only in relation to the more important
ideal of doing good to all, both friend and encmy, “Love your enemies, do
a kindness for those who hate you.” To return evil for evil is only to in-
crease the amount of hatred and hostility, The tyue way to overcome and
banish evil is through kindness, forbearance, and brotherhood. This higher
ideal of Jesus is the subject of 2 later chapter,

MARRIAGE aAND Divorcr

Anyone who does the will of God is my brother and sister and mother (Mk. 3;35).

Any man who has left house or wife or brethren or parents or children for the sake
of the kingdom of God will receive many times as much in this world and will inherit
eternal life (Lk, 22:30; Mk, 10:29; Matt. 19:29),

Any man who divorces his wife and marries another woman commits adultery
(Lk. 16:18; cf. Matt. 5:32),

To the married [ give advice, not I but the Lord; let not the wife depart from her
husband, bur if she depart, let her remain unmarried (I Cor, 7:10, 11).

And some Pharisees were asking him if it is right for a husband to divorce his wife.
. » .« Moses permitted a man to write a statement and send his wife away. This rule
was written in consequence of your hardness of heart. .. .. Let not 2 man separate
what God has joined together (Mk, 10:2-9).

There are many sayings in the Gospels which have been interpreted as
mesaning that Jesus regarded marriage as something inferior to the higher
state of a celibate life, These are, for the most part, passages in which Jesus
is emphasizing a spiritual ideal of placing God and his kingdom above all
other interests of life, even one’s own home and family, Jesus himself did not
marry. His rapid, active ministry, with its dangerous and its tragic end,
left litele opportunity for home life.

Bur there is little basis for the idea that Jesus in any way disapproved of
marriage or of married life. He speaks in the highest terms of the sanctity of
the marriage tie, He looked with profound disapproval upon the easy di-
vorce customs of his time. In the days of Moses it had been customary for a
man to send his wife back home without any explanation or apology, The
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legislation of Moses introduced a new era in the history of marriage, by re-
quiring the husband to write out a statement and give it to her (Deut. 24:1)
when he sent her away. She was then given a definite status and had a legal
right to marry another man,

In the time of Jesus there was much feeling that even such a written
statement from the husband was not sufficient. There should be some sort of
official understanding in the matter, and some recognition of the growing
feeling that marriage had more sanctity in it than the mere passing whim
of a husband. What Jesus most seriously opposed was such an action as that
of Herod Antipas, who fell in love with another woman and proceeded to
send home his own wife. Then, becausc John the Baptist objected, Herod
had yiclded to the plea of Herodias and given the order for the execution
of that noble prophet of righteousness.

It is evident that Jesus was suggesting a great principle, rather than Jay-
ing down any arbitrary rule. Jesus believed the institution of marriage to
be a holy and beautiful one and that it was being flagrantly abused. There
has been much discussion regarding the meaning of the “doubly attested”
saying of Jesus regarding marriage. Taken literally, it means that anyone
who “sends away his wife and marries another’—that is, anyone who not
only divorces his wife but marries again—has broken the Mosaic Law. In
other words, it is remarriage rather than divorce which Jesus opposed.
This is the sense in which Paul applied the rule of Jesus in the sitnation at
Corinth.

Perhaps Jesus was not so much condemning cither the divorce or the
remarriage as the combination of the two in a divorce secured for the imme-
diate purpose of remarriage. But to insist upon any exact application of
Jesus’ rule is to become a lireralist like the scribes whom Jesus denounced.
The spirit of Jesus' attitude stands out clearly above all such discussion.
It was a part of his religion to inculcate a greater reverence toward the love
of man and wife,

The Gospel of Matthew introduces an element not found in the other
Gospels. Any man who sends his wife away, “cxcept for unchastity” (Matt.
19:9; 5:32), 15 a trespasser. This addition of Matthew’s rcflects a period in the
carly Church when Christians were trying to find exact rules of conduct in
the sayings of Jesus. To them it seemed that Jesus must have made such
an exception to his rule against divorce. The exception is not in accord with
the spirit of Jesus nor in accord with his manncr of expression. He spo.ke
in general principles, not in exact rules. Surely the modern mind can rise
above this ancient pre-Christian and un-Christian idea and attitude (cf. John
8:1-11).

The mutual love of man and wife will, in che spirit of Jesus, be exalted
higher and higher with the passing centuries. All sorts of changes in mar-
riage laws and in divorce laws may occur. Some of them may be good
and some may be bad, but all those which tend to enthrone the mutual
love of man and woman as a God-given blessing are in the spirit of Jesus.
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PrrsoNAL CHARACTER

‘There is nothing that is covered up which is not going to come to light (Lk. 8:17),
Do not swear either by heaven . ... or by ecarth . . ., but let your speech be “yey”
and *no” (Matt. 5:34, 37).

When you are invited to a banquer do not take the best scac . .. . but when you

are invited, go and rake the lowest place so that your hast may be able to say to you
“My friend, come up higher” (Lk. 14:8, 10).

Because you have been found faithful in a small matter, you will have authority over
ten cities (Lk. 19:17).

The one who is faithful in a small matter is faithful also in a large one (Lk. 16:10).

A healthy tree does not produce bad fruit, nor does a bad trec yield good fruit (Lk.
6:43; Mate, 7:18).

Seek first his kingdom and his righteousness (Lk. 12731; Mate. 6:33).

Jesus insists that sincerity is a primary quality in personal characrer.
The doubly attesred saying, “There is nothing that is covered up which is
not going to come to light,” is only one of his many utterances to this
effect. There is scarcely any sin which Jesus denounces so often and so
sharply as hypocrisy. Any falsehood of character such as he observed in
some of the Pharisees was for him intolerable. One who pretends to be
good when he is not and who misleads hinself into thinking that he is
God's favorite is sinning againse the very spirit of goodness, Such an ati-
tude is “unpardonable” (Mk. 3:29).

“If the light that is in you be darkness, how great is the darkness!™ It is
a further development of the insistence of the Old Testament prophets
upon the need of heart righteousness in winning Jehoval’s favor. Religion
is not a matter of external acts or ceremonies so much as a cultivation of
noble character, The Beatitude, “Blessed are the pure in heart,” (Mate, 5:8;
Psa. 24:4) has primary reference, both in Jesus’ thought and in the Psalm,
to this same quality of sincerity and purity of purpose and action.

To be truly sincere, moreover, 2 man should avoid every sort of false-
hood and lie. The commandment, thou shalt not tell a lie, is a decidedly
modern commandment. The ancient Spartans are said to have considered
it far better to lie than to be caught in an act of stealing. Lying was and
still Is so cormmon in the Orient that the custom is that when a man wishes
to convince his listener that he is telling the truth, he swears by heaven
(Gal. 1:20) or by some other sacred object that he is not lying. Jesus
carried his teaching of sincerity to such an extreme that he begged his fol-
lowers to avoid all such swearing and to answer questions with a simple
“yes” or “no” (Mate. 5:34, 37).

Humility is another basic quality in Jesus’ ideal of personal character.
A Pharisec who publicly gave thanks to God that he was not like other
men (Lk. 18:11) did not win God’s favor by any such prayer. It is the
man who recognizes his own shortcomings, the man who has ideals which
reach out far ahead and above him, the man who is humble in the presence
of great ideals, who is the more likely to grow and improve.

This teaching of Jesus has heen misrepresented and misunderstood as
much as any other. Jesus had no place in his religion for an inferiority com-
plex. A man or a woman who suffers from such a misfortune may find
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in the religion of Jesus the best cure for such a condition. Jesus never
tells anyone to consider himself inferior to any of his fellows, Even in the
presence of kings and governors, early Christians held their heads and
hearts scrongly and courageously. Scott has put the gise of the matter in a
single sentence when he says “The humility which Jesus demands is hu-
mility towards God.” Humility is for Jesus primarily a religious attitude. It
is a recognition that there are higher ideals of living to which men have
not yet atrained.

The Bearitude of Matt. 5:5, “Blessed are the meek,” has often been in-
terpreted to mean that meekness is a Christian virene. This interpretation is
guilty of three errors. In the first place, the word “meek” in its modern
connotation is not 1 good translation. Goodspeed translares “humble-
minded,” Moffatt translates “the humble.” Humility is one of the elements
in the character of the world’s grearest leaders. Washington and Lincoln,
Jesus and Paul, were all examples of the power and blessing of humility.
The second error lies in the assumprion that the beatitudes were in praise of
certain qualitics, This is perhaps wue in the Gaspel of Matchew, but ac-
cording to Luke the Beatitudes, at least some of them, had a more direct
application to actual existing conditions in Palestine, “Blessed are you who
ara poor’” (Lk. 6:20) did not, of course, mean that poverty was a blessing,
but meant rather that Jesus was addressing himself to poor people and ex-
horting them to hope for a blessing in the future, In this sense, Jesus may
have promised blessing to the humble-minded. The third error is in faling
to understand that “the meek” iy a common phrase in the Old Testament
and refers to a particular class ar group of God’s people. The Beatitude of
Macthew is, in fact, a direct quotation from Psalm 37:11 in which the
psalmist sings of the glorious future in store for God's favorite ones.

There is, in [act, in the religion of Jesus a dynamic quality which de-
velops pcrsonality to the greatest extent, He never calls on anyone to
dwarf his own personality. The spirit of Jesus rather makes a man under-
stand that he is a child of God with an crernal destiny and that the world
is 2 workshop in which character can be developed and enlarged until
it is ficted for the larger plans which God has in store for his human fam-
yo.o.

Jesus’ approach to the development of individual personality is dis-
tineely religious. He led men to find God and to prepare themselves for his
kingdom. Particularly did he react against the common idea of his day that
God keeps a record of deeds and misdeeds, thar he will reward or punish
according to the record which shows on his ledger. It is significant that in
the scene of the great judgment (Matr, 25:31 ff.), the righreous are greatly
surprised when the judge highly commends them. They have been living
godly lives but have not been counting their credits. The ideal of the reli-
gion of Jesus is not that of building up a life of credit, piece by piece, but
the development of character which dees good spontancousty. The true
follower of Jesus works not for fear of hell or hope of heaven. He works
not for reward, but unconsciously, easily, Becausc he is God's som, he
lives the life of god's kingdom.
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Such a life is the pearl of grear price. The life of the age-to-come lived
here and now. This life of the age-to-come is not easy to attain. It is through
constant and persistent prayer that Jesus attained to his consciousness of that
higher order. His thought was thar if men could only all now live the life
of the perfect brotherhood, the great reward would at once be realized.
This teaching is the “Gospel,” the Good News, Jesus urged his disciples to
tell it to all men and give them this vision of 4 kingdom already coming to
pass and near at hand.

In establishing contact with this life of the age-to-come and in main-
tining close communion with the heavenly Father’s plan for his children,
prayer becomes an essential element and assumes an important part.



THE ETHIC OF JESUS AND THE SOCIAL PROBLEM
Reinhold Niebubr

Sivce WarLTER Rauscurnsuscr aroused the American church to the ur-
gency of the social problem and its rclation o the ethical ideals of the
gospel it has been rather generally assumed that it is possible to abstract an
adequate social ethic for the rcconstruction of society from the social
teachings of Jesus. Dozens of books have been written to prove that Jesus’
ideals of brotherhood represented an outline of the ideal sociery, that his
law of service offered an alternative to the competitive impulse in modern
society, that guidance for the adjustment of cvery political and economic
problem could be {ound in his words, and thar nothing but a lictle logic
would serve to draw out the “social implications” of his teachings.

Most of this energy has been vainly spent and has served to create as much
confusion as light. There is indeed a very rigorous ethical ideal in the gos-
pel of Jesus, but there is no social ethic in the ordinary sense of the word
i it, precisely because the ethical ideal is roo rigorous and perfect to lend
itself to application in the economic and political problems of our day.
This does not mean that the ethic of Jesus has no light to give to a modern
Christian who faces the perplexing economic and political issues of a
technological civilization. It means only that confusion will be avoided if a
rigorous distinction is made between a perfectionist and absolute ethic and
the necessities of a social situation.

The ethic of Jesus was, to begin with, a personal cthic. It was not indi-
vidual in the sense that he believed in individual perfection abstracted from
a social situation, He saw that wealth tempted to covetousness and that
poverty prompted the virtue of humility, He spoke of the kingdom and not
of salvation, and the kingdom meant an ideal social relationship, even
though he might emphasize that it proceeded from internal spiritual forces.
His ethic was an ethic of love and it therefore implied social relationships.
But it was an individual ethic in the sense that his chief interest was in the
quality of life of an individual. He regarded as a temptation the sugges-
tion that he become a political leader or that he develop the political im-
plications of the messianic idea, and he resisted the cffort to make him
king. He was not particularly interested in the Jewish people’s aspirations
toward freedom from Rome, and skillfully evaded the effort to make him
take sides in that political problem. He accepted monarchy on the one hand
and slavery on the other, though he called attention to the difference be-
tween the ideal of his kingdom, which measured greatness by service, and
the kind of greatness which the “kings of the gentiles” attained.

Reprinted by permission from Religion in Life, Spring, 1932.
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His lack of concern for social and polirical issucs is, however, not as im-
portant {from the perspective of this problem as the kil-l(.l <.)f ethical ideal
which he actually developed. In terms of individual life his ethical ideal
was one of complete disinterestedness, religiously mativated. No one was to
seele his own. The man wha asked him to persuade his brocher to divide an
inheritance with him was rudely rebuked. Tvil was not to be resisted, the
borrower was to be given more than he asked for without hope of return,
A special premium was placed upon actions which could not be rewarded.
In other words, the prudential motive was treated with utmost severity.
There are, of course, words in the teachings of Jesus which are not as
rigorous as this. He promised rewards, Some of these words belong to a
humanist strain in his teachings in which he merely makes a shrewd analysis
of the effect of certain actions. The severe judge will be judged severely.
The proud man will be abased and the humble man exalted. Here the socinl
rewards of social attitudes are recognized. Other offers of reward oceur,
but with one or two exceptions they can be placed in the catcgory of
ultimate rewards—“in the resurrection of the just,” of “treasures in heaven,”
of favor with God. On the whole, they do not seriously qualily his main
position that moral action must be motivated purcly by obedience to God,
emulation of God’s attributes and gratitude for the forgiving grace of Gaod.
An ulterior motive (desire for social appraval, for instance) for a worthy
action would destroy the virtue of the action and would result only in
the attainment of the object of the ulterior motive—"verily, thc_y have their
reward.”

Jesus did not deny that disinterested action would result in rewards;
“all these things” would be added, and the man who forgot himself com-
pletely would find himself most truly, Here is the recognition of the basic
ethical paradox that the highest result of an action can never be its de-
sired result. It must be a by-product, If it is desired the purity of the action
is destroyed. If 1love to be loved or to be socially approved T will not be
loved or approved in the same way as if my fellowmen caught in me a
glimpse of pure disinterestedness. Obviously the only way to achicve such
pure disinterestedness is to have actions motivated purely by religious
motives. But this very emphasis upon religious motives lifts the cthic of
Jesus above the area of social ethics. We are asked to love our enemies,
not because the social consequence of such love will be to make friends of
the cnemies, but because God loves with that kind of impartiality, We arc
demanded to forgive those who have wronged us, not because a forgiving
spirit will prove redemptive in the lives of the fallen, but because God for-
gives our sins. Here we have an ethic in other words which we can neither
disavow nor perfectly achieve, We cannot disavow it because it is a face that
the prudential motive destroys the purity of cvery ethical action. We
have a righe to view the social and personal consequences of an action in
retrospect, but if we view it in prospect we have something less than the
best. So powerful is the drive of sclf-interest in life, however, that this
ideal is as difficult to achieve as it is to disavow. It remains thercforc as an
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ideal which conviets every moral achiey ement of imperfection but it is al-
ways a hitle beyond the realny of acrual human hiscory.

Though Jesus was as indifferent to the social consequences of pure dis-
interesredness a8 he was critical of concern for the personal consequences,
it is not ditlicult to deaw conclusions in regard to che social ideal implied
by such disinterestedness, In practical terms it means a combination of
anarchism and communism dominated by the spirit of love, Such perfect
love as he demands would obviate the necessity of coercion on the one
hand because men would refrain {rom n‘nnsgres'sing upon their neighbors’
rights, and on the other hand because such transgression would be accepted
and forgiven if i did occur. That is anarchism in other words, Tt would
mean comnunisin because the privileges of cach would be potentially the
privileges of all. Where love is perfect the distinctions between mine and
thine disappear. The social ideal of Jesus is as perfect and as impossible of
attainment as is his personal ideal. But again it is an ideal which cannot
be renounced completely. Whatever justice men attain in the society in
which they live is always an fmperfect justice. The careful limitation and
definition of rights which Stoicism gave o the world us 2 social ideal always
develop into injustice in actual life beeause every person views rights not
from an absolute but from a biased perspective, The resule is a society in
which the perspective of che strong dictates the conceptions of justicé by
which the total community operares and necessitates social conflice through
the assertion of the vights of the weak before the injustice is corrected.
Justice, in other words, which is only justice is less than justice. Only im-
aginative justice, that is, love, which begins by espousing the rights of
the other rather chan self, can achieve a modicum of [fairness.

Whether we view the ethieal reachings of Jesus from the perspective of
the individual or of society we discover an unattainable ideal but a very
useful one. T is an ideal never arcained in history or in life, but one which
gives us an absolute standard by which to judge both personal and social
righteousness. It is a standavd by comparison with which all human attain-
ments {all short and it may offer us the explanation of Jesus” words, “Why
callest thou me good; no one is good save God.” Perhaps it ought to be
added that an atcempt to follow this ideal in 2 world which is, particularly
in its group relationships, hardly human and cerrainly not divine, will in-
evitably lead us to where it led Jesus, to the cross,

Valdable as chis kind of perfectionism is, it certainly offers no basis for a
social ethic which deals responsibly wirh a growing society. Those of us
who believe in the complete reorganization of modern saciety are not wrong
in using the ideal of Jesus as a vantage point from which to condemn the
present social order, bue I think we are in error when we try to draw from
the teachings of Jesus any warrant for the social policies which we find
necessary to attain to any modicum of justice. We may be right in believing
that we are striving for a justice which approximates the Christian ideal
more closely than the present social order, but we are wrong when we
talk about achieving a “Christian social order.” The .Bathians are quite
vight, T think, in protesting against the easy identification of the kingdom
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of God with every movement of social reform and social radicalism which
has prevailed in American Christianity in particular and in liberal Protes-
tantism in general. Those of us who dissociate ourselves from the easy
optimism of modern liberalism and who believe that a just society is not
going to be built by a little more education and a few more sernons on
love have particular reason to reorient our thinking in this macter so that
we will not come forward with a social ethic involving the use of force
and cocrcion and political pressare of every kind and claim rhe authority of
Jesus for it.

Our confusion is, of course, no worse than that of the conventional
teachers of Christian ethics and theology who have a racher complacent
attitude toward the present economic socicty and criticize us for violating
the ethic of Jesus in our espousal of the class struggle, for instance. Our
confusion is, in fact, not quite as bad as theirs. They have used every kind
of exegetical device to prove that the teachings of Jesus are not incom-
patible with participation in nationalistic wars or, if they have been a little
more clearheaded, they have found ethical justification for rheir actions
by proving that the ethic of Jesus does not provide for the responsibilities
of politics and economics, and therefore leaves them free to choose a politi-
cal strategy which is most consonant with their conception of the moral
goodwill which they believe Jesus to idealize. The crities of the former
type have no ground to stand upon ac all when they accuse radical Chris-
tians of violating the cthic of Jesus; for participation in a non-violent serike
action, to choosc an obvious example, 15 certainly not more incompatible
with the ethic of Jesus than participation in an international contlict, Critics
of the latter type have cut the ground for criticism [rom under their own
feet. They admit that any responsible relationship to political and economic
affairs involves compromise and they ought to have a difficult time prov-
ing that the assertion of national interest or the protecrion of national rights
is more compatible with the perfectionist ideal of pure disinterestedness
than the asscrtion of class interests and the protection of class rights.

But the confusion of our critics docs not absolve us of the necessity of
clear thought for ourselves. The struggle for social justice in the present
economic order involves the assertion of rights, the rights of the disin-
hericed, and the use of coercion. Both are incomparible with the pure love
ethic found in the Gospels. How then do we justify the strategy of the
“class struggle”? We simply cannor do so in purely Christian terms, There
is in the absolute sense no such thing as “Christian socialism.” We must
justify oursclves by considerations of the social situation which we face
and the human resources which are available for its solution. What we dis-
cover in the social situation is that human life in irs group interests moves
precty much upon the basis of the economic interests ()F various groups.
We realize that intelligence and spiritual and moral idealism may qualify
economic interest but they do not destroy it. Whatever may be possible
for individuals, we sec no possibility of a group voluntarily divesting itself
of its special privileges in society, Nor do we see a possibility of pure disin-
terestedness and the spirit of forgiveness on the part of an underprivileged
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group shaming a dominant group into an attitude of sociat justice. Such a
stracegy might possibly work in intimate personal relationships bue it does
not work in the larger group relations. . . ..

The social struggle involves a violation of a pure ethic of love not only
in the assertion of rights but in the inevicable use of coercion. Here again
one nced but state the obvious; but the obvious is usually not recognized by
academic moralists, No society can exist without the use of coercion, though
every inrelligent society will wy to reduce coercion to a mininum and
rely upon the factor of mutual consent to give stability to its institutions.
Yet it can never trust all of its citizens to accept necessary social arrange-
ments voluntarily. It will use police force against recalcicrant and anti-social
minorities, and it will use the threat of political force against a complacent
and indifferent group of citizens which could never be relied upon to ini-
tiate adequate social policies upon its own accord, No government can
wait upon voluntary action on the part of the privileged members of a com-
muanity for an adequate inheritance or income tax, It will use the political
force created by the votes of the disinherited and less privileged to initiate
and enforce taxation policies, designed to equalize privileges. Privileged
groups may accept such legislation withour violent revole but they will
probably argue against its justice until the day of their death. An intelligent
sociery will constantly strive toward the goal of a2 more equal justice by
initiating a more rigorous policy just as soon as a previous and more tenta-
tive one has been aceepted and absorbed into the social standards of the
comnunity., I this is not done by gradual process, with the unrealized goal
of essential cquality beckoning each generation o surpass the approxi-
mations of justice achieved in the past, the inequalicies of the social order,
always increasing through natural process, are bound to grow unril an out-
raged sense of justice (probably spurred by actual physical wane on the
part of the lease privileged members of a community) will produce a violent
revolt. In such nations as Gernany, for instance, it 1s really an open question
whethert any political measures can achieve the desired end of social justice
quickly cnough to prevent violent revolution,

The necessity of this kind of cocrcion, based upon the assertion of in-
terest on the pare of the less privileged, is such a clear lesson of history
that one hesitates to belabor the point and would refrain from doing so
were it not for the fact that half of the academic treatises on social ethics
and Christian ethics were written as if no such necessity existed. In this
respect secular moralists are frequently as naive as religious ones. In the
one case it is expected that a change in educational technique will eliminate
the drive of sclf-interest which determines economic life and in the other
case there is a nave confidence in the possibility of changing human nature
by religious conversion or religious inspiration. It is the thesis of the radical
wing of Christian social theorists, whether in England, Germany or America,
that nothing accomplished by either education or religious suasion will be
able to abolish the social struggle. We believe that such hopes are corrupted
by the sentimentalities of the comfortable classes and are caused by their
lack of understanding of the realitics of an industrial civilization. In what
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sense, then, may we call ourselves Christian or how do we hope to insinuate
Christian and cthical values into the social struggle? The simplest answer is
that we believe that the highest echical and spiritual insight may mitigate
the social struggle on the one hand and may transcend it on the other,

We believe that it makes some difference whether a privileged group
makes a stubborn and uncompromising defense of its special privileges or
whether it has some degree ofP social imagination and tries Lo view its priv-
ileges m the light of the total situation of 4 community. Education ought
to create some of that social imagination, and in so far as it does, it will
mitigate the class struggle or the social struggle betwegn races. The reli-
gious contribution to the same end may consist of various elements. Real
religion produces the spirit of humility and repentance. It destroys moral
conceit, Moral conceit is precisely what makes privileged groups so stub-
born in the defense of their privileges. The human animal is just moral
enough to be unable to act immorally with vigor if he cannot find a moral
justification for his actions, If the Chuistian Church used the cthical ideal of
Jesus, the ideal of pure disintercstednes_s, more rigorpusly, and if the modern
pulpit made 2 more astute analysis of human motives in the light of this
ideal, many of the rationalizations which now support the anti-social policies
and attitudes of privileged and powerful people would be destroyed. At
least they might be qualiﬁcd. One of the most unforcunate faces about our
contemporary moral situation is that the church has ceased to conviet men
of selfishness at the precise moment in history when huiman greed is more
obvious and more dangerous than at any prcvinus time., Nowhere has the
liberal church played more false to its generation than in its optimistic
and romantic interpretation of human nature, just when an industrial civi-
lization revealed the drive of self-interest in all its anti-social power. The
part of the Christian Church which has tried to convicr the generation of
sin knows too little about the problems of modern life to convicr men of
their significant sins. Thus religion has on the whole produced moral com-
placency rather than the spiric of repentance. The number of men who
are sufficiently sensitized by religion actually to renounce their privileges
must always remain small. But it ought not to be impossible for the church
to create enongh contrition and consciousness of human sclfishness ro prompt
men to a more willing acceptance of and less stubborn resistance against
sacial policies which aim at the restriction of power and privilege, [f we
dealt realistically with the facts of human narure we might be able to
create an attitude of complacency toward increasing social restraine, based
upon the realization that few, if any, of us are wise cnough to restrain our
expansive desires voluntarily in a degree sufficient for the needs of our
highly interdependent society. If there were a better understanding of hu-
man natare in the church to-day, an understanding which we could acquire
by the study of psychology and economics but which we might appro-
priate just as easily from the insights of great religion, there would be fewer
Christian captains of industry who lived under the illusion that they were
good enough and wise enough to hold irresponsible power and exercise it
for the good of the community. They would know thar the very possession
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of irresponsible power tempts to its selfish use and that the benevolent
pretensions of despotism rest either on unconscious sclf-deception or con-
scious hypocrisy.

True religion could mitigate the crueltics of the social struggle by its
creation of the spirit of love as well as the spirit of repentance, The love
ideal which Jesus incarnates may be too pure to be realized in life bur it
offers us nevertheless an ideal toward which the religious spirit may strive,
All rational idealism creates a conflict hetween the mind and the impulses,
as in Stoicism and Kantian morality. The mind conceives ideals of justice
which it tries to force upon recalcitrant sclfish impulses. Real religion trans-
mutes the social impulses until they transcend the limits set them by nature
(family, race, group, etc.) and include the whole human community.
Real religious imagination is able, furthermore, to create an attitude of
crust and faith toward human beings, in which the potentialities rather than
the immediate realitics are emphasized. Through such imagination the needs
of the social foe are npprccintcd, his innclcquacies are understood in the light
of his situation, and his possibilities for higher and more moral action are re-
cognized, Only the religious spiric which surveys the human scene from the
pcrspcctivc of its pre-suppositions about the character of life is thus able
to disregard present facts and appeal to ultimate possibibitics. The fact that
in Jesus che spirir of love flowed our in emulation of God’s love, without
regard to social conscquences, cannot blind the eye o the social con-
sequences of a religiously inspired love, If modern religion were really
producing i, it would mitigate the evils of the social seruggle, Iv would,
to emphnsizc the obvious once more, not abolish the social struggle, because
it would not approximate pcrfccti(m in sufficiently numerous instances. The
ﬁ[f_{ht for justice in socicty will always be a fight. But wherever the spirit
of justice grows imaginative and is transmated into love, a love in which
the interests of the other are espoused, the struggle is transcended by just
that much.

It is the fashion among many Christian idealists to criticize the political
movements of the disinherited for the spirit of hatred which they generate.
The church, so it is said, would espouse their cause much more readily if
the spirit of love were manifest in it. What the church fails to realize is
that its responsibilicy is chiefly for the moral and spiritual attitudes of the
privileged rather than the disinherited; for it is the former who makes pro-
fessions of Christian idealism. If the church wants to insinuate the spirit of
love into the social strugple it ought to begin with the privileged groups
not only because it has greater responsibility for them but because those
who hold entrenched positions in the social scruggle are obviously under the
greater obligation to be imaginative in gauging the needs and discounting
the limitations of those who suffer from social injustice. The perfectionist
ethic of Jesus allows for no such distinctions; for it demands that love be
poured forth whether or not we suffer from injustice. But no one can avow
such an cthic from the vantage point of privilege and security. If the por-
tion of socicty which benefits from social inequality and which is endan-
gered by a rising tide of social discontent, attempts to counsel love, for-
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giveness and patience to the discontented it will convict itself of hypoerisy,
except it is able first of all to reveal fruits of the Spirit, which it com-
mends, in its own life. Even if it were to reveal some fruits, but too meager
to justify a more trusting and a less vehement attitude on the part of the
underprivileged, its moral ideals would be regarded as pretensions. ., . . If
the spirit of love is to qualify and mitigate the social struggle the groups
which profess to believe in the cfficacy of love and who, at the same rime,
have favored positions in society are clearly under obligation to introduce
this Christian element in society. . . . .

In the socul struggle we are either on the side of privilege or need. No
ethical perfectionism can save us from that choice.



GOD AS AGAPE

AGAPE: THE IMPETUS AND THE TEST FOR
CHRISTIAN ETHICS

Nels F. S. Ferré

... WE Now cong to the very center of Lundensian thought, that God is
definitcly known through Christ. What, tlhien, is meant by this definiteness
which by its very nature cannot be theoretical definiteness? The sum and
substance of this revelation is that God is spontaneous, unmotivated, value-
indifferent love creative of fellowship. God is agape. To prove their main
thesis from the history of Christian thought, Aulén and Nygren have writ-
ten their most challenging books. In his book on general theology, Aulén
accordingly writes as follows: “The highese and last word about the God of
the Christ-deed is the word concerning God's agape. God’s nature, as
Luther says, is ‘citel Liebel ., .. Thus in the last analysis all the utterances
of Christian faith gather around God's agape as its center. This agape
breaks to picees all legalisde or rationalistic frames. . . . . Taith can never go
deeper than to the divine agape.” 7 “Not the ovder of justice expresses God’s
deepest nacare, but bhis spontancous, {ree, sovereign love which gives because
fr s its nature to give” * “All statements that can be made abour God are
statements coneerning his love” * God's puwer and holiness arc nothing
but descriptions of his love. Equally clear is Aulén’s latest statement on the
subject: “All that the Christian faith has to say about the revelation of Gad
is summed up in God’s Love; ‘God is Love. Faith cannot say anything about
God that is not a statement about His Love, The Majesty of God is the
Majestv of His Love. The Righteousness of God is the Righteousness of
His Love. The Judgment of God is the Judgment of His Love.” ¢ God's
love, which gives itsclf freely, unconditionally, sovereignly to the unworthy
sinner—a love high as the heavens above thought or law—this is God’s
definite disclosure in the Christ-deed. Around this thought is centered all
else. . ...

Agape is God's way to man, Eros is man’s way to God. Agape is unmo-
tivated Jove. Eros is self-centered desire. The uniqueness of Christianity
lies in its basic motif, in its new picture of God as agape. Jesus broke with
Judaism qualicatively when he spoke of calling not the righteous bur sin-

* Aulén, Den allininneliga kristna trom, p. 159.

* Aulén, Den kristna gudsbilden, pp. 186-87.

* Aulén and Rosén, Den kristna tros och livsiskidningen, p. 29.
*In Revelation, p. 304.

From Swedish Contributions to Modern Theology, New York, 1939, pp. 105-23, Re-
printed by permission of the publishers, Harper & Brothers.
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ners, when he spoke of loving encmies, for then he spoke no longer of hu-
man love, but of God’s agape. God’s love for the sinner is the clearest ex-
pression for the new rclation with God. “The Christian way of fellowship
with God depends wholly on the Divine Agape. Thus the question how
far those whom God loves deserve His love falls to the ground. To the
question, Why does God love? there is only one right answer: Because it is
His nature (essemtia) to love.” # In succinct sections, Nygren then defines
agape as spontaneous, unmotivated, value-indifferent, creative, and produc-
tive of fellowship. Agape is entirely, unconditionally independent of the
worth of its object. There is no relation whatsoever between agape and its
object, except the free overflowing of a creative love, which by the power
of its purity, is productive of the highest and most beautiful fellowship.
"The section as a whole is ended by the conclusion: “Hence in this respect
also the advent of Agape implies a complete revolution. Hitherto the pos-
sibility of man’s fellowship with God had been summed up in the question
by what way man could attain unto God, But now, when the way of self-
abasement and amendment is sec on one side as decisively as the way of
righteousness and merit, the conclusion follows that there is 7o way, from
maw's side, by which be can attain 10 God. If, then, there manifestly is such a
thing as a fellowship of man with God, this can depend only on God’s
own action; God must Himsclf come to man to offer him fellowship with
Himself. There is thus no way for man to God other than the way which
God has made in coming to man: the way of the Divine Agape and the
Divine forgiveness, Agape is God’s own way to man.” 9

With true insight as to its great importance Nygren then takes up a
theme which he has treated more extensively at an carlier time: the mean-
ing of Jesus' parables. In this he especially turns against A. Jiilicher’s mon-
umental work on the subject: Die Gleichnisreden Jesu, since the latter au-
thor explains the parables demonstratively, ie., as common incidents used
in order to elicit an, inevitable affirmative from the hearers, even in applica-
rion to the spiritual realm, The strength of the parables lies, cherefore,
according to Julicher, in their obviousness. The parables would thus be
reasoning from the natural to the spiritual, from man to God, Nygren, on
the other hand, endeavors to show that they are not demonstrative, but
revelatory, that they deal not with general religious or ethical truths, ob-
vious in nature if demonstratively revealed, but with relations directly con-
trary to human customs and ideas. The two parables which Nygren malkes
most use of are those of the Workers in the Vineyard and the Prodigal
Son. Here the accepted order of Justice is broken, and through it all a pic-
tare is drawn revealing God’s agape, God's spontaneous, unmotivated,
value-indifferent, creative love productive of fellowship.

Needless to say, Paul provides a great deal of material, although it must
be stressed that, in Lundensian thought, no basic cleavage between the
thought of Jesus and Paul is allowed. To Paul the Gospel is the news of

® Niygren, Agape and Eros, p. 52,
*Ibid,, p. 56.
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the Cross, and the theology of the Cross is nothing but God's free, over-
welling love giving itself to the absolutely unworthy, for whom, for the
sake of driving home the lesson, Paul uses four different expressions:
“weak, ungodly, sinners, enemics.” 7 Paul hinwelf, in that the persecutor
became apostie, had experienced God’s agape. In connection with Paul's
famous hymn to love, Nygren differs sharply with the inrerpretations of
both Harnack and Reitzenstein, who make i, respectively, love 1o neighbor
and love to God, but who also respectively interpret it moralistically and
as an expansion of eros. For Nygren, the hymn is a most definite statement
of agape, for “the fact is that for Paul Agape has a meaning and a char-
acter all its own, independent of its object, He thinks of Agape as primarily
God’s own love.” # Even though, according to its nature, it has overflowed
into our hearts where it constrains and compels us, it is still God’s agape,
the divine love which has taken possession of the inner man. Tt is no longer
we who live, but “Christ liveth” in us. Paul is definitely, whether or not
conscious of it in these terms, breaking with the gnosis “which is in part,”
for this is the very expression of the Hellenistic eror motif. Flere i, per-
haps, the first historic clash beuween the two mortifs, |, , . .

The highest formal expression of agape, however, is given in the Firs
Epistle of John. “Both in the Synoptic Gospels and in Paul the thought of
God and the thoughe of Agape are brought so near wogether that they are
virtually identified. Paul in particular hovers on the edge of the formal
identification in such phrases as ‘the Gud of Agape’; but though he has in
face fully grasped the essential idea, the phirase which clinches the macter
is never uttered by hin The first Iipistle of John wmkes the final steps ‘God
is Agape’ (1 Johniv: 8 and 16). God is Apape, and Agape is God.” Y Never-
theless, the agape motil is nowhere nearly so purely expressed in John as
in Paul, and that for three definite reasons: (1) The Johannine licerature
gives a metaphysical background to agape which has even a cosmic flavor.
God’s agape is schematized {nto a love (lowing from God to Christ, then
to the disciples, and finafly, to the brethren. This scheme makes of agape
a process of continuous self-impartation. The love of God for his Son,
mareaver, might have a definite motivation. John cven lets Jesus speak of
the Father’s loving the disciples because they have loved the Son. (John
16:27) (2) The love of the disciples, furthermore, is particularistic, ie,
the love of “the brethren.” For agape to be entirely unmotivared, however,
it can in no way countenance any particularism. (3) Besides, the Jove of
the world is specifically forbidden, and chis involves selective reflection,
i.c, some recognition of the worth of its object. John's significance in rela-
tion to the agape motif, therefore, can be looked at from two points of
view. From the one, he gave the highest formal expression to the motif;
God is agape. He also gave the immortal thought that “God so loved the
world that he gave. . ., ." On the other hand, he weakened the force of

* Ibid., p. 87.
* Ibid., p. 104,
* Ibid., p. 109.
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the motif by introducing a particularism entircly inconsistent with ity in-
nermost nature,

In discussing ‘the eros motif, Nygren centers his attention around Plato,
Aristotle, and Neo-Platonism. . . . .

Plato, it is well known, took over this myth, and the idea of eros forms
no little patt of his soteriological philosophy. Nygren further maintains
that the genuine Platonic system is so sharply dualistic that it allows for only
one active relation between the world of ideas and the world of existence:
namely an upward relation, “The authentic Platonic teaching knows only
one direction of movement, that of ascent, Plato’s forms arc not real forces,
and they cannot either directly or mediately exert their influence on the
lower world; Plato sharpens the dualism between the Two Worlds to an ex-
treme point.” 10 Although the two worlds are distinct, man has a part in
both, not so that he in any, way bridges the two, but in such a way that he
must ever desire to escape from the sensuous in order to find the ideal.
“Eros is man's conversion from the semsible to the super-sensible; it is the
upward movement of the soul; it is a veal [orce, driving the soul upaards
to seek the world of the Forms. 1f there were no such thing as Tiros, there
would be no interaction between the two warlds ar all; they would simply
remain at rest, side by side with one another.” 1 From this point of view,
“the Myth of Fros can be regarded as the chicf of all Placo’s myths, the
myth which gives us the clearest view of the inper meaning of Placo’s
thought.” 12 Thus we can understand Plaro’s doctrines of recollection in
the Phaedrus, and of Eros as the child of Penia and Poros in the Symiposion.
Even though eres in the nobler seuse always desires the beautiful and the
good, it is, nevertheless, always man’s selfish yearning for what is above
him. It is man’s way to the divine; it is cgocentric love. Eros desires to obtain
and possess cternally. Irs doctrine of immortality is merely selfish desire
eternally prolonged.

Aristotle, on the other hand, is historically importanc in that he gave a
cosmic scope to the eros motif. “The whole process of nature is represented
by Aristotle as a movement or successive ascent from matter to form, from
potentiality to actuality, from imperfection to perfection of being. The
cause of this movement is to be found in the influence of form on matter,
an influence which works in two ways: partly as an attraction, drawing
matter into the likeness of the form, and partly as the actual change made
by the form in the matter, so that the resulting thing itself becomes matter
for the production of a higher form.” 13 Even as in Plato the forms have
the primacy, for they affect, but are in no way affected by, matter. The
forms are ever and entirely unmoved, while moving matter or lower de-
grees of form according to the principle. The motion found in matter or
in the incomplete form is caused by eros, and this motion is always in an
ascending direction. “In Aristotle we meet again the Platonic Eros, exalted

10 Ibid., pp. 153-54.
. 1bid,, pp. 127-28,
 Ibid,, p. 125,

™2 Ibid,, pp. 141-42,
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10 become the driving-force of the universe. However wide be the gulf
berween them in other respects, in regard to Eros Aristotle is Plato’s faith-
ful disciple.” 1* No wonder that the Catholic Church in the Middle Ages
was unable to give expression to the basically Christian idea while working
with this philosophy which, at its very foundations, directly opposed Chris-
tianity.

Similarly Neo-Platonism taught the eros doctrine, the way from man to
God alone. This may, at first, scem to be an obvious mis-statement, since
the Neo-Platonic philosophers plainly taught a downward as well as an
upward movement. Nevercheless, whatever may be the other relations of
Neo-Platonism with Gnosticism or Alexandrianism, as to eros its teachings
are perfectly clear. Berween the idea of descent in Platonic philosophy and
the Christian agape there is no connection, The Neo-Platonic descent is
invariably cosmological and caused by a philosophical desire to explain how
the lower world, the world of cvil matter, could proceed from the One.
In short, the problem was ontological. Soteriologically, Neo-Platonism has
only one way: from man to God. The descent, further, is really unreal.
The One is irs absolutcness still remains divinely clevated and never descends
from its heavenly throne. Since the idea of eros in the Neo-Platonic sys-
tem a5 well as in che Platonic is far (rom above controversial considerations,
it scems best to let Nygren sum up his own position,

It would be a complete mistake to infer , . . . that the teaching of Plodnus makes
a real approach toward the Christian idea of Agape; there is no connection between
the two. ‘The differences may be tabulared thus: (i) When Plotinus speaks of a Descent,
he is thinking of a cosmic process, corresponding to the creation of the world, the
process by which the lower world proceeded forth from the One, and not at all of
salvation; salvation is deseribed by him exclusively in terms of the upward way. The
union with God of which he speaks is attained, not at all through God in Agape com-
ing down to man, bur through man by Lros ascending to God, (i) His language about
the downward way does not at all mean that God in any true sense came down,
The One, the Divine, remains ever in its exalted place; and in the same way reason and
the world-soul and the individual souls which maintain their connection with the world-
soul are never thought of as descending from their royal thrones; for when the higher
cares for the lower and “sets it in order and adorns it,” it is regarded as remaining in
its exalted place while it exercises this influence. Tt never enters in under the condi-
tions of the lower level of life; it acts altogether by “passive rule”. .. .. It is funda-
mental to Plotinus’ thought that the Divine'is self-sufficient, and cannot be dhought of
as leaving its exalted repose. The idea of a spontaneous coming-down is to him incon-
ceivable. (iii) In so far as the downward way means a real Descent, it mreans not a
Divine “coming douwn,” but a fall—the fall of the soul inta sin and guilr. That which
descends to a Jower level docs so involuntarily; its fall is the result of weakness and
inability to retain its exalted place, Therefore it is impossible for the Divine Being ever
really to descend.

It is clear, therefore, that the likeness between the downward way in Plotinus and
the Christan idea of Agape is purely superficial; the twa conceptions have nothing
to do with one another. Zeller sums the matter up thus: “The one speaks of a Descent
of the Godhead to the lowest de;:ths of human weakness; the other calls for an ascent
of man to superhuman divinity.” *

*Ibid,, p. 142,
** 1bid., pp. 154-55.
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Even when Plotinus identifics God with ¢ros, the love which God is,
or has, is from and for himself. God in himself is beauciful, lovely, and by
his very nature can love nothing bur himself. God, to be sure, is eroy, but
eros desiring himself, Thus we see that eros and agape are completely dis-
tinct, qualitatively different, Agape is the Christian motif depicting a loving
God who freely, unreservedly gives himself without any thoughe as to the
worth of the object of his love. Eros is always the desiring, craving, sclf-
centered love so thoroughly characteristic of the motif that even when God
is called eros it is meaningless unless understood in the sense of self-satisfac-
tion. “The idea of Eros does not really apply to Ged, and if it can, by a zour
de force, be used of Him, its character as love of desire and egocentric love
forces the consequence that it can only mean a love centering wholly in
Himself and enjoying His own perfection. ‘God is Eros’ is meaningless unless
Eros is interpreted as avrofi &pws. But it would be pure nonsense to speak of
Agape as self-love.” 16

Agape, on the other hand, is the transvaluation of all values. “Agape is a
slap in the face to the Jewish piety of the law as well as to the Lellenisiic
piety of eros”17 Agape is the direct contradictory of zomos and as such
destroys the entire foundation of the Jewish world of values. Agape is also
the direct opposite of Greek wisdom: God loves not the wise, as Aristotle
said, but the foolish, in order to confound the wise. In the Christian motif
the chasm between God and man is absolute. Man cannot by work or by
wisdom find God. God wone can bridge the gap. Truly and cver agape 1
a stumbling block to the Jews, and to the Greeks, foolishness, Agape is the
value-indifferent love of God, who simply loves by his own nacure, un-
conditionally, unreservedly,

In contrast with Eros, Agape can be effectively illustrated by Nygren's
own tabulation of opposite descriptive terms:

Eros is a desire of good for the self.

Agape is self-giving.
Eros is man's effort to ascend.

Agape comes down from abave.

Eros is man’s way to God,

Eros is man’s achicvement, the endeavor
of man to achieve salvation.

Eros is ego-centric love, a form of self-
assertion of the highest, noblest, sub-
limest kind.

Eros secks to gain its life, a life Divine,
immortal.

Eros is a will to have and to possess, rest-
ing on = sense of nced.

Eros is primarily human love, and God
is the object of Eros.
Eros, when it is applied to God, is a love

fashioned after the pattern of human
love.

** 1bid., pp. 156-57.

Agape is God’s way to man.

Agape is a frec gift, a salvation which
is the work of Divine love,

Agape is unselfish love, which “seeketh
not its own,” and freely spends itself,

Agape lives by God's life, and therefore
dares to “lose it.”

Agape freely gives and spends, for it
rests on God’s own richness and full-
ness,

Agape is primarily God's own love, for
God is Agape.
Agape, when it appears in man, is a love

that takes its form from God’s own
love.

Y Nygren, Den kristna kirlekstanken, p. 162,
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Eros is determined by and dependent un Agape is sovereign and independent with

the quality of its object, its beauty and regard to its object, and is poured out
value; hence it is not spontaneous, but on “the evil and the good”; hence it is
“caused,” called forth by the value of spontancous, “uncaused,” and bestows
its object,

itself on those who are not worthy of it
Eros recognizes value in its object, and Agape loves, and creates value in its ob-
therefore loves it ject.*

The two motifs may be compared systematically: “Love expresses a re-
lation between a subject who loves and an object that is loved. We have,
then, three ‘relations’ of love, according to its possible subjects and ob-
jects: (i) God’s love for man; (ii) man’s love for god; (iit) man's love for
his fellow-men. To these, however, we must add (iv) man’s self-love; for
though this is not properly a relation, since the subject and the object are
the same, human self-love has held so important a part in the history of the
idea of love, that it is necessary to include it in our scheme.

“We must now sce what different forms these four relations of love
take in the contexts of Iros and of Agape respectively, and how they il-
lustrace the opposition of the two ideas.” 19

God's love as eros is entirely meaningless, If eros is desiving love, and if
God needs nothing, but remains in untroubled bliss, God’s eros is, naturally,
non-existent excepe as it can be interpreted by a tour de force as self-love
or sel{-aflirmation. In rhe ggope motil, however, God is in the very center,
God is the source of all agape. God iv agape. Love 10 God must be central
in the eros system, however, since God represents the acme of the values
which egocentric love desives. In the agape motif, on the other hand, it is
difficult to speal of agape to God, partly because of the {act that since
God only is by his nature love, man has no real independence and spon-
taneity in the relation with God, and partly because man’s love to God is
only gratitude for belonging to him. This love is a “reflex” of God’s love,
and might betrer be termed faith. It is purely cheocentric, and man has no
choice in the matter. “Man’s love to God cannot, except in a limited sense,
be the love of desive; for God is too high, too great, to be simply the object
of man’s desiring, He is not the Highest Good, in the sense that He surpasses
all other objects of desire, but he stands above and beyond the things that
man can desire. Man’s love to God, in the Christian sense, must be a purely
theocentric love, in which all human choice is excluded: ‘Ye did not choose
Me, but I chose you.' (John xv:16) Here lies the deep truth of predestina-
tion. Man is to K)ve God, not because he finds fuller and completer sat-
isfaction of his need in God than in any other object of desire, but because
God’s ‘uncaused’ love has overpowered him and constrained him, so that
he can do nothing else than love God.” 20

In the love of man for his neighbor the two ideas are egually distinct.
Eros is man's love of neighbor for rhe sake of reaching God, for the sake

** Nygren, Agape and Eros, p. 165,
*1bid,, p. 166.
# 1bid., p. 168,
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of selfish achievernent and advanceinent. It is, then, not the love of neighbor
for his own sake, a free, happy, overflowing love, but the sclfish love of the
divine in the neighbor. Agape, however, is God's free love flowing through
man over to his neighbor. “The use of the term Agape to describe the
love of the Christian for men means that in this case also Agape denotes
God’s own love. It is not that God’s love for man and man’s love for his
neighbor are two different things; they are one thing. Agape is used to de-
note God’s love, not human love; God’s love present in the Christian
heart.” 2t The love of neighbor is, then, agape’s free overwelling accord-
ing to its nature, Man finds a frecdom, a spontaneity through the gift of God
which as sinful he could not have. In the love of neighbor, thus, God is not
causa finalis but causa efficiens. Since “for God's sake™ is not a teleological
but exclusively a causal concept, the Christian agape has a love to ncighbor
which in the teleologically oriented Platonic eros is definitely impossible.
Eros, moreover, is even formally self-love. Egocentricity is the basic form
of the drive. Agape, on the other hand, is restlessly, exclusively outgoing
love. The very nature of agape, once and far all, excludes even the consid-
eration of sel-love. These relations are summarized by Nygren verbally and
diagrammatically:

If now we attempt to summarize our consideration of the “relations” of love, it is
clear that the matter resolves itself into this, that Iiros and Agape stand as direct op-
posites at every point, Eros begins with sclf-love, and lays great seress on love 10 God,
5 the final S'.\tis}acuon of the needs of the self, On the other hand, Fros always has
difficulty in finding room for love to man, It might be true o say that love to man
was never really welcomed into an Fros-scheme gll thar schemie had been adopted into
Christian theology and a compromise effected with the idea of Agape. In any case,
Eros must always regard love to man as a love for the good in man and thus a step
in the soul's ascent. But there is one form of love for which Eros has no place: God’s
own love,

Agape is the precise opposite, God's own love is the ground of all love, and the
pattern of all love; it consists in free self-giving, and it finds its continuation in man’s
love for man; for he who has received all for nothing, is thereby constrained to pass
on to others that which he has received. Love to God is far from absent from the
Agape-scheme, bur its significance is wholly different from that of Eros-love to God;
Agape-love 1o God lacks entirely the egocentric note, and is identical with the com-
plete abandonment of self. And there is one form of love for which Agape has no
place: self-love®

“ Ibid,, p. 96.
2 1bid, p. 171



THE KINGDOM OF GOD
Rudolf Bultmmann

WhaAT THEN 1§ the meaning of “the Kingdom of God?" How is it to be
conceived? The simplest answer is: the Kingdom of God is deliverance
for man. It is that escharological deliverance which ends everything earthly.
This deliverance is the only deliverance which can properly be so called;
therefore it demands of man decision. It is not somcthing which man can
possess along with other good things, which he may pursuc along with other
interests, This deliverance confronts man as an Fither-Or.

Thus it is meaningless to call the Kingdom of God the “highest value,”
if by this is meant the culmination of all that men consider good. And the
phrase would stll not express truly the distances between the Kingdom of
God and all other values, even if the relativity of these other values to this
highest value is emphasized. A “highest value” always remains in connec-
tion with the relative. The Kingdom of God as eschatological deliverance
is diametrically opposed to all relative values—provided that the idea of
eschatology is wholly and radically understood; and such an understand-
ing must now be sought,

It is already clear chat the Kingdom of God is na “bighest good” in the
ethical sense. Tt is not a good toward which the will and action of men is
dirccred, not an ideal which is in any sense realized through human conduct,
which in any scnse vequires zzen to bring it intu existence. Being eschato-
logical, it is wholly supernatural. Against all impatience which would bring
in the Kingdom by force, the parable speaks:

The Kingdom of God is as if a man throws seed on the land. He sleeps and rises
up, as day follows night, and the seed sprouts and grows up, he knows not how. The
earth brings forth fruit of itself, first the blade, then the ear, then the ripe grain in
the ear. When the grain is ripe, he sends the reapers, for the harvest is ready, (Mark
4:26-29)

Such a parable must not be read in the light of the modern conceptions of
“nature” and “evolution.” The parable presupposes that the growth and
ripening of the seed is not something “natural,” within man's control, but
that it is something miraculous, As the grain springs up miraculously and
ripens without human agency or understanding, so marvellous is the com-
ing of the Kingdom of God. If we need proof that we must lay aside our
modern view-point in order to understand such a saying in the sense of
primitive Christianity, let us consider a very similar parable of the early
Christian tradition. It is found in the first Epistle of Clement, dating from

From Jesus and the Word, New York, 1934, pp. 35-45, 126-27, 130-32. Reprinted by
permission of the publishers, Charles Scribner’s Sons.
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the end of the first century, and there the interpretation is given, The par-
able is to show how inevitably the divine judgment comes.

O you fools, consider 2 plant, a grapevine for example. First it sheds the old leaves,
then the young shoots sprout, then leaves, then ﬂm{vers, _then the green grapes, finally
the ripe grapes appear. You see how quickly the fruit is ripe. Iiven so quickly and sud-
denly will God’s final judgment come, as the Scripture testifies: Ile will come quickly
and will not tarry, suddenly the Lord will come to His temple, the Holy One for
whom you wait, (I Clem. 23:4, 5)

The Kingdom of God, then, is something miraculous, in fact the abso-
lute miracle, opposed to all the here and now; it is “wholly other,” heavenly
(cf. R. Otto). Whocver secks it must realize that he cuts himself off from
the world, otherwise he belongs to those who are not fit, who put their hand
to the plow and look back. The stories of the calling of the first disciples
are legends (Mark 1:16-20, 2:14); he who seeks for a historical kernel in
them by attempting to explain psychologically the behavior of the disciples
misunderstands them. But these legends are the historical witness for the
meaning of Jesus' message concerning the Kingdom, which tears men up
by the roots from their business life and from their social relationships
and commands the dead to bury their dead. *“The saints,” the company of
disciples of Jesus soon called themselves—those who are separated from the
present world and have their life in the beyond,

Although the metaphor of “entering into” the Kingdom of God often
oceurs that does not imply any possibility of conceiving the Kingdom ag
something which either is or can be realized in any organization of world
fellowship. Naturally both the Greck word and the Aramaic behind it ean
be translated as ‘“Realm of God.” However, this translation is a dangerous
one, for all modern conceptions of citizens or members of the state, of
fellow-countrymen and the like, are utterly mistaken. The Kingdom of God
is not an ideal which realizes itself in human history; we cannot speak of
its founding, its building, its completion; we can say only that it draws
near, it comes, it appears. It is supernatural, superhistorical; and while men
can “receive” its salvation, can enter it, it is not they, with their fellowship
and their activity, who constitute the Kingdom, but God’s power alone.
Even if the parables of the mustard-seed and the leaven really applied
originally to the Kingdom of God, they were certainly not intended to
denote the “natural” growth of the Kingdom, but were meant to show how
inescapable will be its coming, however easily ignored or misinterpreted
may be the signs of its coming which are conspicuous in the activity of
Jesus. The marvel}qus, superhistorical character of the Kingdom is the
constant presupposition.

But must we stop at this merely negative definition? What should we
understand positively by the Kingdom of God? What sort of events are
meant when its coming is announced? There can be no doubt that Jesus
like his contemporaries expected a tremendous eschatological drama. Then
will the “Son of Man” come, that heavenly Messianic figure, which appeared
in the apocalyptic hope of later Judaism, partly obliterating the older Mes-
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sianic figure of the Davidic king and partly combining with it, Then will
the dead rise, the judgment will take place, and to some the heavenly glory
will be revealed while others will be cast into the flames of hell, where
there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth. Evidently Jesus shared with
his contemporaries the belief in all these dramatic events. As in that saying
at the last supper, so at other times too, he speaks with entire naturainess
of eating and drinking in the Kingdom of God.

But it should be noted that he neither depicts the punishments of hell
nor paints claborate pictures of the heavenly glory. The oracular and esoteric
note is completely lacking in the few prophecies of the future which can be
ascribed to him with any probability. In fact he absolutely repudiates all

representations of the Kingdom which human imagination can create, when
he says:

When they rise from the dead, they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are
as the angels in heaven, (Mark 12:25)

In other words, men are {orhidden to make any picture of the future life.
Jesus thus rejects the whole content of apocalyptic speculation, as he rejects
also the caleulation of the time and the watching for signs. . . . .

The real significance of “the Kingdom of God” for the message of Jesus
does not in any sense depend on the dramatic events attending its coming,
nor on any circumseances which the imagination can conceive, lt intereses
him not at all as a deseribable seare of existence, bue rather as the transcend-
ent event, which significs {or man the ultimare Either-Or, which constrains
him to decision. The meaning of this decision becomes clearer when we
consider further how Jesus' message of the Kingdom is related to the Je-
ish eschatological hopes. Obviously the Jews thought of the deliverance of
the Kingdom of God as deliverance for the Jews, The Kingdom of God is
at the same time the Jewish kingdom, (Daniel 2:44, 7:27) Lven where the
expectations have gone beyond the old national political boundaries, where
God's world judgment of all men has replaced the downfall of nations over-
thrown for the benefit of Israel, where the material and nationalistic colors
have been blended into the pictures of the heavenly glory, where the de-
liverance of the whole world is expected at the last day—even there the fav-
ored position of the Jewish people is taken for granted, The Messianic
king of the last day is depicted after the model of the national Davidic
dynasty; Jerusalem and its temple, though exalted to heavenly grandeur, are
still in’the final day of triumph symbols of Jewish glory. The hope of the
return of the scattered lost tribes to the holy land is a constant element in
the eschatological expectation. And obviously the overthrow of the Roman
rule is equally necessary to the picture.

From Jesus we hear almost nothing of all these things, A clear impression
of this difference can be derived from a comparison of the eschatological
petitions of a Jewish prayer, the “Eighteen Benedictions,” with the corre-
sponding petitions of the prayer used in the circle of Jesus' disciples, the
Lord’s praycr, In the former the petitions run as follows:
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Look upon our need and guide our warfare

and redeem us for Thy name’s sake.

Deliver us, O Lord our God, from the pain of our hearts,
and bring healing to our wounds,

Sound a great trumpet for our freedom

and raise the standard to bring back our exiles,

Bring back our judges as at the first,

and our counsellors as at the beginning.

Give no hope for the apostates,

and bring quickly to nought the kingdom of violence. . . . .
Have mercy, O Lord our God, on Jerusalem Thy city
and on Zion where Thy glory dwells, and on the kingdom of the house of David,
the Messiah of Thy righteousness.

In the Lovd’s prayer we find only

Father, hallowed be Thy name,
Thy Kingdom come,

Thy will be done

a5 In heaven, so on carth.

This is in agreement with the answer of Jesus to the question whether
the Jews should pay tribute to Caesar: “Give to Caesar what belongs to
Caesar, and to God whar belongs to God.” (Mark 12:13-17) Thac is, the
seeking after God is not 1o be confused wich political desives. Similarly
Jesus rejects the request to settle a quarrel over an inheritanee: “Nan, who
made me a judge or arbiter over your” (Luke 12:13, 1+4)

But unmustakable as the difference between the eschatological expecta-
tion of Jesus and the popular Jewish hopes is, it must neicher be exagger-
ated nor, as is usually the case, misunderstood, The fact that in the thought
of Jesus the national connotation of the Kingdom of God remains in che
background does not mean that he taught its universality. He ook for
granted as did his contemporaries that the Kingdon: of God avas to come
for the benefit of the Jewish people. Among his reported sayings are some
in which the Kingdom of God is at rhe same time the kingdom of the faith-
ful, who are comforted: “Fear not, little flock, for it is your Father’s good
pleasure to give you the Kingdom.” (Luke 12:32, ¢f. Daniel 7:27) And a
saying in a different form is preserved in which the chief authoriry in the
Messianic age is promised to the Twelve as the representatives of the twelve
tribes of the holy nation, (Matt. 19:28, Luke 22:29, 30) These are indeed
not genuine words of Jesus; they reflect the hope of the earliest communicy,
in which the Twelve were probably first chosen. But the history of this
earlicst community itself shows plainly that the preaching of Jesus had not
extended beyond the boundaries of the Jewish people; he never thoughe of
a mission to the Gentiles. The mission to the Gentiles came into being only
after serious conflicts in the primitive church; and then the assumption was
that such a mission was a way of adding to the chosen people, the Jewish
Messianic community., The Gentile who wished to belong in the last day
to the elect must be circumcised and keep the Jewish Law.

Out of such assumptions arose certain sayings which are put into the
mouth of Jesus:



BULTMANN: THE KINGDOM OF GOD 305
Go not into any way of the Gentiles,
and enter not any city of the Samaritans,
But go rather to the strayed sheep of the house of Isracl. (Mate. 10:5, 6)

And this natural limitation of the preaching 1o the Jews is naively expressed
in the words:

Bur when they persecute you in this city, flee into the next; truly I tell you, you
shall not have gone through the cities of Israel till the Son of Man be come, (Mat,
10:33)

Erom the time of the controversy over the conversion of the Gentiles come
the stories of the centurion in Capernaum and of the Syro-Phoenician
woman, (Matt, 8:5-13 omitting verses 11, 12; Mark 7:24-30) These storics
show that there are exceptions among the heathen who are worthy of
being saved.

It is not impussible that the following saying goes back to Jesus himself.

There shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth when you see Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob, and all the prophets in the Kingdom of God, and yourselves cast out. From
east and west, {rom north and south shall men come, and shall sit down to eat in the
Kingdom of God, (Luke 13:28, 29 ¢f, Maxt. 8:11, 12)

Even if those who are to come {rom all directions 1o put to shame Jesus'
fellow-countrymen are really Gentiles and not Jews of the dispersion, the
words none the less navely assert thac the chosen people and its heroes
hold the eeneeal place in the Kingdom of God; afterward the Gentiles would
join them, according to ancient prophecy, (Cf. Isaiah 2:1-3; 59:19) This is
not an assertion thar the Gentiles will come instead of the Jews, nor even
that the Gentiles will come like the Jews; rather it is said that many Gen-
tiles will come to shame the Jews. Further, the coming of the Gentiles does
not mean that they join the actual historical community as a result of the
preaching; it is rather a miraculous eschatological event. But the chief sig-
nificance of this saying is negative; if many Gentiles are to bring the un-
repentant Jews to shame, then clearly, belonging to the Jewish race does
not coustitute a right to a share in the Kingdom. Just this emphasis is char-
acteristic of Jesus’ conception, probably also of that of John the Baptist—
the Jew as such has no claim before God. Consistently with this Jesus
proclaims a call to decision and repentance. Consistently, too, Jesus can else-
where picture a Samariran as putting the true Jew to shame, (Luke 10:29-
37) ...

The words of Jesus about the will of God arc to be understood strictly
in the light of the eschatological message. That is in a certain sense entirely
correct, but here it has a special meaning which remains to be tested. The
eschatological message is taken one-sidely to mean the prediction of the
dramatic cvents of the end of the age, the prediction of the destruction of
the world. [t is argued that because of this expectation of the imminent end
of the world, Jesus had no interest in the different aspects of moral life,
in marriage and worl, in the value of property and civil order. He did not
intend to give absolute rules for man’s conduct; his ethic was en “interim-
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ethic,” that is, his commands were only practical rules for the last short
span of time which remained before the end. For this brief time one must
do his utmost, enlist all his energy.

Now it Is certainly true that as a result of the expectation of the immi-
nent end of this world, Jesus was not interested in many of the concrete pos-
sibilities in which man’s obedience can be proved on earth. But this does
not mean that obedience is merely relative, a matter of prudent rules for
attaining a share in the Kingdom, rather than radical and absolute. We
need only remember that cschatological expectation in itself is not neces-
sarily associated with the call to repentance and with the preaching of the
will'of God. It can be combined just as well with wishful fantasies of future
glory, with economic ideals and hopes, with thoughts of revenge and pic-
tures of hell. Jewish apocalyptic as well as the history of eschatology else-
where offers abundant proof of this. It still needs to be explained why such
ideas are not found with Jesus and why, on the contrary, with him the
demand for obedience goes hand in hand with the proclamning of the fu-
ture age. . . ..

So long as we speak of an ethic of Jesus in the usual sense, we cannot
understand how the teacher of a system of ethics can at the same time preach
the imminent end of everything in the world. For a system of ethics presup-
poses the existence of the world and of the human race under the conditions
of this world as they are known to us. It presents ideals, or at least ends,
which are to be realized by our action, and at the same time a future which
is under our control. All this is expressly denied in the eschatological mes-
sage of Jesus; he knows no ends for our conduct, only God's purpose; no
human future, only God’s futare. But so we have learned to understand
Jesus® preaching of the will of God. In it no ends were prescribed for man,
no furure place under his control, Every ideal of personality or of society,
every ethic of values and goods was repudiated. The one concern in this
reaching was thar man should conceive his immediate concrete situarion as
the decision to which he is constrained, and should decide in this moment
for God and surrender his natural will. Just this is what we found to be the
final significance of the eschatological message, that man 7ow stands under
the necessity of decision, that his “Now” is always for him the last hour,
in which his decision against the world and for God is demanded, in
which every claim of his own is to be silenced, Since, then, the message of
the coming of the Kingdom and that of the will of God point men to the
present monient as the final hour in the sense of the hour of decision, the
two do form a unity, each is incomplete without the other.

For the Kingdom of God remains a dark and silent entity, like death, as
long as it is not plain that the demand for decision has for man a clear, com-
prehensible meaning. Only then is the determination of the present by the
future Kingdom not 2 denial of the present but its fulfillment; only so is the
fature a controlling factor-in the present.

Conversely, the will of God, as calling man in the present to decision,
is comprehensible only if this will gives man a future. For this decision is
no chaice between two possibilities which lie equally at man’s disposal; it
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is a true crisis, that is, the Either-Or between two possibilities, in which the
“old man” leaves his position of independence and comes under the sov-
ereignty of another. The sovereign in both cases is God, either the angry,
judging Gaod, or the gracious God. A man becomes through the decision
either a sinner or righreous. The rea! futurc stands before man in decision,
not the {alse future over which he already has control, but the future which
will give him a character which he does not yet have. This is the meaning
of the present instant, that it involves the necessity of decision because it
leads into the future.



THE RELEVANCE OF THE MESSAGE FOR OUR DAY
Paul S. Minear

To coNsIDER THIS topic brings to a focus two contexts within which the in-
terpreter stands. In the first place, it reflects the interpreter’s attempt to
come to terms with himself, with his immediate situation in all its com-
plexity. To measure the meaning of the gospels is to measure the meaning
of his own existence within his total environment. And if he be a Chris-
tian, any statement about the message of the gospels reflects the fibre
of his own faith, his personal relationship to God in Christ.

In the second place, the interpreter must speak as an historian, for he is
dealing with data ol an historical character. He deals with documents and
events in the past which condition his existence in the present. The very
importance of these documents and events to contempaorary {aith demands
that he examine critically their original nature and impact upon history.

This interpenectration of faith and history is no new thing; it has charac-
terized Christianity since the initial interpretation of the events which the
gospels narrate, Apart from living faith there would have been no gospels,
not to speak of a relevant message therein. On the other hand, apare from
concrete historical cvents, the interpretation of which /s the message of the
gospels, there would have been no faith, Because the gospels are the product
of history and of faith, their intcrpretation involves a double perspective.

Since they are products of history, the student must apply to the gos-
pels historical criteria and methods, secking to understand their origin, their
form, their purposes and functions, The written gospels represent different
stages in the crystallization of the Gospels, They contain the precipitate
of tradition, both oral and written, in which the first Christian generations
articulated their faith, Always pointing back to the eschatological events
which ushered in the era of redemprion, this tradition always pointed as
well to the emerging needs of the cschatological community. And it was
always through the medium of living persons that the tradition mainrained
this life-giving contact with the crucial needs of Christians, through per-
sons called to responsible tasks of preaching, teaching, worship and de-
fense. Always the core of the tradition was firsthand testimony to the
impact of revolutionary events. About this core the tradition developed in
response to countless situations, to multiple and mixed motives, which left
their mark on the forms which the tradirion assumed: proverb and parable,
paradigm and poetry, legend and myth, ritual and symbol, miracle stories
and the greatest miracle story—the Passion narrative.

Because the gospels arose in this way, I am compelled as an historian to
adopt the following atricudes toward the message which they tell:

Reprinted by permission from The Journal of Bible and Religion, May, 1942.
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(1) The message is a proclamation of events interpreted as divine revela-
tion. Through these events Crod was believed to have spoken to the faithful,
releasing the best news that tragic humanity had ever heard.

(2) Chuistian narrators were confident that this message was relevant to
all men, of whatever race, nation or century, for it disclosed an utterly
unique activity on the part of God through Jesus Christ, an activity utterly
necessary if men were to be saved. To Christians the message was as relevant
to Seneca as to Paul, to Tacitus as to Luke, Its relevance to Paul and Luke
was actual; to Seneca and Tacitus it was only potential. And to Paul and
Luke the message was relevant to every situation, to every moment of exist-
ence.

(3) Potentially relevant to all men, the message became actually the power
of God unto salvation only through the lcap or gift of faith, Only through
a radical reovientation of life could the relevance be experienced. It pre-
supposed faith in God, consciousness of sin and death, desire for life in
the kingdom, repentance and “dying-to” the world, faith in the crucified
Jesus as God's Anointed, participation in the Holy Spirit, fellowship in the
church, regeneration through the powers of the end-time, now operating in
“the time-between-the-times.” To use technical terms, the message of the
gospels is thoroughly theocentric, thoroughly Christological, thoroughly
soteriological, thoroughly eschatological. We may discern different strata
in the developing tradition, bur we discover thar au every stage the relevance
of the message depended upon the validity of this total faith, 1f we separate
“erernal values,” ethical norms, theological doctrines from this context, carly
Christians would discover no relevance whatsoever, Even the non-Christian,
“unbiased” historian should concede this,

As an historian 1 am compelled to conclude rhar the gospels possess this
character. As a Christian I am constrained to go further and to witness my
solidarity with those early Christians through whose faith the tradition was
preserved and elaborated. As a Christian, my experience testifies that those
events narrated are the most decisive events in human history, that the
story of those events has inexhaustible meaning because of what God is
still doing for men in the life, death and resurrection of Jesus.

In fact, to Christians it must seem gratuitous to raise the question, “Is
the message of the pospels relevant to our day?” Indeed, the spectacle of
Christian leaders debating this issue—even with proper academic dignity-—
must raise doubts as to whether they are Christians in fact. And the very
prominence of this debate in church circles reveals the uncertainty and
vacuity of our faith. Those who rcad the gospels and who find only irrele-
vancies remind me of Clifton Fadiman’s discussion of the reading by chil-
dren of books beyond their depth. “The child reader is an automatic select-
ing mechanism. What he is not emotionally ready to absorb, his mental
system quietly rejects.” Is this not true of us who read the gospels? The
meaning we find may not be an accurate gauge of the meaning that is really
there. As Nietzsche has written:

History will make you only those confessions which are worth{ of you,
Only out of the highest power of the present is it permissible for you to interpret
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the past; only in the most intense exertion of your noblest qualities will you divine
in the past what is worth knowing and preserving. Equals by equals! Else you drag the
past down to yourselves.

Through the centuries men have found the gospels too gloriously, yes,
too terribly relevant. If we find otherwise, should we question their testi-
mony or our own “‘selecting mechanism”?

The problem, as I see i, is not to defend the relevance of the gospel
message, but to define it and to suggest its peculiar appropriateness to our
day. First, however, we must clear the field of current but dubious assump-
tions that often render such discussions futile.

First, the relevance of the gospels is not and never had been dependent
upon the ability of historians, sociologists or philosophers to construct sys-
tems of evidence. Early Christians recognized that the message of the
Cross was both foolish and offensive to Greeks and Jews. Only those who
had eyes to see and ears to hear could apprehend the divine power work-
ing in Christ. Kicrkegaard has done great service in puncturing the illusion
that we can or should prove by objective reason what can be grasped only
by faith. If we should succeed in demonstrating by philosophical or histor-
ical argument the relevance of the gospels, we should do violence to the
very essence of the gospel.

Second, the relevance of the gospels does not depend upon the imme-
diate practicability of the teachings of Jesus within this world order, Re-
cent scholarship is underscoring the fact thar, considered as rules o be
fully obeyed within the existing structure of society, Jesus' reachings arve
imposible, Does anyone today seriously consider giving money to all,
loving all, forgiving all? Can we refuse remarriage to divorcees, recourse to
oaths and law-courts, abandon wealth and property and family? Do we serve
only one master, take no thought for the morrow, seck to become last of all,
least of all, servant of all? But the impossibilicy of Jesus’ radical demands
does not diminish their relevance. Professor Whitehead has pointed out
that it is the impossible ethic of Jesus that has been mankind’s most precious
instrument of progress, Nor is the relevance measured by the degree to
which we find the teaching easy of accomplishment. Has not the message
of the kingdom been most indispensable at precisely the times whea it has
seemed most futile? Did not the incarnation tidings have greater significance
on Christmas Day, 1941, than on Christmas Day, 19407

Third, the relevance of the message does not depend upon the adequacy
of the gospels in formulating a blueprint of Utopia or in prescribing social
strategy by which the world can be reformed step-by-step toward that
Utopia. We do not find a formula for social progress, anything com-
mensurable with Das Kapital, Mein Kampf or the Four Freedoms. Jesus
did not romantically expect that existing institutions may be reformed ac-
carding to the Sermon on the Mount so s to guarantec the ultimate arrival
of mankind in the Kingdom. To say this, however, is not to deny that the
gospel has social and ethical significance.

Bur if the primary relevance does not lie in these directions, where shall
we look for i? By following the clues supplied by those who created and
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preserved the tradition. For them, all of the gospel teachings are oriented
gbout the kingdom of God. Through [aith they had already entered the
sphere within which the power of the kingdom' was operating. The incar-
natjon, the baptism, the reachings, the healings, the calling of disciples,
the Passion, the resurrection, the coming of the Spirit—all these had sig-
nificance because of their relation to a decisive turning-point of history.
They were preliminary but pivotal steps in the revelation and gift of the
kingdom. Preliminary steps, because the gospels warned as did Paul against
deceivers who claimed that the day of the Lord had already come. Pivotal
steps, because the gospels testified that Jesus, the Messiah, had given to
those who received him power to become sons of God.

Precisely at this point lies the central problem in apprehending the orig-
inal relevance of the gospel. Assume that the original reference of the mes-
sage was the proclamation of the advent of the kingdom, with the de-
mand, threat and promise implicit in the imminent Judgment Day. As-
sume that the deach and resurrection of Jesas were significant chiefly as
preliminary steps in rthe escharological drama. Assume that hopes for the
fulfilment of that drama were frustrated. Assume that we can no longer
expect in the future the finale of the historical process in a Judgment Day
and millennium. How, then, with its postulates shartered by the irrevocable
logic of events, can the message retain relevance {or our historical sitwation?
If the kingdom be a reality, the gospel has inescapable significance; if the
kingdom be a delusion, the power of the gospel evaporates,

Dibelius has shown that many incerpreeers go astray at this point, Tolstol,
Dostoevsky, Kierkegaard rediscovered the radieal nature of Jesus' demands
and revealed the sharp discontinuity between the Sermon on the Mount
and the necessary compromises which this world forces upon men. But
they had no comprehension of the eschatological setting of the Sermon
and no eschatological setting for their own message. Consequently, their
radical espousal of cthe Sermon seemed only fanaticism to their contem-
poraries. Having discovered the setting of the gospel, can we discover an
adequate escharology for our own day, a modern perspective within which
the gospel may again exercisc its pristine auchority?

Such is the problem set for preachers and teachers. And upon the solu-
tion rests the continuing relevance of the message. For every man must act
in the light of an anticipated future, though no man can know what will
happen in the next moment. Early Christians lived triomphantly because of
firm trust in a future kingdom. Events seem to have belied their trust. We
cannot feign their certainty about the future; how can we act as trium-
phantly in the present?

Here, again, carly Christians suggest a clue, for this very problem became
acute before the gospels were written. Faced with the failure of furure
hopes, they did not surrender their eschatological vision, nor their faith in
the Messiah as Judge and Redeemer of history. Rather, they shifted em-
phasis from an unreal future event to real past events and to real present ex-
periences. The kingdom had in fact drawn near to them in the message
and mission of Jesus. Lifc in the new age was a vivid reality to his servants.
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The past and the present, considered in their eschatological framework,
became the ground of certainty.

Is it not sound instinct that propels modern mterpreters in the same
directions? Realized eschatology, as expounded by C. H. Dodd, underscores
the eschatological meaning of events which have already taken place. Fu-
turist expectations are renounced, though their deletion from the gospel
records is questionable. Nevertheless, the rccovery of carly Christian ap-
prehensions of the final significance of the Event, Jesus Christ, is to be wel-
comed. To view Jesus as bearer of the kingdom, his reachings as signs of
the kingdom, his healings as symbols of the Messiah's conquest over Satan,
his death as the road to the kingdom, his resurrection as the first-fruits of
the new age, his church as an eschatological community sharing the powers
of that age—to interpret these events in this perspective does justice to the
meaning which Christians have found in the gospel.

But not only may past events be understood 1 eschatolugical terns;
present events in 1942 nuy be st witltin the sume frawework, Kierkegaard
and Bultmann ingist that the present momenc is the only ponr in which
eschatological reality can enter history and condirion it. Now is the Judg-
ment, now the day of repentance, now hag the kingdom come upon you.

Can a futurist Jewish hope be so transmuted into a realized eschatology
and a contemporary Judgment? Much can be sajd for the aflivmacive, Ancient
Jewish eschatology was a myth which articulated the meaning of history
in terms of a divine purpose that transcended history. For people with
strong historical consciousness, such a purpose can be {ulfilled only at the
end of history. Yet such a purpose is grounded in the crernal characrer of
the Creator, and is revealed to men in historical events. The past and the
present thus may reveal the final meaning of life as cleatly as Ancs that {u-
ture event which brings history to an end,

Are the emphases of Baltmann, Dibelius, Dodd and Tillich effective in
suggesting the rclevance of the message for our day? Letr me suggest two
exarnples, the teaching on repentance and forgiveness.

If Jesus’ demand for repentance, which must be considered a key-note
of his teaching, is disjoined from an cschatological setting, its true quality is
modified. For it becomes a character trait, a moral virtue, to be cultivated
and possessed by thosc who seek the good life. Tt becomes an evidence of
man’s righteousness rather than a recognition of his sinfulness. It becomes an
acquired humility in which man takes pride, a first step in the acquisition of
merits, which logically diminishes the need for repentance. It becomes a
human achievement rather than an eschatological relationship to God,
wherein at every moment man sees himself judged and found sinf}ul by God.
Viewed as the result of confrontation with the kingdom, repenrance be-
comes an event, not a moral quality, an event produced not by man’s will
as he secks self-development but produced by the impact of God's kingdom
upon cverything human and worldly.

Likewise the command to forgive permeates the gospels, and is sanc
tioned by the faith in the kingdom. To this command there is no exceprion,
no limitation, no postponement, It includes the forgiveness of pecuniary
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debrs, personal affron, legal injustice, persecution, and any infringement
upon one’s rights. Absolute, radical, revolutionary, absurd—these words
aptly characterize the command. Taken as an ethical and social norm it is
impossible of application to all areas of life in an age dominated by Satan.
Yet there it is, impregnable and erernal, inseparable from the uneasy mem-
orics of Jesus that haunt men,

Whercin lie the roots of this imperative? In the continuing activity of
God in the present evil order; in the character of the future consomma-
tion of history; in the revelation of the kingdom of God in the death and
resurrection of Jesus; in the continuing power of Jesus as Messiah to for-
give sing; in the active forgiveness which animates the fellowship of the
Spirit; in the immediate personal experience of the power of the gospel to
convict one of sin and assure one of reconciliation; in the immediate aware-
ness that forgiveness of self necessitates the forgiveness of others and that
such forgiveness is the channel of the redemptive activity of God in his con-
flict with the demonic forces of history, These roots of forgiveness as an
eschatological event can be amply illustrated from the gospels. Can they
not be illustrated in contemporary experience?

The Christian confesses that the message of repentance and forgiveness
is relevant to every moment of his existence, to his relationship to himsclf,
to others, to God, And the ceachings of love, obedience, integrity, scif-
denial are similarly relevant, These imperatives may and do seem foolish
and offensive in tme of war, They leave the Christian most painfully con-
scious of his distance from the kingdomy nevertheless, this very consciousness
may be to him a sign of the kingdom’s power and its nearness, Fle may not
fulfil] the demands of the kingdom, nor merit inclusion in its life, but he may
experience a forgivencss which shifts his life to a new center and radically
changes the source and goal of his history. From this new perspective, re-
pentance and forgiveness are no longer seen as abstract, speculative moral
ideals to be integrated into a philosophical hierarchy of values and then ap-
plied insofar as possible. Rather, they are seen as existential realities, stem-
ming from the historical activity of a transcendent God, whose kingdom
remains the only source of meaning for the relativities of human existence,
Tlic message of the gospels is relevant to our day because it tells of an event,
at once historical and contemporancous, which gives meaning and direction
ta all other events.



CHRISTTIANITY AND SECULARISM
Jobn C. Bennett

I siaLL usk the word “secularism” for that characteristic of our world ac-
cording to which life is organized apart from God, as though God did not
exist. In using that word and in dealing first with the subject of secularism
I want to warn against the view which is quite popular in the churches that
our chief task is to combine all the religiovs resources of the world against
secularism. Unethical religion is a far greater danger to true religion than
secularism. It is possible to be closer to God in seeking what God wills
while denying his existence than in defending an unjust order of things while
praising him. And yet, secularism is a great distortion and impoverishment
of human life,

There are two things which secularism means. From a religious point
of view it means that the highest objects of devotion are human ideals and
human causes which emerge in the social process. Ir is in practice very casy
to single out ane such ideal or cause and make a god of it. "The most signifi-
cant forms of secularism are not those which have grown ouc of academic
skepticism, but those which with religious enthusiasm make a god of the
nation or of the communist utopia. From the point of view of the inter-
pretation of life secularism implies an answer to the final question which
life forces us to ask—what is the nature of the reality to which we owe
our existence? Its answer (dressed up as it may be in various forms) is
that man is the product of a blind cosmic process (or processes)—a blind
process which does not know what it is producing, which does not know
the difference between good and evil, beauty and ugliness, persons and
things. Tt matters little whether we think of this process in mechanical
terms or in vitalistic terms: the result is essentially the same.

This secularism has at least three roots in our sociery. It is rooted in our
intellectual life. Our one-sided emphasis upon science tends to level down
the world to those things with which the sciences deal most successfully.
A reaction is setting in against this tendency, but our minds have been
largely formed by the scientific habit of selecting from the world those as-
pects of it which fit the purpose of science and of suggesring thac they arc
the only sure reality. The development of a public educational system in this
country separated from all forms of religion in order to prevent any onc
form of religion from dominating it has created a bias of mind to which
religion seems to have no organic conncction with the major interests of
the educated man. The persistence beyond their time of forms of religion
in the churches which are incompatible even with the assured results of

From Christianity—and Our World, “Hazen Books on Religion,” New York, 1936,
pp. 1-15. Reprinted by permission of Association Press.
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science and which are an aflront to the consciences of men who have been
exposed to the scientific spiric has greatly aggravated these tendencies.

But morc important than the intellectual roots of secularism are some
of the habits of living which go with our kind of civilization, Our lives are
so cluttered wich things that it i5 not scrange that there has been some
atrophying of our spirits. We are so constantly stimulared by speed and
noise and entertainment and crowds that quiet and reflection are almost
beyond attainment. The results of applied science have been so amazing and
have so completely made over the externals of our lives that we have be-
come preoccupied with human achievements. There has come over us what
critics of our culture have called a sense of “human autonomy” or “self
sufficiency.” Also, therc has been the inevitable specialization, which has
meant that many of our best minds (as well as those who must specialize
in what scems meaningless drudgery) spend their lives in concentration
upon one sniall segment of the world from which they can get little light
concerning the meaning of life as a whole, Strengthening all of these factors
is the nature of city life, which again reminds us of what man has built and
ents us ofl from the world of nature, without which men lose their sense
of ultimate dependence upon what is more than human.

One further root of secularisim must be mentioned because it is so different
from the othurs, This is the antireligious bias of the radical social movements
in many countries, and especially of communism. In part chis is a reflection
of the secularism of our civilization. But it is also in part 2 judgment upon
religion as it has been, lived; a judgment which is too much deserved.
There is no doubr but that religious institutions have been controlled by
the groups with most privilege in society, that religion has been very
often an opiate of the people—an opiate alike for the consciences of the ex-
ploiters and for the feelings of the exploited, The revolutionary criticism
of society which is implicit in Christianity has generally been soft-pedaled.
So, in the Soviet Union all the foree of education and social approval
is thrown against religion in spite of the fact that religious worship is
rolerated. There are signs that this tendency is being moderated, but already
the attitudes of a whole generation have been molded. For the first time in
history the masses, as well as the sophisticated few, deliberately reject not
only all true religion but even all supernatural superstition, It is one of the
tragedies with which Christians have to live that authentic elements of
Christianity are embodied in a movement which has turned against all re-
ligion, and that churches which are being punished because they lack those
same elements of their faith readily assume that they serve Christ by de-
nouncing the secularism of radicalism instead of by changing their own
ways of life. There is, however, 2 growing minority in the churches which
understands that this root of secularism cannor he cut except by an inner
transformation of the churches themselyes.

Wrhat CurisTiANITY MEANS

Over against this sccular interpretation of life outlines of the Christian
faith stand in sharp relief, and overshadow in their importance the differ-
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ences of belief among Christians, I shall here present an interpretation of
Christianity in contrast to secularism in the form of a modern creed.

It is the Christian faith that there is nothing which is worthy of our su-
preme devotion short of the reality upon which we and the whole structure
of our lives ultimately depend. Whatever else is true of God, God is
more than human, prior to man, the being to which we owe our existence.
Christians may differ about the degree to which God transcends the known
universe, how far he is revealed in it, how far he is present within it; but
God is not merely another word for the universe. The universe depends
upon God and not God upen the universe.

It is the Christian faith that men in their search for the meaning of their
lives cannot stop short of God. They necd God as the intellectual explana-
tion of their existence as well as for the sense of belonging to an order of
things which gives coherence to their experience.

It is the Christian faith that Gaod is the final source of moral obligation.
One of the surest facts of human life is the fact that moral demands are
made upon us which we cannot refuse without the sense of having some-
how fallen. The significance of these demands is obscured when they
happen to coincide with our interests or desires, or with what our social
group approves. It is when a moral demand cuts across our own desires
and Interests and runs counter to the approval of our proup that we are
forced to raise the question: Why is this demand binding on me? Notice
that we are not here concerned with the origin of the particular thing
which is dennnded. It 1y have developed through a long process of trial
and error in social experience, The question here i not, What is the good?
but rather, Why should 1 bother about the good? It is in the answer to
that question that morality and religion mect. Here more surely than any-
where else we feel within our own souls the impact of a demand which
derives its authority from beyond ourselves and from beyond sociery. To
disobey is to fall, and to fall not merely in our own eycs or in the eyes of
sociery. There are some words of Professor Hocking which put with great
effectiveness what I have just been saying:

The day is saved, if it is saved, by men who keep on working for a group which is
not worthy of their effort, frequently under the calumny and attack of those they are
best serving, The day is saved by men who keep on, longer than any collectivity can
require them to keep on.

The essence of the matter is this—and I rest the case on it [the casc for the significance
of religion]. There is such a thing as conscience; what is it? Nog a racial memory, but
a sense of obligation that lights on this or that course when reflection has detached us
for 3 moment from the clamor of self-interest. Is conscience a luxury, a psychological
accident, an economic lubricant, an ephemeral sentiment induced by an indifferent world?
Or is it a companionship, an intimation of destiny, a perception that human choices have
some bearing upon an cternal order of being? To suppose that in some way conscience
represents the nature of things makes all the difference in a man’s life; to have such men
as its components makes all the differcnce in the life of 2 civilization.*

It is the Christion juith that God is personal. That word is a stumbling

* Christendom, Octaber, 1936.
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block to many of our contemporaries. What it means can be put in this
way. In the nature of the case God is unique. One cannot describe God
by comparing him with anything else of the same kind, The most that we
can do 15 to find suggestions or symbols in the world of our experience
(the only world which is open to us all) which seem f{ruitful in our
thought about God. The possibilicies among such sugpgestions are very
limited. To say that God is personal is to say that God is more like a per-
son than like a thing, more like a person than like 2 machine, more like a per-
son than like a mathematical proposition, more like 2 person than like a
tree. This last suggestion is pertinent, because the whole conception of God
as blind life-urge i1s symbolized quite well by a tree, But, when we use the
word “personal” as a description of God, we mean to include only a few
of the characteristics of persons. Qur human limitations which are inherent
in our physical existence obviously do not apply to God. Those character-
istics which do apply to God are: awareness, intelligence, purposiveness, the
capacity to appreciate, the capacity to vespond to persons. It is difficule
to see how a God who lacks those qualities could be a fitting object of devo-
tion or an adequate explanation of existence, or one to whom our conduct
could male any difference,

It is the Christign [aith thar in Jesus Chrise we have the surest clue to the
nature of God. It is not enough to sa?f that God is personal, That might leave
it open to believe that God has the characteristics of a Napoleon or a Musso-
lini—the man of power. To say that it is in Christ-like personality that we
bave a true symbol of the nature of God becomes especially significant
when we contrast Jesus with other types of persons. Moreover, God is re-
vealed not only in the personality of Jesus bur also in his teaching about God
and in his religious response to God, His trust in God and his commit-
ment to God form the clearest portrayal of man’s right relationship with
God.

It is the Christian [aith that it is the purpose of God that the spirit of
Jesus should be the norm for our lives, and that men should develop in the
world a fellowship which knows no barriers of race or class or nation, and
which is characterized by abundance of life, mutual loyalty, and 2 common
devotion to God. SoJong as Christians take seriously the revelation of God
and of his purpose which they find in Jesus they have a corrective for the
most menacing perversions of our time, for racialism and nationalism, for
economic injustice and war.

It is the Christian [aith that there is a judgment of God which can be
observed in personal life and in the events of history. God seeks to draw us,
to persuade us, but we can resist him; and when we resist him too stub-
bornly we find oursclves up against punishment. This punishment is ar
work in the moral structure of things which makes evil in the long run
sclf-defeating. In the next chapter will be shown more clearly the nature of
this moral structure, It is enough to stress here that through it we can dis-
cern the sterner side of God's activity. Men who organize their lives around
the narrow self or one or two impulses of the narrow self find themselves
in blind alleys. The world is unable permanently to organize its life on the



318 ESCHATOLOGY AND ETHICS

basis of injustice and nationalism without reaping chaos and conflict which
become each year more destructive. But one of our grounds for hope is
that the prospect of the judgment of God upon us or the foreraste of the
judgment of God upon us may reinforce the persuasion of God; and, drawn
by the ideal and hammered by the threar of punishment at the same time, we
may find the way in which to build the structure of our common life.

It is the Christian faith that God forgives those who are honest with them-
selves abour their sins, and who seek to turn from them. If God males
moral demands upon us and if failure to meer those demands gives us the
sense of having fallen, that is not the end of the matter. If it were, the more
sensitive we are the more we would be driven to complete despair or to
self-deception. The revelation of God in Christ is a revelation of one who
forgives those who repent. The evil in the past still has its consequences,
but the individual is able to make a fresh stare without being morally crippled
by the burden of guilt.

There is much in the emphasis upon divine forgiveness in traditional forms
of Christianity which quite rightly repels. Sometimes Christians have been
too preoccupied with 1t; sometimes they have used it as a substitute for
adequate moral effort; sometimes it has been narrowly conceived in rela-
tion to specific eeclesiastical practices and specific doctrines; sometimes ic
has been put into a framework of legalism, with the emphasis upon the
future rewards and punishments, But in our days we are again coming to
see the importance of forgiveness, Modern psychiatry has revealed the de-
gree to which the sense of guilt (even aparr from its conventional religious
manifestations), when it is unrelieved, can cripple a personality, More-
aver, the social situation seems often to involve only possibilities which are
in varying degrecs evil, all of which give us a sense of having done, wrong,
Reinhold Niebuhr has come to emphasize the necessity of divine forgive-
ness in view of our entanglement in incscapable social evil. e says: “In
every life there must ar least be times and seasons when the good is felt
as a present possession and not as a far-off goal,” 2 and he traces the pos-
sibility of that cxperience to the realization of the forgiveness of God.

If there were no such forgiveness, one of three things would Le forced
upon us: the denial of the binding character of moral obligations, the at-
tempt to deceive ourselves about our achievements, or self-despair. To
Christian faith this problem has always been an acute one and its promise
of forgiveness to those who give up the attempt to deceive themselves and
seek to farm from their sins is the word most necded at times in the cx-
perience of cvery honest soul.

It is the Christian {aith that God can be trusted to deliver from frustration
those who fulfil the conditions. The conditions are simple in the sense that
they have nothing arbitrary or artificial about them, but they are not easy.
They can be summed up in two words—commitment and trust. Men without
the consciousness of God stumble on the fact that there is a healing power in
life which goes beyond the obvious in delivering from frustration those

* Reflections on the End of an Era, p, 285.
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who are not preoccupied with self, Worship is both the act of commitment
and the cxposure of our spirits to those things which can lift us and make
us capable of commitment. There is here no stereotyped solution of all our
human problenis, There are puzzles to which we cannot see the answer,
especially the puzzle that so many persons are so controlled by fear and
self-concern that they cannot know the cxperience of healing when they
need it most. But it 15 2 matter of record that countless persons who have
fulfilled the conditions have in the face of all the tragedies of life found
deliverance for their spirits. It is one of the meanings of the cross that
Jesus found such deliverance, chough he experienced almost every form
of external evil, ’

The confidence of Christians in personal immortality has been a way
of underscoring this trust in God. It 1s the trust that not even death (which
has all the appearance of being the final frustration far persons) is beyond
the range of God's deliverance.

It is the Christian faith that there arc evils in the world which God does
not cause, Although most Christians would agree with that statement, they
would differ in the range of its application and in the explanation of it. If
we take seriously the belief that in man’s freedom there is a source of evil
by which the realizacion of God's purpose is limited, we can pet real Jight
on the mose baffling problem which Christian faith faces—the problem of
evil. A very large part of the evil in the world is the result of human action.
Some of it can be msceribed o ignornce; some of ir to a conscious choice
of evil or the lesser good, We muse still ask the question: Why did not God
create a world which would be fool-proof and knave-proof, in which the
rigsks of human freedom could be avoided? The answer to thar question is
that God himsel{ faces a limited number of possibilivies. If he secks ro create
a community of persons of tested moral worth, who are to be loyal sons
and not puppets of the divine power, he can do so only on the basis of
human freedom with all of Jis wagic cost. To have persons of developed
intelligence it seems that he must also grant them freedom to learn by
trial and error and to learn most by error when it hures.

This is not a complete answer to the problem of evil—we still, for ex-
ample, have unsolved the problem created by many forms of evil which
are rooted in pature—but it does greatly reduce the problem. Evil which
comes into the world through human agencies is not to be atiributed to
the intention of God. Nor is it to be attributed to a devil over against God.
This kind of evil at least is the by-product of a struccure of life which is
the necessary condirion for the highest good. In other words, evil is the
result of freedom, and freedom is willed by God as the condition for the
growth of persons. Along these lines it is possible for Christans to com-
bine with their belief in God full realism concerning themselves and the
world. They can thus avoid the greatest danger which besets religion—
the danger of sanctifying the existing order of things because it is the crea-
tion of God.

1t is the Christian [aith thar man combines in his nature high possibilities
and tragic handicaps, One of the reasons for the adequacy of Christianity
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is that it is realistic about human nature. It avoids cqually cynicism and sen-
timentalism. It sees the best in man and draws ic our. Man is thought of as
created in the image of God; and, though that image is distorted, glimpses of
it are still present jn human nature.

Wrapped up with man’s freedom there is the fact of sin, and—as inevitable
consequences of the limitations of his existence—there are failure and suffer-
ing. Man is not a finished creature living with a static character. As an in-
dividual and as a race, he is always at a particular point in a long process of
growth—growth which is uneven and precarious. Morcover, man is limited
in his knowledge, in the range of his imagination by the fact that he lives
at 2 point in time and space, in a body, in a particular combination of so-
cial relationships. Even ar his best, he never escapes the pull of inordinate
self-interest, and this becomes a bias in favor of the group which is nearer,
which is his group. In any particular situation it is impossible fully to un-
tangle the strands which are the result of a culpable selfishness, unavoidable
ignorance, an external situation too complex and too much weighted with
past evil to control. They are all there together creating man’s problem.
They will always be there to some degree so long as men are finite, bue we
cannot sct definite limits to the degree to which men can rise above them.
High possibilitics—tragic handicaps: that is the Christian view of man,

It is.the Christian faith that, in contrast to the habits of all history, there
is a genuine equality of all men before God. This equality does not mean
a dead level in ability, contribution, character, religious experience, but an
equality in the fundamental righc of all men to develop the possibilities
within them.

The Christian idea of equality implics in our kind of world a substrue-
ture of -economic justice and truc equal opportunity in matcers of bread
and health and education and environment. Christian love is a mockery
when content with anything less, Moreover, equality inplics loyaley to a
universal community according to which exclusive racialism and exclusive
nationalism—the two distortions of life which are most tempting to our
generations—are an offence against the God of all humanity.

It is the Christian faith that there is a movement of life in the world in
which God is working most clearly to lift the level of the lifc of men.
Christianity is not merely a set of ideas; it is primarily such a movement.
This movement of life first appeared in the dim past when Hebrew religion
emerged as something different from other Semitic cults, took clear form
in the prophets of Israel, burst into the world with new claricy and power
in Christ. It has continued its course, often cloudy and broken, in the
Church; but it is not limited to the Church. To make the Church a more
adequate vehicle for this movement of life is an absolute nccessity  for
Christians in our day. As individuals, Christians are helpless in the face of
the pagan forces in our world, They are thus being forced to rediscover in
the Church an undergirding fellowship, a base for operations, and a collec-
tivicy which can stand up against the arganized powers of the world.



THE KINGDOM OF GOD AND THE CHURCH
W alter Marshall Horton

I A receNT Paper Professor Clarence Tucker Craig analyzed the Biblical
concept of the Kingdom of God into three main aspects: “eternal fact,”
“present manifestation,” and “consummation still to come”; and described
the New Testament Church as “the sphere of God's salvation in the present
-« » prophetic of his ultimate triumph in the Kingdom of God . .. . that
is yet to come.”

While Professor Craig is inclined to restrict the term “Kingdom of
God” (both in the New Testament and in modern usage) to the hope of
a radically restered and ureerly transformed {urure world order, separated
from the present corrupt world arder by a great crisis of divine judgment
and redemption, it is clear from his own description that the “present” and
“cternal” meanings of the term are always implicit in it, even when hope
is as sharply concentrared upon the “future” wmeaning as was the case in
New Testament timies, We shall use the term in its {ull three-fold sense;
for taken thus comprehensively it is the clue tw all Christian thoughe,
whereas in the merely “future” sense (which is, indeed, the most typical
and deeisive} it Is the clue only to one periodically disappearing and reap-
peaing factor in Christian thought, The truth scems o be that as the
relationship berween the chureh and che world constanty shifts, first one
and then another of the three meanings of the "“Kingdoms” is forced into
promincnce, while the other rwo are relativelv obscured; but if any of the
three is utterly lost, the Gospel irsell' is lost and a reformatjon of the church
is in order,

I

The Kingdowur and the Church in the History of Christian Thought: The
Early Church and the Alillennial Hope. During the early period of struggle
and persceution, the Christian Good News continued to center in the
New Testament hope of an imminent future Advent of Christ upon the
clouds in glory, to reign in New Jerusalem with his saints over a won-
drously fruitful and prosperous earth, Details of this eschatology varied,
as they vary in the New Testament, bur it always involved at least the
two elements upon which Dr. Craig comments in its cschatology: (1) it
hoped for a “new society” on the earth; bur (2) this new society was
to resulc from divine imtervention rather than from any “program of
social reconstruction.” The church was thercfore not a “means” to the
Kingdom of God, but an “earnest” or “foretaste” of the coming new order,
a faithful “little flock” to whom God would “give” his Kingdom in due
seas0n,

Reprinted by permission from Christendont, Spring, 1941.
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The Catholic Church and the Present Reign of Christ. The carthly
triumph of the Gospel over the imperial might of Rome was a great surprise
to the Chuistians, and led them to revise their conception of the Kingdom
of God on earth, While they continued to look forward to the heavenly and
eternal Kingdom, which was to follow the general resurrection and judg-
ment at the end of history, they now tended to identify God's earthly king-
dom with the existing Christian Empire rather than with the coming mil-
lennial reign, In the East, where Christianized Roman civilization lasted a
thousand years longer than in the West, this conception has endured down
to our own times, having been preserved after the fall of Constantinople
by the Russian Orthodox Church and the other national Eastern churches.
From the dme of Ivan III che Russian Czars ruled as Christ’s earthly vice-
roys, like the Byzantine Emperors before them. The ceclesiastical author-
ities shared with the civil authorities in administering this Christian Empire;
but their power was confined to the sphere of doctrine and ritual.

Because of differing political circumstances, disillusionment with the
Chuistian Empire came eatlier in the West than in the Tast. Aflter the sack
of Roman by Alaric in 410 ap., the teign of Christ in Western Europe be-
came exceedingly difficult to perceive! Tr was St. Augusting’s City of God
which led Western Christianity to transfer its faith from the crumbling
Roman Empire to the militant and heroic Roman Catholic Church, and to
maintain faith in thar Church as the Kingdom of Christ for over a thou-
sand years. According to St. Augustine, it is a mistake—which he confesses
that he himself shared at one time~to lool forward to a coming millen-
nial reign of Christ, The millennium began with the first coming of Christ
in the flesh, The “first resurrection” SPOﬁen of in the New Testament is the
New Birth which Christ has already brought to those who are his. There
will be a second resurrection av the end of history, which will inaugurate
God's eternal Kingdony but “now too,” says St. Augustine, “the Church
is the Kingdom of Christ and the Kingdom of heaven, Therefore, the saints
reign with him even now, but otherwise than they shall reign in the forure.”
(De civ. Dei, xx, 9.) This is the charter of that earthly dominion and tem-
poral power which the Church of Rome exercised so cflectively during the
long period of political anarchy that followed St, Augustine’s death, and
to which she still officially lays claim.

Catholic Christians do not necessatily claim perfection for this institu-
tional form of the Church’s vice-regency. While they uphold her author-
ity to exercise the power of the Keys in both heavenly and earthly affairs,
they do not imagine that in the institurional sphere God's will is perfectly
done “on earth as it is in heaven,” St, Augustine himself, though he de-
fended the autherity of the visible, institutional church against the Donatist
schism, never equated the City of God or the Kingdom of Christ with the
visible church, but with the “invisible union (compages) of love” (De
unit. eccl, xxi, 60), which joins all those born of the Spirit into a true com-
munion of saints. For the medieval mind, this true church was more clearly
to be seen in the monastic orders, with their strict discipline and their ar-
dent desire to subject their whole communal life to the Will of God, than
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in the mixed multitude of half-Christianized barbarians who composed the
whoale group of baptized Catholics. In the cwelfth and thirteenth centuries
this monastic conception of the Kingdom of God underwent a daring de-
velopment at the hands of Joachim of Fiore and the Spiritual Franciscans.
They maintained that the “Age of the Son,” which began with the coming
of Christ and was under the authority of the Church of Peter and the
Popes, was now about to give way to the “Age of the Sprit,” when all the
world would become a vast monastery, full of rayer and song and every
spiritual grace. The Franciscan movement, which carried monastic devo-
tion out of the cloister into the common walks of life, was believed by
many to be the fulfilment of Joachim’s prophecies. Had all these hopes been
justified, this would, indeed, have been a presen: divine reign co-extensive
avith earthly society, as in the old hope of the millennium,

Whether in its Eastern form as the Christian Empive, in its Papal form
as the temporal power of the visible church, or in its monastic form as
the spiritual communion of saints. the Catholic hope of the Kingdom has
always laid extraordinary scress upon the present earthly reign of Christ
through his body the Church—a spiritual body at its centre, a political
power ar its periphery. In this view, the Church is not mercly a means
to the Kingdom, but an end in itself, for which (as some of che Fathers
maintained) the world itself was created.

Protestantisnz and Theocracy. If the Farly Church stressed the future
Millennium, and the Catholic Church the present reipn of Christ, original
Protestantism stressed the cternal sovercignty of God the Father Almighty,
as affirmed in the Old Testament; and by this it proposed to judge all earthly
insticutions, ccclesiastical or secular. While the more radical wing of the
Reformation leaned toward feverish millennial expectations, the prevailing
Protesrant view of the Kingdom of God was sober and conservative, like
that of the Jewish theocrats who purged their religion of idolatry in Baby-
lonian exile and set up the Second Temple in the days of Ezra and Nehemiah.

Lutheranism and Calvinism had, of course, different conceptions of the
Kingdom of God. In the Lutheran doctrine of the “two kingdoms,” secu-
lar sovereignty was wielded by the Christian prince in the name of that
order of creation (Schépfungsordnung) which God had established from
the foundation of the world, and that order of conservation whereby God
kept the creation from flying into anarchy when it had been corrupted by
sin, The church had little to do with the Kingdom of God in this first
sense. Fler fellowship coincided rather with that new spiritual Kingdom
which Christ had established by his redeeming sacrifice, and within which
abounded all the spiritual graces of the Pauline church. In practice this
meant a sharp contrast between the rule of force in public life and the rule
of spiritual freedom in the more intimate circle of Churistian church life and
fammly life. The Calvinists aspired to bridge this gulf, and put private life,
church life, and public life all alike under the control of the revealed Will
of God, which included the evangelical counsels of the New Testament,
but was fundamentally based upon the Old Testament law. The term
“theocracy” is much more clearly applicable to the Calvinist than to the
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Lutheran conception; yet both wings of the Reformation, as they faced the
claim of the Roman Church to represent the Kingdom of Christ, rejected that
claim by substantially the same theocraric test: Rome was shown to be an
usurper, because not in conformity with that charter of divine consti-
tutional government which God had Iaid down in his creation, and issued
to the world in Holy Scripture.

In the Reformation, then, and above all in Calvinism, the Christian
idea of the Kingdom of Gnd had reverted ro its original Jewish sources;
from the millennial hope of a future kingdom and the Catholic sense of a
present reign of Christ, to the lofty and severe faith of the prophets in
an cternal divine order established at the creation, departed from at one's
peril, and destined to be re-cstblished everlastingly at the end of time,
mn spite of the machinations of all evil men and angels. The church was to
this eternal Kingdom what the Jewish community under the Second Temple
was to the divine ordinances which it sought to obey, but which were real-
ized in their perfection only ar the beginning and the end of history, The
obedience of this “saving remnant” to the will of their divine Sovereign
was a sort of prayer cthat he might sometime manifest his Sovereigney in
its completeness, and meanwhile prosper his servants on their way through
an evil and rebellious world. Richard Baxter spoke for all Protestantistn when
he said, “The World is a Kingdom whereof Cod is the King . .. . an absolute
Monarchy . .., by the tidle of Creation .. . . God is the end as well as the
beginning of the divine monarchy of the world . . .. all men as men are
the subjects of God’s Kingdouy, 4s to Obligations and Duty, and God will
not ask the consent of any man ro be so obliged.” Fzekiel or Frra might
have used the same language.

I

The Kingdom and the Church in American Thought, Fl, Richard Niebuhr
has put us all in his debe by his analysis of the development of the idea of
the Kingdom of God in the history of American Proteseantism. It has been
customary for European observers'of American church life to remark upon
the extraordinary vogue among us of the idea of “building the Kingdom,”
and “making the church a means to the Kingdom of God.” They have
usually asserted that the idea of the Kingdom of God presupposed in such
“activistic” slogans is a shallow and secular one, quite remote from his-
toric Christianity, Niebuhv shows that this is not so; that in its roots the
American idea of the Kingdom of God is thoroughly Christian. At least one
European visitor has remmrked in my hearing that on this fundamentally
important issuc Niebuhr's book was the most illuminating document he bad
read since coming to this country, and one calculated to do much to bridge
the gulf of misunderstanding that now exists between European and Amer-
ican Christianity.

We may sum up Niebuht's account by saying that the American idea of
the Kingdom of God has vetraced the three stages which Christian thonght
had already passed through, but in reverse order. As we have seen the em-
phasis moving back from the future (Millenavianism) through the present
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(Catholicism) to the cternal order of creation (Protestantism), Niebuhr
sees the emphasis moving forward again from the Puaritan faith in the sov-
ereignty of God, through the Evangelical faich in the present reign of Christ
the Redeemer, to the Liberal Protestant faith in a future radical reform
of human socicty which would deserve to be called the Millennium. Only in
its recent secularized forms is rhis characteristic “American dream” to he
called “utilitarian,” “utopian,” or “fatuously optimistic.” Essentially, it is
the ancient Christian hope replanted in a new country, where tradition has
not impeded its growth and where circumstances have encouraged Chris-
tians to “claim the promises” in definite and concrete terms.

The most crucial moment in the development of the distinctively Ameri-
can conception of the Kingdom of God was the moment when the success
of the Evangelical revivals began to generate hopes of a new heaven and a
new earth. The Great Awakening under Jonathan Edwards and Whitefield,
and most of the revivals which followed in its train, were fundamentall
personal in character. They aimed primarily to make the Will of God reg-
nant in individual lives, transformed by the redeeming power of the Living
Christ. But the widespread and decp-going chasacrer of this “life-changing”
process (as Oxford Groups would say) aroused hopes among the evange-
lists (as today among the “Groupers,” and Jong ago among the Franciscans)
that God might regeoerate socicty as a whole through the agency of this
movement. Jonathan Edwards himself saw in the Grear Awakening “the
dawning, or at least a prelude of tha glovious wark of Gad, so often fore-
told in Seripture, which, in the progress and issue of ir, shall rencw the
world of mankind.” While he saw the centre and the glory of the coming
millennial reign in the spiritual “knowledge” and “holiness” of Christ’s
immensely expanded and excellently ordered church, he fel thatr “such a
spiritual estate” as this would tend to produce “health and long life . ., . ease,
quictness, pleasantness, and cheerfulness of mind, also wealth and a great
increase of children,” together with “universal peace and 2 good understand-
ing among the nations of the world.” Edwards’ immediate successor Hopkins
saw great improvenients in “the art of husbandry” and “the mechanic arrs”
as concomitants of the coming Millenium, and predicted that by these means,
together with growing “benevolence and fervent charity,” mankind might
be permanently delivered from cconomic want. Finney, the later successor
of Edwards and Hopkins in this line of thought, saw a relationship of cause
and effect between mdividual redemption and social reform in the coming
age. The spirit of saved men, he said, is “necessarily that of the reformer.”
Reform is “their business, their profession, their life”—especially, in those
pre-Civil War days, the great canses of peace, antislavery and temperance.

The essential difference between the hope of the Kingdom as represented
by Finney in the early part of the nineteenth century and as represented
by Gladden and Rauschenbusch in the latter part of the century is not to be
found in any replacement of Christian presuppositions by purely secular
ones. The growth of materialism and utilarianism in America was indeed
alarming at this period; but it was the intent of the Social Gospel to combat
this trend in the name of Christ and the Kingdom. The difference lies racher
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in 2 new conception of the function of the church in relation to social
change. The early Christians saw in the church an “carnest” of a new order
which must be brought about by divine intervention; the Catholics saw in it
the evidence of Christ’s present reign among men; the original Protestants
saw in it 2 “faithful remnant” keeping the ordinances of the divine Sover-
eign in the midst of an evil world; the Evangelicals saw in its rapid extension
and the philanthropies to which it gave rise the beginnings of a new heaven
and a new ecarth; but the Social Gospel saw in it God’s chief instrument for
establishing his rule in the social order; or, as Rauschenbusch puts it in his
Theology for the Social Gospel, the church was the great “social factor in
salvation.”

This meant on the one hand to ascribe a higher place to the church than
had ever been ascribed to her, and on the other hand to reduce her to the
humble status of a sacial servitor. 'The church was not only to redcem in-
dividuals, one by one, and trust them to sweeten their environment, but also
to redeem society from all sorts of collective evils; and by her collective in-
fluence she was not only to uphold the ordinances of God against the rebellion
of man, but also to transform the world in its entirety, and thus usher in God's
eternal Kingdom. This stupendous work she was to accomplish, however,
not by asserting herself but by effacing herself: by making herself the will-
ing servant of every human need, and ag last dying as a separate institution
that the Kingdom of God might live in all human institutions, Rauschenbusch
never tives of warning us that it is always fatal to make the church an end in
herself, instead of a means to the building of God’s Kingdom in individual and
social life. Stanley Jones' recent strictures on the Madras Missionary Con-
ference are based on the same point of view. In its practical application to
missionary policy, this attitade means less stress upon individual baptisms
and more stress upon the pervasive influence of the Gospel upon whole
systems of culture and civilization.

I

The Place of the Church in the Strategy of the Kingdom of God. In the
early years of the cwentieth century the American hope of the Kingdom of
God was in danger of being severed from its Christian roots and thoroughly
secularized. A complacent satisfaction with the spread of Anglo-Saxon
culture over the face of the globe, and the increase in marterial comforts
through mechanical invention, was being substicuted {or the ancient call to
radical repentance and spiritual renewal; and it was hard to see what place
was left for the church in this humanized “kingdom,” save as a disseminator
of up-to-date ideas and a purveyor of modern conveniences to backward
races and classes. But the humilations and frostrations of the last twenty-five
years have put American Protestants in a more penitent and genuinely re-
ligious mood, driving them back afresh upon their whole Christian heritage
in search of light and strength wherewith to face the present crisis of Chris-
tian civilization. Perhaps if the American faith in the Kingdom of God, thus
chastened and decpened by adversity, were now to be restated in its impli-
cations for the church, it might do more for our discouraged generation
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than the too ebullient faith of our predecessors did for their too complacent
contemporaries,

The Church as Reflecting God's Eternal Reign in Cregtion. The un-
shaleable foundation of all Christian faith and hope is God’s original creation
of “heaven and earth and all things visible and invisible.” However corrupt
the world may have become, its original stufl and structure are “very good.”
Having creared a good world, God sustains and governs it forever after,
never swerving from his original good intent, never permitting the folly and
wickedness of his creatures to go so far as to destroy his governing order.
When they go to a cercain point, evil-doers destroy themselves—togecher
with much good—in a tragic collapse; but they can never destroy the eternal
sovereignry of God. That assurance is our great stay in these evil times,

The Kingdem of God, in this first and fundamental sense, is found every-
where, even in the midst of violence, hatred and sinful pride; for God
knows how, even there, to “make the wrath of men praise him.” It is
present in the whole course of events, secular as well as sacred. The signifi-
cance of the chuxch is that in a world for the most past ignorant of, indiffer-
ent ta, or rehellions against its Creator, there is at least a little band of people
acknowledging the divine sovereignty, and secking (however half-heartedly
and stumblingly) to make the divine Will che law of lile. In the church,
the original ordo creationis is expressed as nowhere else in God's whole
universe; for apart from her, the whole of nature is mute, and the whole of
history gives éorth but a confused noise; only here is the heavenly King
consciously confessed and glorified by his creatures, in thought, word and
deed. The fellowship of the church, thus conceived, includes all those who
have received the “baptism of desire,” and cry out in thirse for the living
God, however mistakenly they may conceive him; but the trajectory of the
church through human hiscory is most clearly to be traced through God's
chosen people, Istael, who first of all nations decisively turned awny from
idols to serve the Lord of the whole carth.

The Church as the Capital of Christ’s Present Ewipire. It is the central
affirmation of Christian faith that the Crcator has not left his creatures to
their own devices, raining down favar upon the obedient and punishment
upon the disobedient while staying aloft in his heaven, but that “for us men
and our salvation” he has come down from heaven and assumed our earthly
nature, suffering even the deach of the Cross for our redemption. The re-
lationship established between God the Redeemer and those who accept his
redeeming grace is a new soxt of Kingship: the sovereignty of constraining
love instead of the sovereignty of almighty power. Between Christ the King
and his subjects there is decp, intimate fellowship (koinonia), like that which
unites members of a family, but transcending all natural boundaries of race
and clan. The Kingdom of Christ is a “‘realm of grace,” from which all le-
gality and all violence are excluded. It is a bic of heaven on earth, the
Kingdom of God in our midst.

The visible church in its “spotted actualisy” is not the Kingdom of Christ.
Ouly the inner core of vital sancticy in the church, the wna sancta ecclesia
Dei, answers to that description, This it is which periodically revitalizes the
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whole life of the visible church, when the world seems to have corrupted it
fatally, Because of this holy Presence, the corporate life of Christ dwelling
in her midst, the church has power to cleanse and renew the lives of her
members; and all who have felt the touch of this Presence know that against
it the gates of hell cannot prevail, Although the whole visible church can
claim no such sanctity and saving grace as this, she is nevertheless engaged in
a ministry of preaching, teaching, sacramental observances and works of
charity without which, humanly speaking, the realm of Christ could not be
perpetuated from gencration to generation, and could not extend its sway
over the world, These ministries furnish channels through which the stream
of special revelation and special grace flows down from Calvary and out
into life. If the ecclesiols or communion of saints is the heart or capital of
Christ’s Kingdom, its territory also includes the “Gureat Church,” and through
it reaches out to sanctify considerable parts of so-called “sccular” society
as peripheral regions of the same realn, Whether political and economic
life on a grand scale are capable of being raised above the level of the orde
creationis and incorporated in the ordo redemptionis is a matrer of dispute
among Christians, In the interest of honesty, it is beeter to admiv as yet the
best that has been achieved in these realms in that very uncommon thing
known as “common justice,” while Christian love is limited to more intimate
spheres. That means, of course, that we have to lool beyond the present reipn
of Christ among his redecmed, and pray for a future coming of God's King-
dom.

The Church as Nucleus of a Coming 1orld Order, The hope of a coming
public triamph of God jn earthly affairg has been associated with millennial
hopes which have repeatedly been diseppoinated. These disappointments, as
well as the achievements of divine Providence in Chuistian history, inevit-
ably and properly shape our present expectations. Christian eschatology is
shaped partly by the inspired imagery of Bible prophecy and parable, partly
by the course of subsequent events. One of the most startling of these sub-
sequent events was the unexpected triumph of the Farly Church, which
leavened and saved Roman civilization instead of witnessing its utcer de-
struction as prophesicd in the Apocalypse. This means that the church is
truly a factor in the building of the Kingdom of God, as the Social Gaspel
has always asserted; but it suggests that the church’s most significant contri-
bution to the coming of the Kingdom may not be the launching of great
schemes of social reconstruction, or the manipulating of polirical pressures
to bring them about. “Let the Church be the Church” was a principle to
which the Oxford Conference on “Church, Conununity and State” was led,
as the outcome of all its sociological discussions. That is to say, a church's
primary function is so to wait upon C_iod, so to allow its own !ife to be molded
by his power, that it becomes a living cell of the new divine order that is
to be. Its greatest service is to be alive, in a higher order of life than that
of the secular society about it, or even the order of creation.

The Church as a Seed-Plot for Heaven. At the end of history as at its
beginning stands Eternity. God is the end and consummation of all his crea-
tures, as he is their source and their sustainer, History therefore cannot be
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the scene of the final triumph of God's Kingdom. As long as history lasts,
judgment and rcdemption must continue to be co-ordinate principles. Every
great hisrorical crisis, such as that which is now upon us, is both a day of
wrath and a time of deliverance, according to the way it is received. The
church is deeply concerned to do her part in making these temporal vic-
tories possible; but she is also concerned to prepare men for “the life of the
world to come.” As she hopes to help civilization through periods of dis-
integration to new arcas of peace and creativiry, she also hopes to see all her
children through the crisis of death into the life cverlasting. When she is
called a “colony of heaven,” it is therefore in two equally important senses.
On the one hand, she represents the beginning of a new world order here
on carth; on the other hand, she sends home her colonists, when their work
is done, to well-carned retirement and a new lease of life in the Mother Coun-
try. There, not here, is the final fruition of all our efforts and all God's
grace.






Part V

MODERN EVALUATIONS OF JESUS






THE SIGNIFICANCE OF JESUS
Arthur C. McGiffert, Jr.

Tue sieNricaNce or which Jesus? Within the Christian movement the
name “Jesus” has been used with reference to at least seven different figures.
They share a common name, but they are not merely different aspects of a
single figure. Partially these figures of Jesus overlap. But the resemblance
among these figures is by no means close. They are not all exclusive of each
other; yet they are not fully interchangeable. Confusion in contemporary
thought about Jesus may be diminished if we analyze the meanings cur-
rently associated with the name. ’

1

There is, first of all, what Robert Keable aptly called the “literary Jesus.”
This is the Jesus of the four gospels, probably the most familiar of all seven
figures, This Jesus was virgin born and a worker of miracles. He made
claims for himself beyond all morml men. This figure has become the sanc-
tion for the complex encerprise that took his name, The missionary move-
ment, the Roman Catholic church, separatist and other worldly seets, pacifists
and militarises, all find in this licerary Jesus the justification for their pro-
gram and their ideal. This is the Jesus of the unsophisticared Christian, and
a glorious and adorable Jesus he is.

Closely refated to the literary Jesus is the dogmatic Jesus. “All T need
God for,” Dr. Coffin reports a convert as saying, “I find in Jesus,”” This
Jesus is God. Him the Christian worships and prays to, Him the Christian
trusts and obeys. In his power over the forces of nature and over the un-
ruly human heart the Christian rests his confidence that in time his reign
will be established and his kingdom come on carth as it is in heaven.

When the theologian places the literary Jesus within the larger setting
of cosmic activity by means of some form of the doctrine of the Trinity,
this Jesus becomes the unique revelation of the nature of God. By his ex-
piatory death he satisfies or turns away the anger of God toward human
beings. His resurrection is judged to be proof of his victory over the world
--a victory which the Christian may hope to share. The thoughts which oc-
cupicd his mind and the manner in which he conducted himself during his
life are of secondary interest. Not what he was in himself, but the effect he
has on the attitude of God toward the world and on our understanding of
the nature and character of God, is of primary concern.

Next, there is the ecclesiastical Jesus. This Jesus is sequestered within the

Reprinted from The Journal of Religion, January, 1931, by permission of the author
and the University of Chicago Press.
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confines of a particular church. Specific requirements of admission to that
church, attendance at cerrain rites, and, not infrequently, profession of
specific doctrines are ordinarily designated as standards which the individual
must satisfy if he is to secure the benefits which are claimed to reside in this
ecclesiastical Jesus. Whether deliberately so designed or not, these tests are
calculated to enhance the importance of the instirution.

Another Jesus is the invisible but living comrade, whose companioning
presence saves the Christian from the bitterness of loneliness. The invisible
playmate of many a childhood is continued into maturity as the mystical,
living Christ. Frequently the believer has an almost physical sensation of the
presence of this incorporcal being. Jesus “comes transfigured back, secure
from change, in [his] high-hearted ways. Beautiful evermore . .. .” He be-
comes the best “part of life’s unalterable good.” Lifted out of the past, Jesus
is for many Christians their “most significant contemporary.” In regard to
the technique of their relationship to him, they may nourish their spirits
on him sacramentally in the eucharist. Or they may find him the mystc
lover of their souls. In either case they believe themselves to be living with
him in intimate, personal union. He is their guide, their counselor, their
friend, the fountainhead of their faith and inspiration. Fle is one with them,
and they with him.

The communal Jesus is 2 combination and corrective of the ecclesiastical
Jesus and the mystical Jesus. Some Christians hold that we cannot make
contact with Jesus in the solitariness of mystic, sweet communion, Neither
may we expect to enjoy the unmediated, personal influence of the presence
of Jesus (Schleiermacher), But where two or three Christians are gathered
together, there is this Jesus, That is to say, what is called Jesus is actually
that fellowship which a Christian group enjoys by virtue of its common
spirit. The individual’s connection with™ Jesus occurs only through fellow-
ship with Christians who have become “little Christs” to each other. It is
membership in a group dominated by a particular religions and ethical
quality that sets the individual within the sphere of operation of the com-
munal Jesus.

Still another Jesus is the symbolic Jesus. “Would it,” inquires Dean Inge,
“be going too far to say that in every generation Christian teachers use the
figure of the founder as a peg on which to hang their own best thoughts?”
One can say that it would only if one forgets the multitude of interpreters
of Jesus who read into his thought and life whatever ideal they desire to se-
cure prestige for. Bruce Barton, whose Jesus is the symbol of an ideal busi-
ness executive, may be mentioned as an cgregious example of a practice
that is widespread. Even John Baillie’s brilliant study of The Place of Jesus
Christ in Modern Christianity is marred by his interpretation of Jesus pri-
marily in rerms of redemptive, suffering love. This instance of thinly dis-
guised symbolic reference has behind it, to be sure, the authority of long
years of historic precedent. It is none the less a selection and idealization
of one element in'the life and teaching of Jesus, and involves a subordina-
tion of other elements equally an organic part of his mind. “The mind of
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this reverent disciple”~to apply to Professor Bailic and to many another, a
phrase from Professor Case—"has been made the mind of the Master.”

Finally, there is the historic Jesus, The “modernist” interpretation of
Jesus, of which Professor Case’s book, Jesus, may be considered both ex-
emplary and prophetic, takes account of the syrrfbolization of Jesus which
had already occurred by the time the records of his life were written down.
The modernist feels himself obliged to discard not a little that had been
held authentic by the previous generation of “liberal” New Testament schol-
ars, He perceives that Jesus was early made to speak “a message suited to
the ear of the later Christian congregation, or designed to stimulate outsiders
to ally themselves with the new cause.” Christian missionaries, when addressing
gentile audiences could not remain “uninfluenced by the remptation to make
Jesus speak in the cadence of a contemporary Greek philosopher.” Jesus, in
order to be “a thoroughly efficient teacher for the people of a lacer day, had
necessarily to be modernized.” Nevertheless, in Professor Case's judgment,
the “teachings of Jesus which are appropriate to his own immediate environ-
ment” (and so may be assumed to be authentic) are about equal in amount
to pronouncements of his upon subjects that came to light only in the latter
half of the first century of Christianity's growth (and so may be assumed
to be accretions and not attributable to the historic Jesus himself).

Doubtless there will never be complete agreement regarding the details of
the picture of that historic preacher and healer named Jesus, It may never
be possible for the scholar to avoid reading in or reading out data in accord-
ance with his own predileetions. Professor Case himself, who is a pioneer in
the application to the New Testament of the new sociological technique of
interpretation, is not flawless in this regard. Yet he is probably right in his
conclusion that this new tcchuiquc, taken in conjunction with the long fa-
miliar methods of literary and textual criticism, makes it possible to recon-
struct a veracious picture of the historical Jesus “with a fair degree of cer-
tainey.” Contemporary research is in a favorable position to do this because
it has no apologetic ax to grind and so may hew close to the line of facr.
Having witnessed the rise and fall successively of the church as a sole ark of
salvation, and of the Bible as the infallible rule of faith and life, and having
observed that the outcome was not as calamitous as had been anticipated by
the respective nervous and faint-hearted champions of authority, the
“modernist” New Testament scholar feels under no obligation to refrain
from tearing off the wrappings of mythology, dogma and sentimentality
with which the figure of Jesus has been mummified and from presenting him
as he actually was.

Il

Of the figure that emerges from this unveiling, the characterization of
Albrecht Schweitzer, though written almost a quarter of a century ago,
is still pertinent. The historical Jesus is “to our time a stranger and an
enigma.” What to do with such a figure is not the problem of the New
Testament scholar. His task is to get at the facts. Where he leaves off, the
theologian begins. He must do something with this historical Jesus. The
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theologian faces a dilemma, Either he may accept the factual figure of the
historical Jesus and undertake to evaluare his significance for contempor-
ary life or he may discard him. If he discards the historical Jesus, he is again
confronted by a dilemma. Either he may substitutc one of the several other
representatiohs of Jesus that have already been referred to in this paper or
he may do away with the figure of Jesus altogether. Professor Harry Flmer
Barnes is only the latest, though one of the most pungent and vociferous,
of those who propose to eliminate Jesus wholly from the religious con-
sciousness of the present, If, unwilling to be so drastic, or compelled by his
own loyalty to the historic tradivion of Christianity, the theologian derer-
mines to substitute one of the other figures of Jesus, he is still faced by cer-
tain perplexities in regard to their usableness.

The litcrary Jesus is so manifestly a composite figure, a kind of carry-all
of heterogeneous, not to say contradictory, behaviors and ideas that he can-
not well act as a unifying object for the loyalty either of an individual or of
a sacial group, such as a church, Furthermore, this figure is constantly sub-
ject to the disintegrating criricism of research, Despite these drawbacks he
may still serve the alder generation of Christians, But what will be the re-
actions of university students, here and around the world, when they be-
come cognizant of the hiatus between the historic Jesus and the embellished,
imaginary figure of the literary Jesus? They will become suspicious, to say
the least, of a piety which apparently nourishes and can maintain icsell only
by the continued use of fiction in the place of the known fact.

The theological Jesus also scems unsatisfactory beeause he tends to lose
all humanness as he becomes an arbitrary, dialecrical instrument for resolving
suppositious metaphysical anthitheses.

The ecclesiastical Jesus fails to weather the charge of belng over-amenable
to exploitation on the part of skilful insticutionalists.

The mystical Jesus is so casily detachable from the actual Jesus of history
as to lay himself open to every kind of visionary reinterpretation, What guar-
anty is there thar the impulses presumed to come from this living Churist
have any connection with Jesus? There would seem, however, to be no
reason why in the future the historic Jesus may not serve, in a way the liter~
ary Jesus could not, as a wholesome control or corrective of the mystic
Jesus. In fact, a combination of the mystic Jesus and the historic Jesus is
opening up a new area of Christian experience hitherto practically unex-

lored,

The communal Jesus seems also more serviceable. He has clasticity. This
Jesus corresponds for Protestants to the Roman Catholic principle of prog-
ress which Cardinal Newman referred to as “development of doctrine.” With
such a Jesus or with such a principle, Christianity is no longer fettered to its
past. It can adjust iself to changing situations without being under the
embarrassing necessity of proving it has not modified the original deposit of
truth. The communal Jesus is always synonymous with whatever it is that
a Cheistian group thinks or does. This Jesus, however, can scarccly meet
the insistent demand both of those outside and of those inside Christian
circles, a demand voiced by E. Stanley Jones, for instance, that a distinction
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be made between Jesus and Christianity. The communal Jesus is Christian-
ity. He is “Christ and his inflnence,” to borrow a phrase from John R, Mott,

If one were attempting to estimate the significance of Jesus in human his-
tory, the communal Jesus would certainly be the figure with whom one has
to deal. As from a stone cast into the water, there have gone out from Jesus
across the surface of human affairs ceascless waves of spiritual influence.
Together with the initial impulse, these consritute the communal Jesus,
Objectively considered, no appraisal of the significance, even of the histori-
cal Jesus, is adequate that fails to take into account all that Jesus has meant
to generations of Christian people, Such a histarical judgment relative to the
significance of Jesus is highly desirable and illuminating. Yet it can never
be a substitute for a judgment of the personal significance of Jesus. The two
points of view by no means necessarily coincide. We miay, for instance, ac-
knowledge this historical significance of Jesus and yet conclude that he has
no personal significance for us. Or we may discover for ourselves the person-
al significance of Jesus without ever having known anything of the wider
ranges of his influence. On the other hand, the private appraisal of Jesus,
though this is not incvitably the case, may be {avorably affecred by a knowl-
edge of what Jesus has meant to other people. The interest of this paper, it
hardly needs to be added, is not in an objective estimation of the significance
of Jesus in history, It secks to ascerrain the personal significance of the his-
torical Jesus for people today. The communal Jesus, by his Very nature, is
unavailable {or such an undertaking. It is impossible to wsolate or distinguish
him from the Christian fellowship. Therein lies both the tragedy and the
glory of the communal Jesus,

The symbolic Jesus is ably championed by Professor A. G. Baker in an
article inspired by the Jerusalem meeting of the International Missionary
Council, entitled, “Christ and the Missionary Enterprise.” He writes,

Jesus became the originator and center of the [Christian) movement only in so far as
his followers created and have continued to recreate out of the Jesus of Judea and of
Galilee a spiritual symbol which is both inspiring and satisfying according to the pre-
vailing conceptions of the hour, The Real Christ . . . . is the Christ who exists as an
idea and an ideal in the hearts of his people, The spiritnal dynamic we feel from him is
the allurement of the ideal, the inspiration of a noble heroic soul and the social influence
of those who bear his name.

The future of the Christian religion in its relation to other religions, he
concludes, depends on whether “the concept of Christ as it has evolved to
date within the Christian movement is more alluring and more challenging
than the ideal religious figures which have been the product of other re-
ligious movements.” 2

We mny accept without question this statement that the name Jesus has
become {or many a frame or symbol for the ideals and ambitions of Chuis-
tian people. It makes little difference whether the character of a symbol, as
symbol, corresponds to the character’s reality. There is no necessary relation
between a symbol and the object symbolized. In the symbolic use of Jesus,

*Journal of Religion, January, 1929.
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to be sure, there usually is a resemblance between the literary figure and
the various religious and ethical ideals of which he has become the symbol,
Jesus might be called an intrinsic rather than an extrinsic symbol. Yet it has
always been possible to put almost any ideal into the symbolic Jesus without
being untrue to the principle of symbolization. The practice is, doubtless,
not only unavoidable bur desirable. In the realm of ultimate objectives
where exact definitions are impossible, a resort to symbolic statements be-
comes necessaty. There is no danger in this practice so long as the Christian
recognizes what he is doing. It may be urged that many another figure
might have been selected for this purpose. But as a matter of history, Jesus,
who was counted Founder or Lord, became and has continued to be the
chief personal symbol for the faith, hope, and love of those who call them-
selves Christians, Professor Barnes's criticism of the use by notable Christian
leaders of what he calls the “Jesus stereotype” betrays a complete misunder-
standing of this practice of symbolization,

The chicf disadvantages of the symbolic Jesus must, however, be recog-
nized. As a symbolic figure he ceases to be an cxample and ceases to exert
cohesive power. In his name cach individual or group of Christians does
battle for its respective ideals. And then, when, as so often happens, the
programs of action or doctrine implicit in these various ideals clash, Chris-
tians are likely to quit thinking about the difficult facts and to take refuge
from their reflective problems in expressions of mutually-shared loyaliy to
Jesus. Thus they achieve a specious unicy and an appearance of harnony
by an emotional aprc:ﬂl to Chuise,

There remains for consideration the historical Jesus. This hiscoric Jesus
is the original Jesus. He is the foundation on which all subsequent figures
of Jesus have been pedestaled. Now that he is becoming known for what he
was, Christians no longer find it quite easy to accept any substitutes for the
genuine Jesus, Bur neither are rhey convinced that they want even the
genuine article. It is an open question whether a {igure which “refuses to be
detached from his own time or suffer himself to be modernized” (Schweit-
zer, again) can have any significance for our day. Few attempts have been
made to explore afresh and without prejudice the merits of the historic
Jesus and his mezning for contemporary religion. Such an investigarion
cannot effectively be carried on by anyone for whom, in Dr. Johnston
Ross’s unforgettable phrase, “the imperial vein of Christian experience is
Christocentric.” Such 2 Christian will at one or another point surreptitiously,
and in spite of himself, overlay the historic Jesus with one or another of the
figures of Jesus. Nor can the investigation be conducetd profitably by one
who assumes what Professor Walter Horton has called “a negative emo-
tional attitude” toward Jesus, So difficult is it to be true to one's ignorance as
well as to one’s knowledge!



THE MAN OF DIVINE FIRE
Francis C. Burkitt

ANYONE WHO IN modern times attempts to make a sketch of the career of
Jesus Christ must begin by some explanation of his own general attitude
towards that career. His sketch, if it is to be at all adequate, must set forth
the career of Jesus as interesting and attractive. As a matter of history, the
career of Jesus was the starting-point, in some sense indeed the actual source,
of the great movement called Christianity, No account of Jesus is at all
adequate which leaves mighty results which issued from that Life wholly
unaccounted for. The results are surprising, but they are still more surpris-
ing if a picture of the Life be drawn in which everything is explained, if the
Portrait be made a figure too small and too weak to have accomplished any-
thing.

A great deal of the interest in a “Life of Chris”” comes from the view taken
of His Personality and His “Mission,” Even a view that consciously belittles
Jesus may be stimulating and interesting, if propounded in a socicty that
belicves Him to be Divine, The interesr of the essays of Reimarus at the
end of the cighteenth century lay above all in the face of the believing,
pletistic Germany in the midst of which Reimarus had lived. Now the back-
ground is very different. The old authoritarian constructions have been shat-
tered. No one is looking to the Past for authority, and there is a general
tendency to assume what is generally called a “naturalistic” view of all re-
ligious manifestations, The task that lies before the writer of a “Life of
Christ” is therefore so to set it forth that the Christian movement narurally
issues from it. It seems to me that it is not inappropriate to begin by con-
sidering what a paradox this involves.

Let us approach the story from without, as strangers. Let us forget the
ultimate result and our Christian allegiance. Let us discount any incredible
features as the misapprehensions of half-cducated enthusiasts, except so far
as the occurrences they talk about have left an appreciable mark in con-
temporary history. We shall find a rather featureless tale, Jesus comes be-
fore the Jewish country-side announcing that a new state of things, which
He called the Kingdom of God, was soon ta be established. His home sas
in Galilee, where His mother and the rest of the family lived: He himself is
about thirty years old. He gathers about Him a band of disciples who are
looking forward to the new age, but in the course of a very few months
the authorities, both civil and religious, especially the latter, become defi-
nitely hostile to Him. For some time Jesus seems to be in retirement, out-
side Galilee and Judaea, but in the following year He goes up with His

From The History of Christianity in the Light of Modern quwledge (2 collective
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friends to keep the Passover Feast at Jerusalem, There Fle malces some sort
of disturbance in the Temple courts, but the forces of law and order have
the matter well in hand. He is arrested a few days later without serious re-
sistance, and Pilate, the Roman Governor, is persuaded by the Jewish au-
thorities to have Him exccuted. Some of His disciples, it is true, continued to
revere His memory and to cxpect the New Age still, for they were per-
suaded that they had seen Him alive again, after He had been taken down
from the gibbet and buried. The public career of Jesus occupied only a few
months, a little under two years.

The New Age did not visibly arrive, and the whole episode scemed to be
closed, except for the persistence of the little band of believers in Jesus. It is
their existence, not the impression made by Jesus Himself on public affairs,
that induced Josephus to devote a cold and patronizing sentence to the man
whom His followers called “Christ.”

This is not an adequate sketch, but I am persuaded that from a certain
distance we should see this much and that it would be all we should sce. So
far as it goes it is true, and the finished Portrait will have to conform itself
to this unpromising outline. When we approach the subject nearer we shall
still find much cthat is quite alien to present-day idess, a way of looking at
the world and human life as diffcrent from ours as Jewish Aramaic, the
tonguce spoken by Jesus and His disciples, is different from English. The few
sentences in which the career of Jesus has just been summarized contain
several of these things, which need explanation if that career is to be at all
intclligible to us, Pilate, the Temple, and the Feasts connected with the
Temple, and, above all, the Jewish mentality which expressed itself in the
expectation of a New Age, need clucidation if the words and deeds of Jesus
are to have any real meaning for us now.

To come to the study of the Gospel History wich intclligence and en-
thusiasm but without any prejudice or undue bias is surcly impossible. What
is called an unprejudiced view is very often a cold view, and therefore es-
sentially untrue to the life. But I venture to think that this study is not so
“dangerous” and “unsettling” to the convinced Christian believer as is some-
times imagined, unless by “believer” is meant one who thinks he knows
beforehand whar must have happened. The historical Christian Church
came to regard Jesus as the incarnate Son of God, a real Man, but neverthe-
less as much a real impersonation of the Divine essence as is consistent with
real humanity, Let us for 2 moment imagine ourselves accepting this doc-
trine, while still ignorant of what happened in Judaea in the days of Pilate.
Would anyone, even the most orthodox, be able to reconstruct the Gaspel
History? Would anyone be able ro predict the career of 2 God-Man? Ob-
viously the answer is “no”; from the very beginning the tale of what did take
place was a oxdrdadov, a stumbling-blocls, both to Jews and to Greeks, though
it had a strange fascination and virality, There were Christian heretics in the
early days who were “offended” at the Cross and at human Birth: the tra-
dition was incredible to them. At the present day there are still Christian
conservatives who are similarly “offended” at the conclusions of critical
study: the result is incredible to them. The two states of mind are very
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similar, for they both start with an @ priori idea of what the career of the
God-Man ought to have been, a priori ideas of what the extent of His limita-
tions ought to have been.

Somewhat similar is the case with what has sometimcs been called the
“liberal” view of Jesus, that is to say a mode of regarding the Gospel tra-
dition which was especially in favour during the Jatter part of the nine-
teenth century, but in various ways has been operative in all sorts of times
and places. The essence of the liberal view is to begin by regarding Jesus as
the ideal Man, and to evaluate the traditions about Him according as they
seem to accord or to disagree with our notion of an ideal Man. And “ideal”
always tends to mean sympathetic to contemporary modes of thought. Men
saw Jesus enveloped in the conventions of centuries of ecclesiastical dogmas,
and it was thought that if He were freed of these coverings He would come
forth as a manifest guide and inspiration for us moderns. But it was a very
actenuated figure that emerged, for so much of the traditional material was
found to belong not to our age and country but to the Judaea of the first
century A, and this seemed to be inconsistent with “liberal” presupposi-
tions, In proportion as the gure of Jesus retains life and vigour it is in re-
lation to His own age and country. This is what we oughe w have expected:
He himself is reported o have said, “Itis not fair to take the children’s bread
and throw it to the dogs,” and the oldest repetition of this story tells us
quire distinctly that He meant that He had not been sent to outside nations
but to the Israclices. What right have we 1o expecr much direct sustenance
from words spoken under scrange conditions nineteen hundred years ago?
What right have we to expect that counsel und warning from so far-away
a source will have much cche in our surroundings? It is not fair to ask for
beauty from a seed: all we can ask is that ic shall have the necessary vitalicy
to germinate into the appropriate plant.

The view that is talcen of the Gospel History {by me] is that it is intensely
concerned with contemporary Judaismy, with the Jewish preoccupations
of the first half of the first century, that Jesus not only had become a real
Man, but in particular a real Jew of that age, and that it is only in propor-
tion as we realize the prejudices, the passions, the religion, the aspirations
of the men of that age, Jews and Gentiles, that we can hope to catch the
authentic tones of the voice of Jesus Himself. . . . .

It is unscientific to write a sketch, however short and one-sided, of the
Life of Jesus and leave out the Resurrection. In 2 sense we know nothing
of personages of past ages who have left no written or artistic memorials
of their own: strictly speaking, we only know the impression they made on
their biographers. In thar sense the Resurrection of Jesus is a well-attested
fact; the impression He made on Peter and those who shared Peter’s ex-
perience was that he was alive again, that they saw Him alive and that
nothing could make them doubt it. The surviving traditions of the appear-
ances of Jesus are confused and contradictory: there can be little doubt that
there is an element of unhistorical legend and even fancy in some of the
tales, notably those which are located in Galilee, But they have one curious
characteristic which they share with the experience of Saul on his way to
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Damascus and in which they differ from other Gospel “miracles” The
Gospel wonder-tales, we are told, produced astonishment, but the effect
was transitory: the “Feeding of the Five Thousand” did not malke the
disciples less anxious when they were short of provisions in their boat, But
neither Simon Peter nor Saul of Tarsus scem to have had any further doubts
when once they had been persuaded that Jesus had appeared to them alive.

The immense vitality of early Christianity is one of its leading features,
A more instructed theology, which grew up gradually among the more
thoughtful believers, came to distinguish between the favour and help (xdpis)
of the Lord Jesus and participation in the more intangible spirit (rveipa)
of God, of which they were conscious as members of the new Christian
Society. But at first it was all one; Jesus was speaking to them still, He was
still alive and was waiting at God’s righy hand till the day when He would
come again and bring in the Reign of God. It might be thought that such
enthusiastic notions would gradually lose their vigour and fade. The odd
thing is that they did not fade, put persisted.

The one thing certain abour the earliest Believers, the lirtle group thas
rallied round Simon Peter, is that they were to be found at Jerusalem, and
nowhere clse. Galilee never became a Christian country.

Modern representations of Jesus Christ have tended to portray Him as
above all a Teacher, a Wise Sage who saw by unerring instinet what was
essential in human life and conduct. But His career was not that of a Sage,
Typical teachers of mankind are Socrates and Plato, in modern times Kane
and Darwin, in the Fast Confucius and Buddha, All these lived long, they
trained wp a generation to think along the lines of cheir new ideas, maose of
them toclk pains to organize in some way the propagation or preservation of
their philosophy. The Founders of religions, again, or of pacticular modes
of life, such as Saint Benedict, have drawn up Rules for their followers; if
Moses be the legendary founder of the Israelite religion, then the Pentateuch
is legitimately called the Law of Moses. Moses and Benedict both lived to a
good old age, and they needed it for their work, How different was the ca-
reer of Jesus, yet how marvellously influential, notwithstanding apparent
failure! Therefore His special characteristic cannot have been that of the
Sage, the Teacher, the Founder. It was something distinct from all these,
something so well expressed by Renan at the end of his St. Pazl: “Yhe Son of
God is unique, To appear for a moment, to flash forth a sympathetic but
piercing radiance, to die very young, that is the life of a God. To struggle,
to argue, to convinee, that is the life of a Man. . . . Paul is now seeing the
end of his reign; Jesus, on the contrary, is more alive than ever,” This, it
seems to me, is more than a piece of fine rhetoric; it expresses a great deal
of historical truth. As I once ventured to say, it is not as 2 Philosopher but
as Prometheus, that we worship Christ—the Man who came down from
Heaven to give men the Divine Fire. Jesus Himself once described His mis-
sion as that of a man lighting a fire, and whatever course He may have taken
in doing it, it is at least certain that His Fire has burncd for nineteen cen-
turies and that it is alighe still. The way that the Fire was lic finds its justi-
fication in the history of the Fire,



THE GOSPEL FIGURE
Edwin Lewis

.... FoR A GENERATION Or more now, responsible leaders have bombarded the
church with such assercions as that Christianity is “the religion of Jesus,”
that Jesus was “the first Christian,” that we need to “return to the simple

ospel,” and that in sharing “the spirit of Jesus” is the solution of all human
ills. Behind these claims lay the assumption, often enough passing over into
the flat assertion, that the whole supcrnatural element of historical Chris-
tianity has become indefensible for “the modern man”” That the nawve
nawaralism of the modern man needs itsell o be challenged and exposed {or
what it is scems never to have occurred to these reformers of Christianity.
Perhaps we are yet to see that ane of the permanent functions of histarical
Christianity is to save men from philosophical error and its practical resules
as well a5 from moral and spiritual error, Belief in the supernatyral may be
necessary not only to account for Christianity but also to account for the
so-called “natural.” Bur what we cannot ignore is the fact that ar the presenc
time such a claim is widely repudiated, We are told that we can believe only
that much of Christianity that agrees with, or ac least that does not violate,
nataralistic presuppositions. So little by little we have had to sce explicitly
or implicitly renounced many of the features thar were distinctive of Chris-
tianity a5 a4 religion. A whole generation has been subjected to a type of
preaching and a type of teaching which was presumably Christian, and yet
from which have been eliminated those very truths in which the church be-
gan and by which it has been nourished and perpetuated—and, I will add, by
which alone it can long continuc into the future. Nevertheless, in all the con-
tacts of that same generation with Christianity as it is enshrined in great
hymns and expressed in great symbolic acts and forms and in such festivals
as those of Christmas and Easter and Ascension—in all such contacts a totally
different conception of Christianity must have been apprehended, even if not
clearly perceived. I have often wondered as to just what is going on in the
mind of an intelligent worshiper who having shared in singing great hymns
like “Crown him with many crowns” and “The church’s one foundation,”
and in repeating the Apostle’s Creed, and in listening to the minister read
the Highpriestly Prayer in John 17 or the account of nature and grace in
Ephesians 2 or the description of Christian salvation in First Peter 1, having
shared, too, in offering up those prayers which have been the stay of men
for centuries past, should then have to listen, in the mood engendered by
such “preliminaries” (!), while that same minister goes on to talk about

From A Christian Manifesto, New York, 1934, pp, 79-97. Reprinted by permission of
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Jesus Christ much as he would talk about Abraham Tincoln. In such in-
congruities, often repeated, lies the cause of the confused thinking as to
what Christianity means which to-day characterizes so many people. The
whale institution of Christian worship presupposes a supernarural element
at the very heart of our faith. [t is in the name of Churist that we come; it is
in him that we trust; it is on what he did that we rely; it is to bis service
that we offer ourselves afresh; it is his Living Presence that we scek to ap-
prehend. Yet all this, which alone gives meaning to our act of worship in
50 far as it is Christian, is at the same time in ways both open and insidious
receiving a virtual denial. This is not empry talk. It rakes place in a thousand
churches every Sabbath Day.,

In saying this, I am not for a moment suggesting that we are to ignore
all that has been done by critical scholarship working on the problem of
the Gospels, their origin, their authorship, their date, their component parts,
their differences. The people have a right to be enlightened, but they also
have a right not to be misled, So far from ignoring the work of the scholar,
we are to welcome it and seek to use it, That the result will be modification
ac this point and that goes without saying, The modern theory as to the
process whercby our Gospels reached their present form cuts directly across
the older theory of “divine dictation” which guaranteed complere freedom
from anything of doubtful authenticity, We have to show that no loss is
involved in the changed view, but, rather, elear gain, on the ground thag
the process which was followed was exactly the sort of process which any-
thing that passed through human hands was likely o follow. If Mark gives
us Jesus as seen through the eyes of Peter, and If Matthew gives us Jesus
as he was understood from the point of view of Jewish-Christian ecclesiastics
living in and around Jerusalem, and if Luke pives us Jesus looked at by one
who was an educated Gentile, a cosmopolitan, and a pronounced humani-
tarian, it is the most natural thing in the world that there should be differ-
ences in the results, We cannot, as a marrer of fact, be too grateful for the
colorings which the Portrait took as it passed through these different minds.
One is glad for the forthrightness and the aggressiveness and the virilicy
that are seen in the Jesus of Marlk, just such a Jesus as we can imagine a man
lilke Peter loving to talk about, One is glad for the lineaments of the incom-
patable Teacher that meet us in the portrayal in Matthew~the Master-
Mind expressing itself in unforgetrable “sayings” and equally unforgettable
parables and longer discourses. If one is reminded that Matthew (if it awere
Marthew!) has obviousty arranged his material according to a definite and
even mechanical scheme, making a “Sermon on the Mount” out of teach-
ings that were spoken at many different times and under many different
circumstances, and, furcher, that repeatedly statements in Mark that indi-
cated how very human Jesus was are so changed by Matthew that the sug-

estion of weakness or ignorance or passion is removed, one can only reply
that details such as these leave unchanged the total impression. Again, one
is glad that Luke undertook a little original research on his own account,
as he tells us in his introduction; and if the theory be correct that he prob-
ably made the research during the two years that Paul lay in prison in
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Caesarea, a5 a profitable use of his time while he was waiting for Paul’s re-
lease, then we have one of the most remarkable evidences in history of the
belief that “he maketh even the wrath of man to praise him.” We cannat,
of course, dogmatically affirm that if Luke had not preserved those ele-
ments of the story of Jesus which are peculiar to the third Gospel, they
would have been entirely lost; but we can at least say that Luke is the man
who did preserve them, and that the apparent cause of their preservation
was his interest in Paul and Paul's cause. Who tells the matchless birth-
stories? Luke. Who tells of Jesus’ announcement and exposition at Naza-
reth of that passage from Isaiah which was vo be the keynote of the public
minisery? Luke. Who tells the parable of the prodigal son? Luke. Who tells
the parable of the good Samaritan? Luke. Who tells of the conversion of
Zacchaens and the banguec at his house? Luke. Who tells the story of the
appearing of Christ to the two disciples on the way to Emmaus—the story
which more than anv other reveals the meaning of the resurrection and
indicates the merhod whereby rhat meaning may be perpemated in human
experience? Luke. If the price of Paul’s imprisonment ar Caesarca was the
preservation of such priceless treasures as these, then God be thanked who
from so bitter a bud brought to light so sweet a flower! .. ..

Or, if the critic clects to take his stand on the fourth Gospel, and to point
out to us that the vocabulary which Jesus is there represented as using is
so utterly different from that which we meet in the Synoptics that it cannot
be that the same man used both, we will reply that the fourth Gospel gives
us the message of Jesus and his meaning in the form which it took in pass-
ing through a mind of peculiar delicacy and insight, and in so far as the
fourth Gospel does that it justifies for all time the effort of men to relate
the gospel to cheir cultural heritage and to cause it to speak a new language.
Always provided, however, that it is the real gospel that it is the subject
of the correlation and the translation. To emasculate the gospel is hardly to
preserve it. According to the fourth Gospel, Jesus said repeatedly, “T am
the light of the world.” Did he say it in just that way? Perhaps he did not:
we will make the concession for the sake of argument. But anyone who
thereupon concludes, either sadly or triumphantly, that Jesus is »ot “the
light of the world,” stands charged with suffering from that very blindness
which Jesus says he came into the world to cure. And, in any cvent, Jesus
could not be proclaimed the Light of the World, or the Bread of Life, or
the Door of the Sheep, or the Perfection of Sonship, just because he said so
himself, but because he was found to be all of that by other men in their
own actual experience. If he were not found to be that, the fact that he said
it would avail nothing; and if he did not say ir, but proved that that is what
he was, no dispute about his words could destroy the evidence of the ex-
perience. “I am the Way.” In order to make that statement true, do we
have to prove the “historicity” of the fourth Gospel which contains i, or
would it net still be true even although it were never written? “Thomas,
reach hither thy finger and behold my hands; and reach hither thy hand
and thrust it into my side; and be not faithless, but believing.” Do you balk
at that on the ground that the incident is “scientifically incredible”? Of



316 MODERN EVALUATIONS OF JESUS

course it is scientifically incredible if you assume that truth can be ex-
pressed in only one way, and that the same language cannot be used to con-
vey more than one meaning. But why mnl.ce such an assumption—an as-
sumption which, if it werc valid, would limit us to the use of nothing but
algebraical symbols? The point of the story about Thomas and the risen
Christ is the faith of the disciples thar between him whom they had scen
crucified and who new in mysterious and undeniable ways was making
himself known to them there is an absolute identity. One kind of experience,
that which was “alter the flesh,” had been replaced by another kind of ex-
perience, that which was “after the spirit,” but the two kinds of experience
had one and the same source, and were the evidgence to one and the same
realicy., The crucified Jesus and the risen Christ are one and the same
Person, with whatever changes in mode of self-cxpression the changed
circarstances may call for. How easy it is to explain the Thomas experi-
ence away, everybody knows, Take two parts of psychology and three parts
of rationalism, and mix with an equal amount of naturalistic philosophy, and
you have the nagic formula, Only, with a strange stubbomness, those who
have shared the Thomas experience—and their number is legion—will re-
fuse to belicve that they can so readily be deprived of their treasure. Yea, in
hell itself they would whisper, “I have known,”

No enc who has entered upon that experience of which the risen and liv-
ing Christ is the center will be troubled by rhe intricacies of the “Synoptic
problem.” For he has found the key to the gospel story. You cannot make
Tesus too hunwn for him, The more you emphasize the fuct that he was
“like unto his brethren,” the more you increase the eredibility of the rotal
Christian claim-since the total Christian claim includes the amazing truch that
for us men and for cur salvation divinity appeared in the garb of humanity
and the meaning of humanity was taken up into divinity, there to be the
everlasting sign of our redemption and the evidence of its cost. The life
which resulted from this, or, better still; the life which wwas this, was a rea)
human life. If the resurvection was a great reality, then no critical process
which under the influence of naturalistic assumprions strips from the
gospel Portrair all the supernatural fearures, and claims to do chis in the
interests of listorical accuracy and the true humaness of Jesus—np such
process can destroy the ultimate significance of che Figure that is portrayed.
But, again, if the resurrection was a grea reality, the probability thar those
same supernatural features had a basis in acrual fact becomes greatly height-
ened. We fall back upon the old principle thar “the miracles are congruous
with the Person.” [t 15 my own belief, however, that the Christian posicion
is itself so impregnable that we could afford to waive the historicity of
every single gospel miracle without wealening the position in the least. To
this, of course, it would be replied that the resurrection is itself a miracle of
miracles, and that precisely in that fact lies the difficulty. That the resurrec-
tion moves in the realm of the supernatural is undeniable; nothing has been
more fatal to the faith in our day than the attempt to prove it otherwise
by reducing the resurrection cxperience to a pure “psychologism.” The
final evidence to the resurrection, however, is not documentary, as is neces-
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sarily the case with the miracles of the public ministry, but insticutional,
and, I will dare to add, permanently cxperiential. That is to say, to-day
as in the past, Christ may “appear” to men in the way, bearing evidences
of his presence just as indubitable as those that overwhelmed the question-
ing Thomas or the persccuting Saul of Tarsus. 1 should not be willing to
say that every Christian knows the reality of the living Christ. “There are
diversities of gifts.” But [ am perfectly willing to say that it is that smaller
number who do know the reality of the living Christ who provide the dy-
namic of the church and who create the atmosphere in which the very
much larger number of “formal” or “credal” Christians are able to keep
alive. “God has 2 few whom he whispers in the ear”—and they know. Their
wrust s not simply in what others have said, but in what they themselves
have felt and scen and understood. But for the resurrection experience in
the first place there would have been no Christian faith, no Christian Church;
bur you cannot say that there would have been no Christian faith and no
Christian Church if there had not been the feeding of the five thousand
or the healing of blind Bartimacus. The two cases are utterly different. In-
deed, it is by no means impossible that it was the very fact of the resurrec-
tion itself and all it led to that heightened some of the traditions about Jesus
and gave a miraculous character to deeds that in actual fact were not so.
I know that some will regard that as a dangerous concession to make, but
we must be atterly honest with our documents, and we must be willing to
recognize what may happen to oral tradirion befare it is reduced to writing.
Morcover, we must come to see that more important than the derailed ac-
count of any single miracle and its possible historicity is the fact that some-
thing lay behind the total body of miracle stories, some profound conviction
created in the minds of men, and when the critic has pointed out the alleged
difficulties in the formz in which that conviction is expressed he still leaves
untouched the fact of the conviction itself. In order to get rid of wiracle
you have to do very much more than find difficulties in the accounts of the
miracles, The question is not whether Jesus actually did 2l he is said to
have done, or whether in every saying and every parable we have his ipsis-
sima verba: the question, rather, is whether there was a Figure so great as
to account for the wonderful words and deeds attributed to him. If we
deny the Figure, we arc utterly unable to account for the gospel story as
it stands. If we accept the Figure, then we have a perfectly free hand in
the critical appraisal of the story itself. The moment we grasp the fact
thar the resurrection means continuity between the Jesus of history and
the Christ of faith, that moment we are delivered from bondage to docu-
mentary liceralism. .. ..

Tor let it be said again that we have these Gospels only because certain
men came to a great faith. To whom do we owe the story of the lifc of
Jesus? Do we Owe it to “secular” historians? Do we owe it to those who
looked on in complete detachment and objectivity at what was said and
done? But for the resurrection faith, the words and deeds of Jesus would
have passed out of human knowledge. There are less than a dozen refer-
ences to Jesus in first-century literature outside of Christian circles, and



348 MODERN EVALUATIONS OF JESUS

every one of those references is under critical suspicion, If any single his-
torical fact is beyond all doubt, it is that the church produced the Gospels
and not the Gospels the church. That there is a good deal of obscurity about
the early years of the church is not to be doubted. Few scholars today,
however, deny that the Acts of the Apostles is good history: to an unusual
degree, Luke has the respect of students of historical science. And the
testimony of Acts and the testimony of the Epistles agree on the main issue
—that the church was born of faith in a risen Christ. The more we under-
stand the attitude of the original disciples as reflected in the Gospels, their
personal ambitions, their conception of the nature of the kingdom of God,
their hopes concerning Him around whom they had gathered, the per-
sistence of those hopes to the very end, as evidenced by the story of the
request of James and Jolhn for places of power in the coming Kingdom and
by the anger of the Ten at the request as an attempt to “steal a march,”
as evidenced also in the mad enthusiasm with which those disciples tried
to turn a simple circumstance into 2 Trivmphal Eatry, and as evidenced
finally in the wholesale scattering at the arrest, and in the absence, hardly
less complete, at the trial and crucifixion—the more we uwnderstand this
the more we are made to feel that nothing short of a fact of overwhelm-
ing significance can account for the change that shovtly afterward took
place in them, The unimpeachable proof of thar change 13 the facr of the
New Testamenc faith and the church ic oviginated. .. . . You w whom
the resurrection is but an empty tale, and who lightly brush aside every-
thing in the New Testament that does not agree with your own presup-
positions, and who quite naively suppose that you would still have known
all about the simple Jesus even if there had heen no chureh, remember ¢his
~that had there been no risen Christ there had been no wiitien Gospels,
The Chuistian faith is founded not on a discourse bur on a miracle, It may
very well be that you do not like miraclq. It is your privilepe 1o say what
you will believe, but it is not your privilege to destroy Christianity. For
what is left when the great miracle is denied is not Christianity at all: it is
an emasculated thing, ucterly unable to account for its own origin and its
own persiscence, You are offered bread, bur you choose a stone. You are
offered a fountain of living waters butr you choose a broken cistern. You
are offered a truth whose acknowledgment throws a beam of clear light
on the dark mystery of existence but you turn away from it as a sick man’s
dream.

The more you marvel at the words and deeds of Jesus, the more grate-
ful you must become for that resurrection faith because of which they were
preserved. The more you appreciate the results of that faith, the more you
see that if reason is not to be overthrown it must be more than faith: ir must
be fact as'well. Christignity means supevnaturalisnz: this is the inescapable
logic alike of the history and of the experience.



JESUS 1S LORD
Georgia Harkness

1. Jesus anp His CoNTEMPORARIES

It 15 NOT EASY to put ourselves back into the framework of first-century
thought to see how Jesus looked to those who, believing in him, found
life through his name and who, banding themselves together in little wor-
shiping fellowships, founded the Church. Yet it is not impossible to do so,
and barring the fact that miracle was a concept far more congenial to that
day than to ours, the impression which Jesus made upon his contemporaries
and their immediate successors was not radically different from what hap-
pens in our day when men are confronted with Christ. We may empha-
size as much as we like che differences berween the simple peasant society
of the first century and our own highly complex industrial civilization, and
the central facts remain unchanged. Jesus spoke nmminly to the needs of
individuals—fearful, lonely, bewildered, possessed of the demons of psychic
disorder, illness and sin: so does he now. Jesus gave no blueprint for social
action, but announced principles of sonship to God and brotherhood to all
which placed in men’s minds a new esthmaie of the worth of persons: so
does he now. Imperialism and economic greed were as rampant in his day
as purs; he serin opposition to them a new way of life and demonstrated it in
his own person, Formalism in religion, then as now, was a pervasive poison:
he countered it with stinging words, and refuted it best by the manner of
man he was. There is a great peril in “modernizing Jesus,” but there is a
greater peril in failing to sce in him a universal figure with a universal mes-
sage.

How did Jesus look to the people of his own times? First, how did he
look to his encmies?

Those who opposed Jesus were the socially elite, who thought him too
“common” in his mingling with publicans ang wine-bibbers; his family, who
thought him crazy because he was different; the Pharisees—religious legal-
ists~who felt the sting of his condemnnation of their meticulous observance
of the externals of religion; the Sadducces—priests and political aristocrats
with vested interests—who felt their securicy imperiled by the new way;
the Roman rulers, who were blind to much but who grasped the fact that
here was a new king destined to imperil the supremacy of Caesar. More
through intuition than through logic or testimony or factual demonstration,
these groups discerned that in Jesus' view of things was something different

From The Faith by Which the Church Lives, New York, 1940, pp. 74-102. Reprinted
by permission of the publishers, Abingdon-Cokesbury Press.
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from those values about which they had built their lives, and they hustled
him to his death as a radical and an innovator.

The point need not be labored that it is exactly in these areas that we still
find che most insidious and powerful oppesition to all that Jesus stood for
in his day, and to all that he means to the sensitive Christian in ours, Cul-
tural gentility that substitutes “niceness” for understanding; family loyalty
that puts human ties above the exacting demands of the Christian conscience;
religious vencer, content to baptize, marry and bury by Christian custom
and in some instances even to tithe mint and anise and cummin, while the
weightier matters of the law go unobserved; ecclesiasticism that misses the
marl; economic acquisitiveness; racial and national pride—these were and
are, the forces that fail to recognize Jesus as Lord. | . . .

2. A Goop Jew

To many he must have seemed like a good Jew—a more than ordinarily
good Jew. We do not have much of this judgment recorded in the Gospels;
for those who wrote and preserved the stories and sayings from which the
Gospels were compiled were so much impressed with the differences be-
tween Jesus and the other Jews of his time that contrasts stand out on every
page. Vs

With his neighbors Jesus shared che bope of a Messiah who should come
to redeem Isracl, Though his mind did not wn in the usual grooves of
political authority and kingship, he seeins in no small measure to have looked
as did others of his time, to a grear day when the Son of man should be
seen coming in the clouds of heaven with power and great glory to claim
his chosen ones. There would be a Great Last Judgment and then God
waould establish by divine decree the new heaven and the new earth en-
visioned of old by the Jewish seers,

It was among Jewish neighbors that Jesus grew up to have a great sense
of oneness with his people—that binding sense of togetherness that we now
call “communiry.” It would have been less disturbing to him that the law of
Moses had been dessicated by the formalism of the Pharisces and descerated
by their hypocrisy, had it not been his low—the law of his own people. He
loved both the people and the law, and he could not bear to sce them by
obsession with its letter miss the richness of its spiritual meaning. Even in
full maturity, when he had thought much of his mission and had dedicated
himself to the service of a God who was the Father of all, he still yearned
with a special compassion over the lost sheep of the house of Israel, In the
presence of human need—a Syro-Phoenician woman’s daughter or a Roman
centurion’s son that needed to be healed—he could break through the bonds
of the Jewish community to be the servant of all. Yet to the end of his days
he was a good Jew. He never tried to dissociate himself from his race; and
it is an ironic, yet a natural outcome of his life that he who was to be en-
throned as King of all men should die with a mocking placard over his
head, “This is the king of the Jews.”

1 do not care to moralize upon Jesus’ Jewishness. But two or three things
we must see in it, else we shall go astray when we try to see him as more
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than a good Jew. Insofar as he was a human figure—and he must have been
fully human, else he could not be the Word made flesh—he stands in di-
rect historical continuity with his past. When God chose to manifest him-
self in human flesh, he did not go outside of the stream of hiscory to do it.
Jesus is the revelation of God in history—not as a mutation or sport, an
aberration or an incident in discontinuity from environing circumstance—
but as the child of his past and the child of his times.

This [ believe to be in keeping with all divine revelation. God cannot be
reduced to a natural phenomenon or to a social process; yet God never
speaks save through nature and through society. The more-than-natural is
to be discerned in the natural, not outside of it; the more-than-human in the
human, not in some isolated realm. All the problems of the relation of the
natural to the supernatural, of the historical to the trans-historical, of the
immanence to the transcendence of God, are foreshadowed, and the an-
swer to these problems given in its most convincing form, in the fact that
the Son of God was the son of man, and good Jew.

Certain cthical implications are also to be drawn. The most obvious is, of
course, the utter inconsistency of anti-Jewish prejudice among those who call
themselves Christians, Bur Lhe issue goes deeper, Jesus both did, and did not,
transcend his culture, He came not to destroy but to fulfill the law, and to
fulfill it—not as the Roman he could not be—but as the Jew he was. Yec in
fulfilling it he became the gospel—the good news—to all men, and he is so
much more the bearer of good news to all than he is the fulfiller of the
Jewish law that the latter sinks inro relative insignificance, Because he could
transcend his culture and social expenrancy to live like God and win men
to a realizarion of their place in the family of God, we see in him, not
merely a goad Jew, but the incarnation of universal goodness. . . ..

3. Tur Tracner of A New Way

... This brings us to that which lies closest to the surface, yet goes deep-
est into the heart of the issue. Jesus took the concepts of his past, and by a
new emphasis, a fresh scale of values, a sure sense of what was important, he
remade them. This is indispensable to our judgment of what there was
about him that was differcat. But his uniqueness lies not alone in the fact
that he saw things differently, To see things differently is to be a different
kind of person. One is what one loves and lives for. Jesus loved persons and
he loved God—he lived for persons and he lived for God, in 2 manner
unique among all the figures of history. It is not strange thac when men
looked upon him they beheld his glory, glory as of the only Son of the
Father, and in such grace and truth saw God himself.

I do not propose to try to ser forth any abstract doctrine of the divinity
of Christ. I do not believe it can be adequately expressed in abstract terms,
though the theolagians of the ages have wrestled with ir. Yet conceived in
terms of personal acquaintance with a divine-human person, it loses—if not
its mystery—at lcast its confusing character. Such acquaintance centers in
the recognition that in Jesus, as in no one else, message and personality meet.

Jesus' moral attitudes werc one with his religion. He could say: “Why
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callest thou me good? none is good save one, even God” (Mark 10:18; Luke
18:19), because to him the source of all goodness was in God. He believed
this and lived by it as naturally as he breathed. Because it was a part of his
very being, we find in him the one sinless life, manifesting to men the per-
fection of God. When he said to his followers, “Ye therefore shall be per-
fect, as your heavenly Father is perfect” (Matthew 5:48), this saying was
not to him what it has too often become to us—a statement of 1 perfection-
ist ethics about which to argue. Rather, it was an affirmation of the source
from which he drew his life, and therefore an injunction to others ta try
to follow in this way.

In all the rest of us there is a great gulf berween aspiration and achieve-
ment. Not so with Jesus. He practiced what he preached. Everything about
him was of one piccc—the set of values by which one ought to live, the lifc
of simplicity and love in which he manifested chem and so lifted every soul
he touched, the consummation of that life in suffering love upon a cross,
He gave himsclf in all he did so beautifully, so tragically, so compellingly
that one cannot be truly confronted by that life and remain unmoved, We
may be too dull to have eyes to sce. But when the day comes that the film
is drawn away, and we are in the presence of that lonely figure on a cross,

4. CHRIST THE SAVIOUR

After every Good Friday comes an Faster morning, After the firse Faster
there was lighted in the disciples of Jesus a burning conviction which, if they
had held iv at all befare his death, way as but a feeble gleam o the fluning
beacon it was to become. This was the conviction that Jesus was not only
the Son of God, living like God and pointing men toward God, but that
Jesus was himself the Christ, the Saviour of men.

So inseperable to us are the rerms “Jesus” and “Christ” thar we tend to
use them interchangeably, and a large praportion of the warld's Churistians
get along without knowing that there is any difference. There was a time
when Jesus was known only by the name his parents gave him. In the play,
The Family Portrait,! Jesus' little nephew calls him “Uncle Jesus”—a rerm
which is both startling in its novelty and charming in irs freshness. Then
then we must say, as did a Roman centurion on the first Good Friday,
“Truly this was the Son of God.”
there came a time when Jesus was called Christ, or Jesus Christ, but was
not often designated by the Jewish name he had borne as a boy and man of
Nazareth, All over the catacombs one sees the early Christian symbol, the
fish. The word “fish” in Greek is ichthus, a cabalistic word formed by tak-
ing the first letters of the five Greek words for “Jesus Churist, the Son of
God, the Saviour.” It is this transition from Jesus of Nazareth to Christ the
Saviour that we must now examine.

One must move with reticence in any attempt to interpret what happened
on the resurrection morning. There 15 nothing in the New Testament of
which we are more sure that it happened and Jess sure how it happened. A

*By Lenore Coffee and William Joyce Cowen,
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discouraged and disconcerted little band of fishermen, who had fled to save
their skins and had failed Jesus when he nceded them most, felt after the
crucifixion that it was all over, He had failed them. They had followed one
whom they thought should redeem Israel, and now he was dead on a felon’s
cross and buried in the borrowed grave of a rich aristocrat.

Then everything was changed. The women who had loved Jesus knew
that love was stronger than death, and that he who had saved them from a
living death could not himself be bound by death, They told Peter, and
Peter knew it too. Lighted by this certainty, he who had denied his Lord in
moral vacillation now scr his face like a rock to the task of rallying the
eleven, to filling the place left by the betrayer, to founding a church.

Much of what is recorded as the resurrection story is poetry and high
mythology—not mere legend, but sacred legend with 2 meaning, like the
song of the angels on the first Christmas Eve. To literalize it is to flatcen ic
out and to raisc unanswerable questions, To catch its spiritual meaning is to
enter into that living experience of an abiding Christ in which the early
Church was born, It was a miracle, and 2 miracle without which all future
history would have been different. May I try to say in verse how I {eel
about it?

1 know not how the miracle was wrought,
The story says the stone was rolled away;
That angels sac within as Mary sought
Her risen Lord; that linen grave cloths lay;
That Jesus stood there speaking words of cheer;
And walked with two along the Emmaus road;
That when eleven were gathered, sick with fear,
They fclt his presence, saw the wounds he showed.

“How can it be?” I hear men say in doubt,
Like Thomas, who must sce the nails’ imprint.
1 know not how these things could come about,
To read the mystery 1 have no hint:
But T have scen the Lord on Easter Day,
My heart has borned within me in the way.®

Made strong by the certainty that Jesus the Christ, the Son of the living
God, was triumphant over death, the little band grew from twelve to ten
times chat size, and then after a great sermon preached on Pentecost three
thousand souls were added in onc day. Peter’s text was the resurrection,
and in it was “the power of the resurrcction.” Probably it would startle
us if ever our preaching bore such fruits! What it did for the early Chris-
tians was to drive them closer together into a comniunal fellowship, touch-
ing even their purse strings and empowering them to share not only their
prayers and praises but their bread.

1 need not rehcarse the story of how the church grew, gaining in num-
bers and strength; of how Paul was laid hold upon by Christ to become its
pastor-at-large, evangelist, missionary, statesman, and theologian; of how in

2%The Miracle,’ from my Holy Flame, p. 35. Bruce Humphries, Inc., Boston, 1935.
y P p
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the spread of the gospel those who were “ambassadors for Christ” were
jailed, stoned, cast out of cities to which they forthwith came back, ship-
wrecked, scourged, driven into the catacombs, thrown to the lons, It is a
thrilling story that never wears out. Through it all runs a steadfast conviction
to which Paul has given classic utterance, “We preach Christ crucified, unto
Jews a stumbling block, and unto Genriles foolishness; but unto them that
are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ the power of God, and the
wisdom of God” (1 Corinthians 1:23).

This conviction permeates the first Christian literature, Paul’s letters, and
it is natural encugh that such a living conviction should have found its
way into the oral tradition and written fragments which finally werc to con-
verge to form the Gospels. Thus it follows that what Jesus thoughe about
his own messiahship and to what extent he anticipated what was to occur
after his death are almost unanswerable questions, What is of supreme im-
portance is that, whether or not Jesus thought of hinwelf as Christ the
Saviour, he was and is. There are not two persons, Jesus and Christ. There is
direct historical continuity between Jesus of Nazareth and the Christ of
faith, and in Jesus Chirst—not Jesus only, not Christ only—is the Word
made flesh.

This leads me to say, finally, that apart from the incarnation we cannot
fruitfully consider the atonement, the forgivencss of sins, regencration
through the grace of God in Christ, justification by faith, or any of the
other great concepts of Paul's theology. Accept the fact that God became
flesh in a good Jew who was more than a Jew, in a teacher of a new way
who was more than a teacher, in 2 God-man who died in love and rose in
triumph, in an abiding Christ who is still our Divine Companion, and these
terms take on meaning. Start from the terms themselves, and they are barren
abstractions. God saves us in divine mercy when we do not merit salvation,
God forgives our sins, God empowers us to newness of life and to service in
his Kingdom—and we know that God does this becavse we know Jesus as
Lord.

Jesus Christ is God’s gift to man for our salvation. But he is God's gift
because he followed God’s way. The gospel is always a two-sided enter-
prise. God was in Christ reconciling the world unto himself, not reckoning
unto us our trespasses. The correlate of this great fact is that unto us he has
committed the word of reconcilation.

Faith in Jesus Christ as Lord and Saviour means faith in man and faith in
God. As he is the supreme gift of God for our redemption, so is he the su~
preme challenge to us to become co-workers with God in the redemptive
process,



DID JESUS REGARD HIMSELF AS THE MESSIAH?

B. Harvie Branscomb

Tue MAIN FACTS as they appear in the Gospel account can be srated quire
simply, though the solution of the problem is beser with the greatest diffi-
culties.

The facts are as follows: Mark makes it clear that Jesus made no public
claim to Messiahship, enjoining silence on demoniacs and on the disciples
when they conferred the title upon Him. At the final trial no witnesses
that He made this claim could be produced. It is, however, recorded that
Peter, and presumably the other disciples, privately acknowledged Him as
the Messiah. Matl does not record an explicit acceprance of the title by
Jesus, but states that, having charged them “co tell no onc,” He proceeded to
speak of His approaching Passion, referring to Himself as “the Son of Man.”
From this point on, this phrase appears repeatedly in Jesus' mouth, par-
ticularly in sayings concerning His death, resurrection, and fucare glory.
There is no clear assertion of Messinhship, although the account of the re-
quest of the sons of Zebedee seems to imply it, until onc reaches the account
of the trials, Here, in answer to a question of the high priest, “Art thou the
Christ, the Son of the Blessed?” Jesus is said to have answered, *“I am. And
ye shall see the Son of Man seated on the right hand of power and coming
on the clouds of heaven,” To Pilate’s question, “Art thou the King of the
Jews?” Mark records an anibiguous answer—“Thou sayest it.” A placard
placed over the cross carried the wording, “The King of the Jews” These
are the major facts in the case.

Thus there is only one instance in which Jesus is said to have declared
unequivocally that He was the Chrisc—in His reply to the high priest, But
it so happens that this scene in Mark, the story of the Jewish trial, is the
one element in the final events most open to question. As an exact historical
record it is of very doubtful dependableness. The grounds for this stare-
ment will be presented in the commentary, but even Professor Burkitt, who
championed so persuasively the historicity pf Mark, admitted that “the
grounds against treating Mark xiv. §3-65 with the same measure of his-
torical respect that one accords to the rest of Mark xiv. are sound.” One is
faced, therefore, with a baffling set of facts: in spite of the conviction of
the early Church that Jesus was the expected Messiah, the Synoptic Gospels
record only one dubious instance in which Jesus affirmed this, but do record
numerous instances in which He spoke of Himself as the “Son of Man.”
One turns first, therefore, to a consideration of this terrm.

From The Gospel of Mark, New York, pp, 145-52. Reprinted by permission of the
publishers, Harper & Brothers.
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TrE SoN oF Man

This phrase, originally a Semitic idiom meaning simply “man”—as in the
familiar passage, “What is man, that thou art mindful of him? and the son
of man, that thou visitest him?”—came to be, through its use in Daniel and
Enoch in connection with the heavenly being of the visions, a title for a
heavenly individual who would come on the clouds at the last day to pre-
side over the Great Judgment and the New Age. In the Gospels a few in-
stances of the meaning “man” seem to have been mistaken for the title, the
clearest being perhaps ii. 28. These can be sct aside, A number of others
have no unifying thought, the title merely taking the place of the first per-
sonal pronoun in certain sayings of Jesus. This group is clearly secondary.
Jesus did not use the title as an habitual designation of Himself. The
greater number of the uses of the phrase are in conrexts which refer to
Jesus’ approaching sufferings and death and His return to glory, It is with
this group that we need to concern ourselves. The reader is referred to the
lucid discussion of this phrase in Jackson and Lake’s Beginnings of Chris-
tanity, Val. I, pp. 374 £, for the details of these several uses.

As soon as one raises the question whether Jesus applied to Himself chis ex-
alted title of apocalyptic literature, one incontrovertible fact emerges: the
bridge by which the person of Jesus, the prophet and teacher, could be con-
nected with that of a heavenly “Son of Man” at the right hand of God,
must have been a conviction of Jesus’ death and resurrcetion. Only by death
and resutrection could Jesus enter into that heavenly region whenee He
would come on the clouds at the end of the age, This knowledge, it is often
assumed, Jesus posscssed by anticipation and by faith, He believed God
would raise Him up after death, and so expected to become the Son of
Man. The alternate view would be to assume that it was the carly Church
after the resurrcction which identified Jesus with the heavenly Son of Man.
According to Acts i, 33 the Church thought of Jesus as “raised to God’s
right hand,” and “to be kept in heaven until the restoration of all things”
(Acts iil. 21).

In attempting to decide between these alcernatives the balance of prob-
ability is scrongly in {avour of the view that it was the early Church which
applied this title to Jesus:

(1) The only use of the title which is found in both of the carliest
sources, Mark and the “Q” sayings of Matthew and Lulke, is in sayings re-
ferring to the return of Christ in glory. Marl uses it repeatedly in connec-
tion with che Passion, but this use is never found in the “Q” sayings, Where
these two documents agree, there will be found, surely, the earliest and most
dependable tradition. This carliest use of the title thus referred not to the
Passion, but to the glorified Christ. This would seem to indicate clearly
that its use originated with the early Church. To the early Church the
resurrection was the starting-point of a new theology. It overshadowed and
wiped out the crucifixion, The' Church’s interest was Christ’s return for
judgment, which was now possible. To Jesus, on the other hand, the later
events would have had meaning and significance only in connection with the
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approaching ordeal. That the title scems to have been unrelated in the
earliest tradition to the Passion argucs against Jesus having applied the tidle
to Himself.

(2) In the second place, for Jesus to have thought of Himsclf as the
apocalyptic Son of Man it would have been necessary not only to have
foreseen His death and to have belicved that God would raise Him to have
a part in the Age to Come, but also to have believed in a special resurrection
for Himself immediately after death, or at least before the time of that
great cvent. The normal expectation of a devout Jew who accepted the
Pharisaic belief in the resurrection was that after death the body was placed
in the tomb and the spirit went to the place appointed for the spirits until
the last day. Then body and soul would be reunited and raised up together.
The Son of Man, however, was supposed to wait in heaven until He came
to inaugurate the new day. The thought of such a special individual resur-
rection was not impossible in the first century, as can be easily shown, But
it does burden the hypothesis that Jesus thought of Himself as the heavenly
Son of Man more than its proponents often recognize. Indeed this view
comcs very near requiring the older conception of Jesus' complete fore-
knowledge of the events that were to follow.

(3) For Jesus to have regarded Himself as the apocalyptic Son of Man
requires that He must have accepted the certainty of His approaching
death long enough in advance to have completely reorganized in His mind
contemporary apocalyptic thought, The Son of Man was 2 heavenly per-
sonage already existing who had been “chosen and hidden before God before
the creation of the world.” To have brought the work of a Galilean prophet
and servant of God into relationship with this figure involved a radical re-
thinking of the entire apocalyptic scheme, This would have been the work of
months of meditation on the mystery of His fate. But the evidence of the
Gospels, in spite of much reading back of later events into the earlier period,
does not suggest such an early recognition of what the final result would be.
The prayer in the Garden of Gethsemane, if historical even in its general
tenor, indicates a sudden realization that He must actually “drink the cup.”
We know very lirtle abour Jesus' final efforts in Jerusalem, but the im-
pression left by the record is that He endeavoured up to the last to win
the nation to genuine repentance, hoping for success. Nor do the words at
the Last Supper give any indication of so vital a reconstruction of current
apocalyptic hopes. Aside from the sacramental features, the thought ex-
pressed is that He and His disciples will be gathered together again at the
great banquet in the Kingdom of God.

The point is often made in reply that the title is used so rarely in the
New Testament as to indicate that the Church would not have originated
it. The reply overlooks the fact that the New Testament is a collection of
Greek documents. The title belongs to the earliest stage of the Church
when it spoke Aramaic. We have only traces of this Aramaic Christian liter-
ature—namely, the early chapters of Acts and some of the traditions in-
corporated in the Gospels. In both of these the title is present. It meant
nothing to Greek Christianity, which quickly dropped the term,
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1 conclude, therefore, that the series of ideas which viewed Jesus as the
Son of Man to come in glory on the clouds of heaven, with the holy angels,
was the theological achievement of the Palestinian Church. "The sanction for
these beliefs was naturally found in Jesus’ teachings, and the title inevitably
became part of the oral tradition, and later the written tradition of His
words. But it never appears in the Gospels in the mouths of the disciples,
probably for the following reason: Ir was known that this view of Jesus
was not entertained by the disciples during Jesus’ lifetime. In the tradition
this fact took the form of the oft-repeated thought that the disciples did not
understand until later what Jesus was endeavouring to teach them.

Tue Messiax

The above conclusion has scemed to many scholars to mean that Jesus
made no claim to special or unique dignity, and that the title, “the Messiah,”
or the “Anointed One,” is also to be attributed to the early Church. Jesus,
it is maintained, only thought of Himself as a prophet. After the belief in
the resurrection was established, His followers acclaimed Him as the Mes-
siah or Christ, and this was read back into the carlier history. In this way the
“Messianic secret” of Mark is explained: there was nothing of this Messiah-
ship in the familiar story of tradition; hence it was assumed that Jesus had
imposed on the disciples a decree of silence,

This reconstruction of the facts is artractive from a number of standpoints,
but it has certain difficulties to face which are almost insuperable:

(1) In the first place it seems certain that Jesus' intimate disciples during
His lifetime regarded Him as the Messiah. The story of Cresarea Philippi
seems to go back to a definire historical recollection in which the place and
chief spokesman are recalled, It is confirmed by the request of the sons of
Zebedee for the places on Jesus’ right and left hand in His glory—a story
which would hardly have been invented., The strongest evidence of this be-
lief, however, is the virtnal impossibility of assuming that the belief in Jesus'
resurrection, His Messiahship and His apocalyptic office would have arisen
after His execution had there been no such belief earlier, But this evidence
of the disciples’ belief during Jesus’ lifetime indicates that Jesus Himsclf held
some such conviction. Had Jesus held no such thoughts concerning Him-
self, He certainly would have eliminated these false 1deas and expectations.

(2) Jesus was executed by the Romans. At the public trial Pilace asked
Him, “Art thou the King of the Jews?” and reccived an answer that was
not a denial, Over the cross was placed a placard which read, “The King
of the Jews.” Had Jesus never regarded Flimself as the Lord’s “Messiah”
or “Anointed One,” it seems unbelicvable that He would have allowed Him-
self to be executed without protest on such false grounds,

(3) Supplementing the above, though without significance alone, are
those sayings which show that Jesus attached to His hour, His teaching,
and His person a special and unique significance. Here the data are all so
coloured by later Christian beliefs that it is practically impossible to make 2
distinction berween the sayings which are probably later and those which
seem to be genuine. But all of these cannot be eliminated. He believed that
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the cnd of the age was at hand. In His own exorcisms and cures He saw
the evidences of Satan's power being broken. The cities of Galilee He up-
braided because they had not repented at works greater than any which
had been done in Sodom and Gomorrah. Mauny prophets and kings had de-
sired to see the things which were transpiring in His day, He called for
men to follow Him, and obey His teachings of the divine will, According
to one saying, He declared that one’s status in the Day of Judgment would
be determined by the attitude they adopted toward His words, Other say-
ings promisc rewards to those who suffered on His account, How much of
all this picture is genuine it is very difficult to say, but there is cerrainly
enough to make one hesitate ar deseribing Jesus' conception of His mission
in ordinary terms,

Thus we have a myscery of history. There is no dependable record that
Jesus claimed rto be the Messiah, but His intimate disciples believed it to be
true, and His enemies put Him to death after a public trial in which He was
charged wich this belief. It is possible that Jesus kept silenc at every sugges-
tiont of Messianic dignicy, buc not chat He consistently denied it, And if
He kepe silent, His refusal to answer has significance,

There is an old answer to the problem which has more recently been
put in a new light. In an essay in Jackson and Lake's Beginmings of Chris-
tianity, G. F. Moore has shown with great care that the term “Messiah,”
or “Anointed One,” was applicd to various individuals and groups in the
sense of “appointed” or “consecrated” by God to a unique task or mission,
It had been applied to the patriarchs, to the people of Isracl as o whole, to
the prophets, to the kings of Israel, even to Cyrus the conqueror of Babylon.
It had also been applied to the apocalyptic heavenly man in the visions of
Enoch. In Jesus' day it was applied especially to the hoped-for warrior-
king who would deliver the nation. Basically the term meant “one appoinced
by God,” though in Jesus’ day the reference to the one who would bring
about the grear deliverance of the nation was closely associated with the
phrase.

In view of these facts it seems reasonable in itself, and in accordance with
the evidence, to assume that Jesus, believing Himself divinely commissioned
to proclaim the nearness of the Realm of God and also its true characrer,
opposed in this work by virtually all the accepted leaders of the day,
threatened with death, yet striving to create a repentant and righteous na-
tion ready for the imminent judgment, should have felt that He was “the
anointed one” whom God bad sent for this task. The people expected a
warrior-king. Jesus rejected such concepts. “The kings of the Gentiles Jord
it over you and their grear ones exercise authority. Let it not be so with
you. He who would be greatest, let him be the servant of all.” The evidence
asserts that Jesus accepted from His disciples the title, “the Lord’s Anointed,”
while at the same time endeavouring to teach them that His work was not
one of conquest but enc of service and perhaps even of death in supreme
obedience to the will of God. This seems entirely reasonable. And may not
His refusal of an answer to the pagan Pilate have been for the reason that,
though unwilling to deny His great vocation, He knew that the procurator
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would misanderstand His claim, and regard His admission as a legitimate
reason for His immediate execution?

This seems on the whole the most satisfactory solucion. The records have
been so overlaid with the later beliefs that proof and absolute certainty are
out of the question. Bur without the assumption that Jesus accepted His
disciples’ expression of faith in Himself as “the Anointed One,” the story of
His last days and-of the rise of the Christian movement becomes a series of
unrelated and almost incomprehensible facts.



THE LIBERATOR
Dianitri Merejkowski

“MECIIANISM 1S PRESENT in everything in the world, bur it is only secondary,”
says Lotze with the exactness of genius. “Creative evolution” (Bergson), the
movement of the world, life, is not explained by the law of causation in
mechanics, nor by the law of identity in logic. To the arithmetical sum
total of the items in the cause (the acting physical forces), in the result is
added an unknown quantity, #, that which we call “miracle” or “freedom.”
If it is a+&+4-c in cause, in mechanics, then in the result, in life, it is a--b
-

Once a living body consists of dead matter, it will always remain dead
matter; “Came from dust, unto dust shall return,” such is the law of me-
chanical causation, of logical identity—death. . ...

Mankind is divided into two parts, and one must be with either the one
or with the other, either with those who believe in the Tarantula, or with
those who believe that Christ rose from the dead, One must choose one of
the two experiences, either the external, sensual one, where, according to
the law of 1dentity—mechanics—the sum of acting physical forces, the arith-
metical total of the items a--b-|-¢ is immutable, or the inward religious ex-
perience, where to the sum is also added the unknown quantity, x="miracle.”

“I have come not to destroy the law but to complete it" means “T have
come to add to the Father's Inw, the Freedom of the Son, to rcstore the
mutilated, to complete in the damaged law of causality, in the law of identity
—death, the law of the Father—life.”

He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life (John iii, 36).

[ am the resurrection and the life . . . he that believeth in me shall never die. (John
xi, 25, 26).

One must either believe in Him Who said this, or else in the Tarantula.

“The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he hath anointed me . . . He
hath sent me . .. to preach deliverance to the captives . . . to set at liberty
them that are bruised” (Luke iv, 18), by this the Lord begins the Blessed
Message, and by it He ends it: “If the Son therefore shall make you free,
ye shall be free indeed” (John viii, 36).
" How difficult and unknown to man is the religious experience of freedom
instead of the law, can be seen from this, that even in the prophecy of Isaiah,
the ncarest 1o Jesus' point of revelation, or as we should say “religious ex-
perience,” the only name for the King Messiah comprehensible to people is
“Slave,” ebed Jabwe, “the slave of the Lord” (Is, lin).

From Jesus Manifest, New York, 1935, pp. 116-22, 131-32, 134, 137-40, 147-50, Re-
printed by permission of the publishers, Charles Scribner's Sons.
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And for us, while the names of Jesus—“Christ,” “King,” are known, that
of “Liberator” is still hidden.

There are people even now who live wirhour Christ, as the Jews lived,
under the yoke of the law. All our laws of state are but the reflexions of the
laws of nature, distorting in death as in a devil's mirror the law of the
Father—life. In these, as in the others, the compelling force is the fear of
death. In order to free man from iv it is necessary’ to break the yoke of the
law. This is the reason of the struggle of Jesus, not only with the Jews, but
with all the slaves of the law, with all mankind.

The slavery of all slavery, the hardest iron of all chains, is death. The
precended liberators of all mankind, extreme revolutionaries and rebels, re-
main slaves of death, It does not occur to any of them that man could be
freed from death, and that without this freedom all the others are worth-
less. Ouly one man in all mankind, Jesus, rose up agaiust death. Just as sim-
ply, naturally and reasonably as cach one of us says, “1 shall die,” He said,
“I'shall rise up from the dead.” He was conscious of possessing within Him-
self the power nccessary to conquer death, and to conquer it not only in
Himself, but in all mankind, in all people. And people believed in this, and
some, though only few, will probably continue to believe till the end of
time. This faith cannot be understood without also adding here, in history
as there, in narure, to the arithmetical total of historically acting forces,
a+Db+-c, also the unknown quantity, the dazzling =, the miracle,

And the meaning of all this is, that we shall never know by whar Jesus
lived and for what He died, if we do not understand the meaning of “mir-
acle” to Him. .. ..

That Jesus performed miracles we know with as much certaiuty as is pos-
sible in history. But what He thought and felt when He performed them,
we hardly ¥now at all. Not perhaps because it is impaossible to get o know
from the Gospel testimonies, but because we do not as yet read them as
they should be read. One matter, however, is perfectly clear, namely, that
Jesus knew the “law of causation” not a whir less than we. How should
He not have known it considering thar His whole life long He only thought
of how the law of the Father—"the law of causation” according to us—
should be fulfilled in the frcedom of the Son—in “miracles,” as we say?

Apparently, in the three words signifying miracle in the Gospels—
“Power,” dynamis, sign, sémeion, and “miracle” proper, terss, is to be scen
what Jesus Himself thought and felt when He performed them, Having
onee for all rejected the external miracle offered by the devil on the Mount
of Temptation, He manifested only “signs” and “powers.”

‘Which comes from which—faith from miracles or miracles from faith?
Must one see a miracle in order to believe, or must one believe in order to
see? All the life and death of Jesus is an answer to this question.

“Blessed are they that have not scen and yet believe” (John xx, 29): in

this is continued the whole Blessed Message of the fufilment of the law of
the Father in the freedom of the Son—in miracle,
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The blind receive their sight, and the lame walk, the lepers are cleansed, and the
deaf hear, the dead are raised up, and the poor have the Gospel preached to them.
And blessed is be whosoever shall not be offended in e (Martr. xi, 5, 6).

This means that blessed is he who is not offended by external miracles,
répara (1. terata), who does not have to sce in order to believe; such is the
answer of Jesus to the question of John the Baptist: “Art thou he that should
come, or do we look for another?” (Matt. xi, 3).

Whether it is He, or not He, cannot be proved by any miracle.

For Jesus Himself there is an unbreakable bond between faith and
miracle, but a contrary one to the one where faith comes from miracle.

If you have faith as a grain of mustard seed, ye shall say unto this mountain, Remove
hence to yonder place; and it shall remove; and nothing shall he impossible unto you
(Matt. xvii, 20).

He has proved it in Himself as no one clse, That “faith moves mountains”
is confirmed by the personal experience of every person and of all man-
kind; so much so, chat it has become a commonplace to the unbelieving.

A miracle is for Jesus the inter-action of two measures, two forces—the
ane coming from Him and the other from men. If men believe in miracles,
He can perform them, if they do not, He cannot.

And He could do there (in Nazareth) no wnighty works . .. . (Mark vi, 5),

How far this testimony of Mark-Peter is historically authentic can be seen
from the fact that for Matthew it is already an offence, and he softens it
and blunts the sting of the offence: “And he did not many mighty works
there because of their unbelief” (Mace, xiii, 58).

The Death on the Cross is the greatest negation of the external miracle,
teras, and affirmation of the internal miracle, semeion. “Let Christ the King
of Isracl descend from the Cross, that we may see and believe” (Mark xv,
32).

If He had come down from the Cross and not risen from the dead,
only an excernal miracle would have been performed, an enslaving miracle
of anti-Christ and not a liberating one of Chris. . . ..

“Ought people to have believed in Christ if he had not performed any mir-
acle?” is a question put by St, Thomas Aquinas, and by him answered “Yes,
they ought.”

It would have becn difficult for the Grear Inquisitor to have burnt St.
Thomas at the stake, even more difficult perhaps than Christ Himself. And
yet, from what St. Thomas says the interference is quite clear, that had
Jesus resurrected ten thousand Lazaruses, it would not have proved that
He was Christ, as it would not have been proof of the contrary had He not
resurrected a single onc.

“I would smash all my system to atoms and would' be baptized, if I could
only believe that Lazarns was raised from the dead, says Spinoza. This, of
course, also proves nothing; not only because the matter treated of is greater
than all systems, but also becaunse of the question of the miracle of Lazarus, as
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of every other miracle, is settied on quite another plane from that in which it
is placed by Spinoza—not on the plane of reason, but on that of experience.
Or, in other words, all is settled for us in the sole historical experience of
Gospel testimony.

‘The first thing that cannot but come to the mind of anybody who weighs the
historical authenticiry of this restimony is, of course, the fact that in the
Synoprics there is even no place where the raising of Lazarus from the dead
could have been inserted. The more the fourth Evangelist speaks of this
incident, the more significant is the silence of the Synoptics.

On the very day of the resurrection of Lazarus the High Priest and the
Pharisees, holding a council, say: “What do we? For this man doeth many
miracles. If we let him thus alone, all men will believe on him. . . . . Then
from that day forth they took council together for to put him to death”
(John xi, 47-48).

This means that the raising of Lazarus was the chief factor in deciding
the fate of Jesus. How is it then that the Synoptics know nothing about it?
And even more astonishing is it that the resurrected Lazarus is present with
Jesus at the Bethany supper, six days before the Passover. . . . .

Between the two miracle-signs, Cana of Galilee, the first miracle of human
gladness, and the resurrection of Lazarus, the last miracle of heavenly glad-
ness, passes the whole ministry of the Lord, according to the fourth Gospel.
What we have already said of Cana of Galilee should also be said of the
resurrection of Lazarus—John, the incomparable Master of chiaroscuro,
blends the most brilliant light with the darkest shadow in such graduation
indistinguishable to the human eye, that the more we look into them the less
we know whether what we see is real or visionary. He mixes two orders,
or purposely unites them, History and Mystery, so that his whole testimony
is semi-history, semi-mystery, or again, he purposely unites fact with pro-
phetic dream, with what he calls “miracle-sign” and what we call “simil-
itude,” “symbol.” . . ..

And what is perhaps the most astonishing of all in the testimony of john
about the resurrection of Lazarus is, that however much we are convinced
by othexs or by ousselves that Lazarus did not rise from the dead, that all this
is “imagination,” a “myth,” or, as Smerdiakov would, say, “all written about
what is untrue,” we need only re-read the Gospel narrative to be again con-
vinced that people do not invent such things, do not lie, do nor deceive
themselves as well as others in this way. In order to feel once again through
a ghostly film of mystery the firm body of history, to see blending with the
clouds the snowy summits of mountains, in order to feel once again that here,
next to what might have been, is something that certainly was; thar ac-
cording to the formula of Lotze, to the arithmetical total ot added items, in
reason, the dull series al-b-4-¢, is also, in the result, added an unknown
quantity, the dazzling x==miracle,

In the literature of all ages and peoples there is no other such convincing
natrative of so improbable an event, such a natural one of something so
outside nature. Here, perhaps, it is not the external details that are most
convincing: “Bethany nigh unto Jerusalem, about fifreen furlongs off” (xi,
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18), “by this time he stinketh for he has been dead four days” (xi, 39),
“Now Jesus was not yet come into the town, but was in that place where
Martha met Him” (xi, 39). One might have suspected the narrator of wish-
ing to cmphasize such details artificially, to ring out with the mastery of
chiaroscuro peculiar to John alane, single points of right light in deepest
shadow. No, the most convincing are the inward details, showing such
deeps in the heart of the Lord as could only have been seen by one very
near that heart. . . ..

Jesus therefore again groaning in himself, ermbrimémenss, cometh to the grave, It
was a cave, and a stone lay upon it (John xi, 38).

This “indignation,” “anger,” is certainly not against the unbelieving Jews,
as commentators explain it, nor against people in general, but against their
last enemy, “the immemorial killer of man,” the devil, Death, because he
has so long held them enslaved, dishonoured and tormented them. It is
the anger of the wrestler going into battle for the liberation of man.

The Spirit of the Lord is on me . . . because he sent me . . . to bring freedom to the
captives, to free the tormented.

This indignation is unprecedented in the world. Never has any human
being shown such indignation with death, thrown such a gage of defiance
in its face, Of all mankind only one man, Jesus, rose up against deach, us the
Mightiest against the mighty, the Free against the enslaver.

The inner meaning of the whole of this miracle-sign is the vicrory over
death by the law of nature, the law of “identity,” of mechanical causation
(a+-b-c=a-+b+c--x); the overcoming of the law by freedom, but the
miracle of Resurrection. Here we see Jesus as the Miracle Worker, the
Liberator. . , ..

The new name will be announced to the world on the Day of Judgment
by the trumpet of the Archangel. But it can possibly be heard even now
in the whisper of the imprisoned, who remember the Blessed Message:
“The Spirit sent men . . . to preach freedom to the captives ‘If the Son shall
make you free you will be free indeed.””

The new name is not yet known to anyone, but possibly it will soon be-
come known. Slaves will remember the eternal name of Christ: The Lib-
erator.

It is apparently not by chance that when speaking of the beginning of
the ministry of the Lord, we have been led to speaking of the end, be-
cause the beginning is bound up with the end, the first miracle-sign of
Cana or Galilee with the resurrection of Lazarus. This bond is the best proof
that an historically authentic order of the events of Christ’s life is to be
found in the Gospels. If we fail to see this order, it is perhaps only because
we do not yet know how the Gospels should be read,

How many years or months did the ministry of the Lord last? About a
year, say the Synoptics, and about two years according to the fourth
Evangelist. If even this cannot be definitely fixed by us on the testimony of
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the Gaspel, it is perhaps not only because we do not know how to read
them properly, but also because for the restifiers themselves the under-
standing of time natural to us is broken by a to vivid fecling of the
End, of the coming eternity, Their time is not ours.

There is in the Gospels “the anticipation of events” and the “return to
them,” anticipatio and recapituiatio, as St. Augustine says. The truth of the
Gospel (“historical authenticity” in our word) does not depend on this or
that “order in the narration of events,” ordo rerum gestarum, This order may
not correspond to the “order of recollection” ordini recordationis. This
means that one must know how to read the Gospels in order to see in them
the historically authentic order of the events, In other words, despite
the radical criticism that “the life of Jesus Christ cannot be written, scribi
nequit” (A. Harnack), it is nevertheless possible that, although even more
difficult than they think—the life of Christ has already been written in the
Gospels.

In order to be convinced of it, let us remember the order as we have
found it—the first day in Capernaum, the Sermon on the Mount, the
quarrel with the Pharisecs about the Sabbath, the first conference of the
Pharisees with the Herodians about how to destroy Jesus, the sending of
the twelve to preach, the Revelation of the Kingdom of God.

Kingdom, Blessedness, Miracle—in these three words, actions, lies the
whole ministry of the Lord. Simply, quietly, monotonously, almost with-
out any external and visible events, but with a multitnde of inward, invisible
ones, more than in all the rest of the history of the world (for the life
of Chuist is like the sky at night, the more you look into it the more stars
do you see), passed the life of Jesus. Journeying, announcing the Good
Word, healing the sick, comforting the sorrowing, collecting disciples, He
goes about the towns and villages of Galilee. The year from the Passover of
Beatitudes to the Passover of the Muliiplication of Loaves—"the Blessed
Summer of the Lord”—was the most blessed year of humanity.

Slowly and solemmnly rose the invisible sun over the world—the great
lominary of the End. Mankind fele it vaguely, as a blind man feels the
warmth of the rising sun. It was seen by only one people—lsracl. Of all
Israel it was most plainly seen by those who followed Jesus, the Galilean
crowds. Still plainer, by the hundreds who heard Him on the Mount of
Beatitudes. Bur the full light of the End illumined only one Man on earth
—Jesus Himself.

If the earth is not turned to ice before the kingdom of God comes to
pass, it will only be perhaps because the sun of the summer of the Lord
has warmed it through to the very heart,

The day of the Mulriplication of the Loaves was the noon of the life of
Jesus, the point at which the great luminary of the End approached nearest
to earth, the Kingdom of God to mankind. And apparently on that very day
the disciples, who were sent forth by him,

“returned to him with joy” (Luke x, 17).

“and told him all things, both what they had done and what they had thought”
(Mark vi, 30).
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“In that hour Jesus rejoiced in spirit, and said, I thank thee, O Father, Lord of
heaven and earth, that thou hast hid these things from the wise and prudent, and hast
revealed them unto babes: even so Father; for so it seemed good in thy sight” (Luke
x, 21).

“Come unto me, all ye that labour and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest.

“Take my yoke upon you. . . . for I am meck and lowly in heart; and ye shall find
rest unto your souls.

“For my yoke is easy and my burden is light” (Matr, xi, 28, 30).

However much mankind forgets Flim who said this, some day it will
remember. However much it may doubt, one day it will believe, that the
world was saved by Him.



THE ESSENCE OF CHRISTIANITY
Edgar Sheffield Brightman

Any THOUGHTFUL CHRisTIAN must desire to know what Christianity is.
Likewise, any thoughtful Christian must desire agreement with other Chris-
tians; there is no intrinsic merir in disagreement, much less in pride of
opinion, and the practical values of agreement for human welfare and for
common worship are obvious. Where truth is belicved, there will be agree-
ment. Dsiagreements among Christians are almost a scandal, Yet apree-
ments forced on the basis that my view (whoever I am) is alone Gud’s
word are more scandalous.

Our thoughtful Christian might make some headway in defining what
he himsel{ conccives true Christianity to be; or, again, he might look for
agreements among all Christians. But would the resule of the first process
bear much resemblance to the resule of the second? Would a faith that
fully satisfies my reason and conscience satisfy yours? Would what we all
agree on be true Christianity or a thin dilution of &2 Again, is it so easy
to define exactly what we ourselves believe true Christianity to be, and
to give adequate reasons? When groups of Christians come together, can
they tell cach other clearly and convincingly what their faith is? Ultimate
presuppositions differ so radically chat the very concept of one true Chris-
tianity seems almost to be an absurdity. At least, claim to knowledge of
it seems absurd. Who is to decide for Roman Catholicism againse Barthian-
ism, or for humanistic against theistic Christianity? And if we cannor con-
clusively determine our own concept of true Christianity, then we cannot
even begin to take the vote which would reveal to what extent Christians
agree, for we cannot even determine who are the qualified voters. If, in
our abashed humility, we leave it all to the divine word or the eternal de-
crees, then we have admitted that no human being can ever identify any
item of his own faith as genuinely Christian, A priori, things look dark.
Only God knows what a Christian is,

A posteriori, that is, historically, the outlook is not much brighter.
Feuerbach and Harnack drew very diflerent pictures of Das Wesen des
Christentums. What Jesus taught, in so far as criticism can rescue the heart
of it, was far from identical with the theology of Saint Paul or even with the
simple Pentecostal preaching (xhpovyus) of salvation by faith in Christ. As
time went on, Christianity became a conflict of Gnostics, Montanists, and
Old Catholics; of Tertullian and authoritarianism with Clement and Greek
philosophy; of Pelagius with Augustine, pope with Luther, Calvin with

Reprinted in abridged form from The Crozer Quarterly, April, 1941, by permission
of the author and the publishers.
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Arminius, Everett Edward Hale wich Mary Baker Eddy, Karl Barth with
John Dewey. And we are to scek for essential agreement in all this!

Is it fanrastically impossible to look for the essence of Chuistianity apart
from some arbitrary authority? Does Christianity have no definite meaning
whatever? Is it an undefinable or a mere courtesy title—a supernatural
mystery or a social form used to conceal the anarchic absence of all mean-
ing? Does it mean only the kind thought, “T shall not slay you if you say

Ny

you are a Christian™?

1

Tur ProbLEA 0F THE CRITERION OF CHRISTIANITY

Before any assured answer can be given to the question which we have
raised, it is necessary to consider the problem of the criterion of Christianity.
How are we to test what is and what is not Christian?

Since Christianity is not a mathematical object, it cannot be adequately
defined by an arbitrary scr of postulates. Christianity, if it is anything, 1s
an historical religion, Hence it must be defined as living historical move-
ments are defined, not like puve abstrace concepts of logic or mathematics.

How then, do we define historical movements? It is certain that no liv-
ing pracess of any sort can he adequately defined by exclusive reference to
its beginnings or to any une stage of its development, Origin does not de-
termine meaning and value; origin does not define. This insight ar once dis-
poses of many suggested criteria of Christianivy. For instance, the criterion
could not be merely the literal teachings of Jesus, even if we knew what
they were. Few Christians accept them all, Nor (for the same reason) could
it be the New Testament or the entive Bible or the experiences of first
century Christians, Without the total life stream of history flowing from
Jesus, the Bible, and the first century, Christianity would not have become
a religion—or at least, not the religion thac we are now seeking to define.
Thus Christianity is not an acorn; it is a growing oak. It is not the words of
Jesus, but the power of Jesus in history. To be a Christian is not, primatily,
to accept certain ideas, however true they may be; bur, rather, it is to
stand in actual relations to the life-stream of Christian history, a stream
that flows from Jesus down to the present.

As an example, let us consider the view of those who, like Kraemer,
appear to regard the Pauline doctrines as normative Chistianity. 1f those
doctrines are normative, was the historical Jesus a Christian? Was James?
Luther was in doubt! Was John the Revelator? The early church hesitated.
Many would insist that some sort of doctrinal agreement (whether Pauline
or not) is of the very essence of Christianity. If it is, and Christianity is
viewed as a system of revealed truths, how are we to escape the regimenting
authority of Roman Catholicism or its Calvinistic surrogate?—its surrogate,
that is, in the matter of authority. Within the New Testament there are
patent differences; who knows what the formula, “Paul and Apollos,” may
have had hidden behind it? The antitheses of Paul and James, Synoptics
and John, lie on the surface. The differences between Christian Platonists
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and Christian Aristotelians, between Catholic and Protestant, between Chris-
tian symbolists and Christian literalists, berween theistic and naturalistic
Chuistians are so vast as almost to preclude common understanding, to say
nothing of agreement.

Yet who would care to deny the name of Christian to anyone who seeks
to follow Jesus, regardless of divergences in interpretation? Does not any-
one move in the Christian life-stream of history if he finds somewhere
in the Christian Scriptures, especially in the records abour Jesus, a source of
supreme moral and religious inspiration?

I

Pomxrs or CoxrFLicy

The point of view just expressed is an eirenikon, and perhaps an over-
simple one. No peace hased on ignorance can endure. Actual Christianity
has never been a simple peaccful agreement on following Jesus. There
have been acute points of conflict, some of which we shall mention.

1. Harnack was quite right in distinguishing the gospel of Jesus from
the gospel about Jesus. Professor W, H. P, Hatch has recently pointed out
the character of the carly Christian «hpvypa, the preaching of the day of
Pentecost and of the firgt generation of Christians—called in the spurious
ending of Mark “che sacred and incorruptible xfprype of cternal salvation,”
The sfpuypa did not consist of the teachings of Jesus, but rather was a
proclamation of his sacrificial death on the cross and his resurrcetion for
our redemption, “If Chrise hath not been raised, then is our shpuypa vain.”
“Belicve on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved” (Acts 16:31).
This is indeed a different world of thought {rom that of the Sermon on the
Mount or the epistle of James. Morgan in the Encyclopedia of Religion and
Etbics holds that the verse just quoted is the earliest explicit statement of
belief in revealed truth as the condition of salvation, Is Christianicy pri-
marily a metaphysical transaction based on an act of faith in dogma or is it
primarily a “way (s8is)? By what marks were the disciples known as such
when they were first called Christians at Antioch? Were doctrine and life
of coequal importance? Was life primary, as Jesus seemed to teach, or doc-
trine, as Paul appeared to tcach?

2. A second point of conflict emerges for us today because of our his-
torical methods of investigation, Criticism has rendered our knowledge of
the teachings of Jesus so insecure and dubious thar most critics deny that
we can say with certainty exactly what Jesus taught abour most points.
If we follow Jesus, do we follow we know not what? Certain branches of
the Church have been most meticulous in following the supposed teach-
ings of Jesus on divorce, despite the conflicting rexcual tradition; yer, as
far as I know, no church has adopted Christ’s clear-cut definition of adultery
in Matt. 5:28. “Whosoever looketh on a woman to lust after her hath com-
mitted adultery with her already in his heart,” The Church has preferred
an uncertain tradition to a relatively certain one, because the certain one
would be awkward to administer,
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3. In spite of critical doubts let us assume that we know with reasonable
certainty what Jesus taught, or at least the impression he made on the com-
munity that passed his spirit on to the later stream of history. Even then,
the meaning of the simple formula of “following Jesus” is far from clear.
Where the record tells of the command, “Follow me,” it implies practical
commitment rather than doctrinal agreement. “We left all and followed
thee” (Mark 10:28). “Follow me; and let the dead bury their dead” (Matt.
8:22). “A man named Matthew sitting at the receipt of custom; and he
saith unto him, Follow me. And hc arose and followed him” (Matt. 9:9).
To the rich young ruler, Jesus said, “Yet one thing thou lackest: sell all
that thou hast and discribute unto the poor, and thou shalt have treasure
in heaven: and come, follow me” (Luke 18:22). Is foliowing Jesus, then,
merely a practical commitment to his movement and his person? Or is it
also Lelieving what he believed? He seems to have believed in Satan and
demons, yet few liberal Christians would regard agreement with Jesus on
this point as a test of the true Christian. Jesus rested his view partly on an
appeal to “your sons.” He scems to have shared and reinterpreied the
apocalyptic and eschatological hopes of a certain group of the Jews of his
day. Yer, if Seventh Day Adventists and Crisis theologians agree on the vital
importance of these beliefs of Jesus, many other Christians regard them as
husk and not kernel, as historical accidents of the teachings of Jesus, not
its spiricual cencre. What of his view of his own person, and of the Heavenly
Father? There are those who argue that if we follow Jesus in spite of re-
jecting his demonology and eschatology, we may also reject his Christology
and theology and still follow him. What, then, does it mean to follow him?

4, A fourth poine of conflict, which has been studied more seriously by
German rtheologians than by most Anglo-Saxons, is the problem of Jesus
vs. Paul. As the Christian movement developed, did Paul pass it on un-
changed, or did he purify and elevate ir, or was he a mystical legalist who
debased its ethical core into something more like Pharisaism and Moham-
medanism? Why does he say so little abour the life and teachings of Jesus,
apart from the so-called facts of salvation (Heilstatsachen)? Is Paulinism
essential to Christianity, or only one of its passing phases?

These points of conflict are sufficiently contentious to make clear the
difficulty of our task.

jitl

Tre Diacreric oF THE UNiry or CuristiaN Farre

Without considering in derail the history of doctrine, of schism and
heresy, of rcligious wars, and of the conflicts of Christian faith with science
and philosophy, we are now ready to face the problem of the essence of
Christianity in all'its apparent hopelessness. Facing it may be a long step
toward a solution.

The situation s dialectical, The thesis runs: Following Jesus is impossible
without ideas. The antithesis points out that following Jesus unitedly is im-
possible if we insist on agreement in ideas.



3n MODERN EVALUATIONS OF JESUS

Let us examine this dialectical opposition. No one can reasonably deny
that following Jesus is impossible withour ideas. If no definition of “follow-
ing Jesus” is available, no identification of Christians is available. There has
been no religion, certainly no Christian religion, without a theology. The
most anti-philosophical beliefs have still been beliefs, In this thesis we have
the truth of the doctrinal tendencies of the Catholic Church from the
earliest formulation of the Apostles’ creed down to the 1939 Encyclical
of Pius X1I to the American hierarchy in which he complains of a ten-
dency in American colleges where “Christ is often despised or ignored
{end] the explanation of the universe and mandkind is forced within the
narrow limits of materialism or of rationalism.” T. S. Eliot is not wholl
wrong when, in The Idea of a Christian Society, he identifies Christianity
with dogma. Jesus could not well avoid asking the Pharisees, “What think
ye of Christ?” (Mate, 22:42), if he and they were to arrive at any mutual
understanding. In the absence of any ideas, the best spirit is as empty and
formal as are ideas withour corresponding life. If following Jesus does not
mean something specific, it is a meaningless phrase,

Father James B. Gallagher, O. 5. A, in the Roman Catholic Cathedral of
the Holy Cross in Boston, as reported in the Boston Daily Globe of March
3, 1940, said:

‘Wearied by the religious anarchy of our times, men are stiving on all hands to
effect a reunion of the forees of Christendom, Praiseworthy as all the cfforts at the
restoration of a reunited Christianity may be, there is only oune way thac such ¢ de-
sirable result may be effected, and that is by a whole-hearted acceptance of a divinely
instituted church, teaching with infallible authority the doctrine of the one infallible
Christ.

‘When the thesis is thus carried to the extreme of Roman Catholic author-
itarianism, it turns, for liberal minds, into rthe antithesis: following Jesus
unitedly is impossible if we insist on agreement in ideas. “Whole-hearted
acceptance” of “infallible authority” of any kind is impossible for minds
whose faith rests on a Protestant’s canscience and whaose criterion of truth
is rational inquiry into growing experience. When Jesus said, “He that is
not with me is against me; and he that gathered not with me scatterech
abroad” (Matt, 12:30), he was asserting the thesis. But when the disciples
carried the thesis to the point of wanting to call down fire from heaven,
Jesus, according to one reading, asserted the antithesis, “Ye know not what
manner of spirit ye are of” (Luke 9:55); and when they forbade the
worker who “followeth not with us,” his comment was: “Forbid him not:
for he that is not against us is for us” (Luke 9:50). It is sure that we need
to know “what manner of spirit” we are of; and equally surc that we must
not, as Christians, confine the workings of that spirit to those who follow
with us, whether we be Catholics or liberals, pragmatists or personalists,
Barthians or activists.

Is there a symthesis of these dialectical opposites? If we tarry in the
thesis, as Catholics, or as Calvinists, we have authoritarianism. If we tarry in
the antithesis, we have anarchy. If we move to a synthesis, we have Christian
freedom, which is a genuine bond of unity, Christian freedom is the liberty
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of followers of Jesus combined with faith, The principle of this synthesis
is that of following Jesus, yet freely interpreting his message, his doctrine,
and his relevance to life, in loyalty ro our best insights, whether they be
Catholic or Protestant, theistic or humanistic. Jesus is then not 2 fixed model,
but seed and soil and sun, Essential Christianity adds to this freedom, faith,
First of all, there is the faith thar we are moving toward a goal that Jesus
sought even when our ideas contradict the ideas of many other Christians,
Then, there is the faith chatr agreement in doctrine, in the nature of the
case, is to be sought as an ideal limit of investigation rather than as a present
achievement. The inexhaustibility of the spiritual life is better conveyed by
a New Testament that contains a Paul and a James, and an American church
that contains a Wieman and a Hocking than it would be by the rigid
uniformity of Father Gallagher's thesis or by the individualistic anarchy
of the antithesis,

v

Axe Turre ANy Joras on Waicn Anmost ArL Curistians May AGree
AT AcL Stacrs or tug Flistoricar DIALECTIC?

If we look over the actual growth of Christianity and envisage its pos-
sible future growth, we find only onc belief which it is a priori certain
must always remain an essential, namely, the helief in following Jesus, Yet
a consideration of the history of our religion ceveals a considerable amount
of further agreenient, even beeween the uiost orthodox and the most hetero-
dox. It appears that almost all who have rejecred the letter have rerained
the spirit of 4 common Cluistianity at more points than we have been prone
to suppose. The following points represent something approximating a
commuon Christian faith in the goal of Jesus, The approximate character of
the concepts must be emphasized, for we cannor precisely define the area in
which disagreements remain Christiin,

1. Following Jesus. First of all, as we have said repeatedly, the one vital
essential to being a Christian is the desire to follow jesus. Following Jesus
does not mean believing everything that he taught or imitating his behavior.
It means rather finding some of lifc’s essential, saving values in or through
him,

2. Faith in divine initiative. On the basis of the fundamental essential of
following Jesus, we next seek the truth in the conceptions most precious to
historical orthodoxy. In the doctrines of the divine institution of the church,
the atonement, redemption, conversion, regeneration, sanctification, adop-
tion—the doctrines which Paul at once illuminated and obscured by his
figures of specch derived from Jewish and Roman law—there is the com-
mon faith which comes to sublime expression in Francis Thompson’s The
Hound of Heaven. It is the faith in divine initiative. Man is a creature, de-
pendent on a power unspeakably greater than he. Such aspiration to good-
ness as he feels could not have risen in the first place, and, having arisen,
could not have survived for his salvation, if the Greater Power were not
2 healing power which took the initiative in seeking his well-being. We
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have the treasure in very carthen vessels, No Calvinistic emphasis on the
worthlessness of human works can obscurc the truch that God actually
elects and saves some souls on his sovereign initative. No humanistic
emphasis on naturalistic processes in spiritual growth can obscure the cruth
that man does not live in a vacuum, but is dependent for his spiritual wel-
fave on adjustment to objective forces which sustain him in his search for
valucs and which harbored the potentialities of that scarch long before he
was born.

Let it, then, be clear that the cssential faith in divine initiative is wide
enough to include, on the one hand, faith in the atonement as a price paid to
the devil for man’s redemption, and on the other, faith in impersonal forces
resident in nature which make for spiritual growth and value and emanate
from nature in so far ag it is or contains any object worthy of worship. The
first recorded message of Jesus was the appeal: “The time is fulfilled, and
the kingdom of God is at hand; repent ye, and believe the gospel.” Thac the
kingdom of God, the objective initiative of divine forces, is ac hand is ant
essential of Christian faith, if we are to judge {rom the history. No one who
has wholly denied it has cared to call himself Churistian. Pelagians, Arminians,
Unitarians, humanists, and naturalists, in so far as they have fele themselves
to be Christians, have held to the essential faith in o divine iniciative,

3. Huwmility. Humility is a virtue characteristically Christian, “Blessed
are the mecly blessed are the poor in spirit.” It is wue that #8ms (wanton
insolence) is a vice for Grecks, as is pride for Christians; but the Grecks
inferred that the proper course for man was mediocre inconspicuousness
rather than humility. The Christlan sense of dependence on the divine,
and of the consequent tension between a sense of the absolute dependence
and the absolute value of the soul, has made Christian humility an almost
unique religious ideal, shared as ideal, if not as achicvement, by Christians
at every stage of the history.

A peculiar phenomenon, resulting from an exaggeration of the unique-
ness of this virtue, is the Barthian attack on “the pride of rcason,” as if rea-
son were somehow hostile to humility. There is no doubt that there is such
a vice as dogmatic pride of opinion; yet it is an aberration to connect it
with reason. Barthians Jack any clear view of what reason is, and Barthians
are not alope in this. The true spirir of reason is essentially the spirit of
Chrisdan humility engaged in the search for truth. Reason is not proud;
it is open to correction, submissive to expericnce, eager for light, conscious
of incompleteness. If reasoners have been proud, so have Christian believers;
but pride is equally unreasonable and unchristian. Theologians as a class
are not notably humbler than philosophers. But where either has fajled,
the defect has been in the man’s weakness, not in the nature of reason or
of Christian faith, Humility may be said to be in a sense the most rational of
the Christian virtues, Love of God and love of truth are at bottom indis-
tinguishable; at least, the follower of Jesus will hope and believe that they
are indistinguishable. If he distrusts rational love of truth, it will not be
because of his Christian hramility, but because of a proudly human distrust
of God’s ability to protect himself from free investigation, which amounts
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to a patcrna]istic protectarate over deity. Yet even where this unchristian
and irrational vice exists, the virtuc of humility is still honored in the breach
as well as in the observance.

4. The spivitual value of sacrifice and suffering. It is safe to say that no
one at any stage of Christian development has ever read the story of
Good Friday and of Easter without seeing in it the drama of faith in the
spiritual value of sacrifice. Out of voluntary submission to undeserved suf-
fering come resurrection and redemption. Here is a universal faith essen-
tial to all Christians everywhere. Fe who sees all suffering as wholly evil or
hopelessly bad, and rebelliously demands a life of pure plessure, is no Chris-
tian, The follower of Jesus should not say, and nsually docs not say, that
suffering is in itself a good. 1t is truly an evil; yet it is an evil that can be
conquered, Did not Christ conquer it for our salvanon? May not we,
through him, endurc and overcome? In this Christian essential we have
something very different from che attitude toward suffering in most Orien-
tal religions, especially in Buddhism, Christianity is essentially a religion of
redemption through sacrifice and suffering, however the theological in-
terprctati(ms of this redemption may differ from cach other and however
revolting the hymnology of “a fountain filled with blood” may be to re-
fined sensibilities. Afeer all, reality is more bloody than refined, and over-
delicate souls miss the graver aspects of truth.

§. Self-respect. Christians agree almost unanimously with their Master's
evaluation of the individual human pecsonalicy. Jesus taught cthat, as every
sheep is precious to the good shepherd, so every soul is precious to God.
In this preciousness of the individual to God, he founded the preciousness
of the individual to himself. Chuistian self-respect is no doctrine of selfish-
ness, no war of all against all. On the other hand, unlike Buddhism, Chris-
tianity is a religion of self-valuation, “Thou shale love thy neighbor as thy-
self” is a fundamental Christian essential, if following Jesus means anything
at all. “As thyself” means that the root virtue is respect for personality in
one's own self. Without this qualification, humility ceases to be humble,
and becomes “ 'umble”; for the dignity of Christ is substituted the loathsome
“ am so *umble” of Uriah Heep. Christian self-respect was summarized by
the scribe in his account of true love of God, “with all the hearr, and with
all the understanding, and with all the soul, and with all the strength”
(Mark 12:33). Christian sclf-respect requires the uemost endeavor of all
the powers of the soul. It is exemplified not only by a socially responsible
sense of being the light of the world (Matt, 5:14), but equally by prayer in
secret (Matt. 6:6). It is Christian to “lay up for yourselves treasures in
heaven™ (Matt, 6:20), because self-respect demands the highest values. In
some form—often, it is true, disguised and perverted—the self-respect of the
soul is part of the universal heritage of all Christians.

6. Respect for all persons. Jesus treats self-respect as a basis for respect
for all persons. The Golden Rule indicates this. The maxim of treating all
persons as ends in themselves, never as means only, is no invention of Im-
manuel Kent. Although not unique in Christianity any more than in Kant,
it is essential to Christianity. Men universally respect a rcligious believer



376 MODERN EVALUATIONS OF JESUS

who puts this maxim into practice, and see in his act something that par-
takes of the divine. This is too obvious to need elaboration.

7. Love for all persons. At the cost of seeming to spin out the Golden
Rule overminutely, the principle of love is added ro that of respect for
all persons. Love, as a wider principle, includes respect; yet love is ex-
clusively social, whereas respect is properly directed toward both the ego
and the alter. Furthermore, the teaching of the attitude of love toward one’s
enemy is perhaps the loftiest and mose characteristic of Christian moral in-
sights, “God is love” (4 fleds dydmy &orlv—I John 4:8, 16) summarizes the uni-
versality of Churistian love at its highest religious point. However much the
followers of Jesus have found it necessary to interpret, to qualify, or to add
to this faith, it is safe to say that no follower of Jesus has intentionally de-
nied it. *"Aydmy (love) is a Christian essential, regardless of whether Nygren's
exact concept of it be accepted or rejecred.

8. Cooperation with man and God. With the concept of codperation we
take a further step in the definition of the Christian ethos. As love is more
than respect, so cogperation, if not more than love, is at least to be distin-
guished from it, as expression is distinguished from atticude, Love for all
persons is an attitude; codperation js the expression of that attitude. In the
teaching, “be reconciled with thy brother,” the keynote of Christian codp-
eration is struck. Shortly afrer the day of Penteeost, “All that believed
were together and had all things common” (Acts 2:44). Flowever apologetic
some Christians may be about this tendency toward cconomic radicalism
in the carly Christian community, and however alert they may be to
note that this particular “noble experiment” was an ethical, if not an cco-
nomic failure, it remains true that the spirit of concrete codperation then
exhibited is one of the most persistent traits of essential Christianity—al-
ways in faith, often in practice. Witness the modern Christian interest in
codperatives.

Plato viewed God as a laborer (6 Snuwovpyds, the demiurge, the artisan,
the laborer for the people); it remained for Paal to group man and God
together as fellow laborers (owvepyor). Although the conception of man's
codperation with God as necessary to “salvation” is offensive to some Ly pes
of theology, yet no Christian has in practice believed thar his religion con-
sisted entirely of faith in the divine initiative without any obligation to re-
sponse on his own part. The solitary Christian seemed 1mpossible to John
Wesley and is indeed contrary to the essence of Christianity. Some Chris-
tians have overemphasized codperation with the divine; some, codperation
with the human. But no Christian has in any real sense denied either aspect
of codoperative religion,

The cobperative nature of Christianity is further illustrated by the his-
toric development of the church. It is tvue that Christians, under pressure,
have at times tended to restrict their codperative activities too narrowly to
fellow members of the Christian community. “Let us do good,” wrote
Saint Paul, “unto all men, especially unro them who are of the houschold
of faith” (Gal. 6:10). In this utterance one wishes for a saving negative—
“especially unto them who are not of the household of faith,” Then Paul
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would have been closer to the parables of the lost sheep and the lost son,
as well as to the teaching that Christians are to be light, leaven, and salt
to the whole of society. Yet Paul’s deviation from the level of Jesus was not
a rejection of the ideal of codperation, It was rather an administraror’s
perception of practical exigencics in its application. Prayer, especially the
Lord's Prayer, with its petrions, “Thy kingdom come. Thy will be done
in earth as it is in heaven,” illistraces the codperative essence of Christianity.
1f one word besides “following Jesus” were to sum up total Christianity, it
might well be the word “codpeiation.”

9. The reality of change. From the first proclamation of Jesus, “Repent
ye, and believe the gospel” (Matk 115), Christians have held to the reality
of change. This insight has assumel many forms other than the simple
demand for repentance (perdvowa). The doctrines of regeneration, the new
birth, and sanctifications, all embody the same convietion, The Christian is
a changed man. First, that which is natural; then, that which is spiritual.
Whether, the change is gradual, like the yrowth of the mwustard seed, or
sudden, like Paul’s conversion, the experience of a Christian is an experience
of spiritual change,

The importance of change for Christianity was pointed out acutely
a few years ago by the late Professor David F. Swenson of the University
of Minnesota. At a meeting of the Eastern Division of the American Phil-
osophical Association, Professor Morris R, Cohen bad read o brilliang paper
on Spinoza, dwelling on Spinoza’s evaluation of the cternal and the change-
less. Professor Swenson’s comment was to the cfect that however conceiv-
able and sublime Spinoza’s view might be, it was plainly not Christian, for
the simple resson that Christianity asserts change i well s the changeless,
and makes change more fundamental, Change in man—conversion—and
change in God—change in his activity of revelation, ii not in his fundamen-
tal purposes—are essentials of Christian faith,

Change in man we have illustrated. Change in God is required by the two
covenants, the progressive revelation, and the crucial importance of the
life and work of Jesus for God as well as for man, The reality of change
may be said to be Part I of the Christian Philesophy of History. Real
change, not the treadmill of endlessly self-repeatig cycles, is a basis of
the Christian view of experience.

10. Hope. Faith in the reality of change leads naturaly to hope. It is fair
to say that the Christian stress on sin and redemption is 2 act that makes all
thoughtless and light-hearted optimism un-christian. If all % now perfect,
and evil is illusory, then, as a philosophical absolutist once renqrked, “Why
all this zeal for reform? The universe is already perfect.,” Tie Christian
view is quite other, Demons must be cast out, souls saved frou hell, the
cross borne in daily life, persecutions endured. Every true Chriejan has
been dissatisfied with the world as it is and with himself as he is. Tg ope
can try to follow Jesus and remain a shallow optimist,

On 'the other hand, Christianity has also rejected pessimism. Its faithjy
the dignity of personality and in the spiritual value of sacrifice and suffe..
ing have always kept Christians {rom pessimistic despair. Saint Paul would
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not have enjoyed Schopenhauer's applause of his picture of how “the
whole creation groaneth and cravailcth in pain togecher until now” (Rom.
8:22). The point is thar for Schopenhauer the groaning and the travail
were the whole truth; for Paul they were but the setting for the climax in
which God “giveth us the victory” (I Cor. 15:57); we are saved, Paul says,
by hope (Rom. 8:24). Thus Christianity, in its origins and in its historical
development, likewise, has been a meliorism rathey than cither an optimism
or 2 pessimism. The Christian is always hoping for something better which
he believes will come, whether in such wie 2s is intimated in the eschato-
logical myths, or by the immanence of spiritual power in history. Hope,
symbolized in the resurrection faith aid in every spiritual commitment,
is a Christian fundamental. A person who wholly despairs ceases in that
very act to be a Christian, . . . .

Some will doubtless say that this is a denatured Christianity—one in
which no metaphysical view of God or Jesus is cssential, one in which
theological realism is watered dewn. It may be condemned as rationalistic
or moralistic,

Yer if this be not accepred s a true picture of the essentials of historic
Christianity, it will be necessaty to adopt a rotally different method from the
one we have pursued. Qur gttempt has been to define Christianity by seele-
ing for belicfs and actitudes held in common throughout the C?\,risti:m
history by all followers of Jesus.



THE ORIGINALITY OF JiSUS
Claude G. Momntefiore

To CrrrstiaN BELIEVERS the life and character and reaching of Jesus form
a whole, and in any estimate of his originality they would affirm thac it is
this whole which must be considered and appraised. Yet T find mysclf al-
most bound to dissociate the teaching from the life, and largely to concen-
trate upon the reaching, estimating the character more parenthetically than
directly or in detail. For T cannot help remembering that to ninety-nine
out of every hundred readers of this article, if I have so many, the life and
character of Jesus arc not merely adorable, but also sacred. Moreover,
even to seem to cheapen or criticise any sacred objcet, or, at all cvents, an
object which has been and is sacred or even dear to a huge nunber of civi-
lized human beings, is a disagrecable and repellent proceeding, whether
the object be Jesus or Mohammed or Buddha, or even an object which is
not a man at all. Yet the outsider, and sill more the Jew, is bound to be
critical in his appraisement of che life of Jesus, He cannot help recalling how
very little is known of thac life, and for how short a time, how uncertain
that lietle is, and how entirely all that we do know is written by those who
reverenced, adored and nearly worshipped their hero, even though you
may argue that they did not completely understand him. The Jew would
not for a moment deny the heroic or the historic character of the end of
that life—of the voluntary martyr's death with which on earth it closed.
For Jesus is a worthy representative of the martyr race, which, in propor-
tion to its numbers, and perhaps even absolutely, has the largest roll of mar-
tyrs to boast of of any people in the world—of the race whose secular mar-
tyrdom is even yet by no means over.

But if I may distinguish between the life and the character . . . . I would
venture to suggest thar, through the Gospel mists and miracles, a character
seems to cmerge in many respects unlike that of any O.T. or Rabbinic hero,
teacher, or saint. . ...

‘When he was come unto Jerusalem, all the city was excited, saying, Who is this? And
the crowds said, This is the prophet Jesus from Nazareth in Galilee.

“The prophet Jesus.” Perhaps he was not original in being a prophet, Other
prophets arose. But surely he was original in the sort of prophet he was—
original in being a sort of new Hosea or Isaiah. To be a prophet of the
cighth century B.c. type in the first century ap. was no small achievement.
For the Law and the Sacred Canon of Scriprure had come in between; and
especially the Law. I doubt whether Jesus stood so independently, and

Reprinted by permission from The Hibbers Journal, October, 1929.
379



380 MODERN EVALUATIONS OF JESUS

with such vivid self-consciousness of independence and authority, over
against the Law and the Seriptures generally as some Christian theologians
would like to make out. And, therefore, I think that he was not entirely
consistent—not 0 consistent as the Rabbis. But that does not matter. You
can be both inconsistent awd original and this is what Jesus actually was,
Moreover, his inconsistency looked forward. It pointed forward to a far-
distant enfranchisement from the bondage of the letrer, an enfranchisement
which the theologians in question have achieved for quire three-quarters of
their own Sacred Scriptures, but perhaps scarcely for the whole. It was a
fine, a prophetic inconsistency. Here, again, I have to content myself with
2 bare sratement. Criticism and exegesis combined would make it easy to
devote a long essay to the subject of “The Autitude of Jesus towards the
Pentateuchal and the Oral Law.” And at the end of it one would have to
confess that many uncertainties remain over: The last word, e.g. about the
great seventh chapter of Mark, has, even yer, by no means been spoken. As
regards the ceremonial faws of the Peatareuch, the teaching of fesus prac-
tically came to this: never let ceremonial law stand in the way of an im-
mediate fulfilment of the moral law, when an opportunity for, or a sum-
mons to, such fulfilment presents itself: when the former, however, does
not stand in the way of the latter, observe it. T doubt whether Jesus ever in
lis life ate 4 hare and a lobster, and T doubt whether he would have recom-
mended his disciples to ear them. T doube this, in spite of the great Logion,
the greatness of which, by the way, is wholly independent of its authen-
ticity, but the authenticity of which I for one would aceepr, in spite of the
very great exegetical difficulties of the matter which surrounds it.

Now, this prophetic, Hosea-like attitude towards the ceremonial law, in-
cluding the law of the Sabbath and its developments, scems to indicate a
high degree of originality. It has been suggested that it was something of
both a moral and an intellectual fault on the part of the Rabbis that they
did not appreciate and sympathise with Jesus’ point of view about the Sab-
bath directly it was clearly explained to them, I can hardly agree with this
suggestion. The Rabbis were, in truth, more consistent than Jesus, and if you
take the Law at its face value, as the perfect will of God, there is a great
deal to be said for the Rabbinic view as to how conflicts between Sabbath
law and moral law are to be decided. The conception of the Law and of
Scripture, to which the attitude of Jesus points forward, was not theoret-
ically reached rill modern times. One could hardly expect the Rabbis to
be 1900 years before their time, and if the suggestion were right, the
high originality of Jesus and of his glorious inconsistency would, per-
haps, even be diminished. It may be noticed that Jesus does not appear to
argue that healing is noz “labour.” He appears to accept the view that
healing is “work,” bue his line seems to be that to do good comes before
the Sabbath; he does not argue whether life is in peril or not, whether the
healing could easily be put off twenty-four hours or not; he brushes such
casuistry—I use the word in a good sense—entirely aside, and in the spirit
of Hosea, and of “I desire love, and not sacrifice,” he heals at once, Sabbath
or no Sabbath. That was daring and original
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Here T need hardly waste time in dealing with, and disposing of, certain
old oppositions such as that to the Rabbis God is a King, to Jesus He is a
Father, that the Rabbis fear God, Jesus loves Him, that to the Rabbis God
is far, to Jesus He is ncar, that the Rabbinic religion is one of vengeance
and severity, the Gospel religion one of love and pity, and so on. Serious
students have happily advanced beyond such crude and sweeping con-
trasts. On the other hand, it is apparently a fact that Jesus thought of God
as his (and our) Father, and used the term Father for God more habisually
and constantly than is the case with any one Rabbi of whom we know.
And this regular conception of God as Father, in proportion to the in-
tensity and vividness of the feeling which suggested it, was something
which may fitly be called ariginal.

In my enumeration of particular doctrines I must just allude to some
which, by implication, have been touched on before. Thus I have already
referred to the prophetic teaching of Jesus, how he takes up again the
message of the older prophets and applies it to the needs of his own time,
The grear Logion of Mark vii, is quite on the lines of Isaiah and Hosea, but
is 2 new developmene relative to the new developments of the ceremanial
law. The conceptions of service and of seeking out and healing the morally
sick are a fresh application and a fresh development of sceds and germs
which we may find in Ezelciel, For Ezekicl was, to some extent, a pastor as
well as a prophet, and the famous verse in which Fzekiel describes the
coming action of God is the pattern, and perhaps partially the inspiration,
for the conduct and the teaching of Jesus.

1 will seel that which is lost; I will bring again that which is driven away; I will bind
up that which is broken; I will strengthen that which is sick.

It was left for Jesus to turn this picture of divine activiry into an ideal of
human activity, and it is amazing to think what marvellous and {ruitful
results have followed from the dozen or scote of verses in which this ideal
is set forth and driven home, With this teaching of service may be associated
in close connection the doctrine of the hard life, and of deliberate self-
sacrifice. “If any man would come after me, let him deny himself, and take
up his cross daily and follow me.” Here we have not only teaching of the
highest originality, but also pregnant with the most astonishing issues. I
do not develop the subject, for it is needless. It is customary, and especially
customary with certain semi-Christian philosophers, to fasten upon the
verse which, in all the three Synoptics, follows the one I have quoted, and
to find in it, not only profound originality, but also the most distinetive
note of Christianity. I suppose they fasten upon it thus because, as they
interpret it, it suits and fits in with their philosophy, and because it has
nothing to do with any tiresome and intractable miracle. But I very much
doubt whether losing life to save it, and saving lifc to lose it, meant to
Jesus anything more than: “Secure etcrnal beatitude by a willingness to
think little of, and give up, the brief life of carth.” “Buy terms divine in sell-
ing hours of dross.” Shakespeare knew what Jesus meant better than the
philosophers, who do not much like this clear-cut contrast between earth
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and heaven, Now though the words, as thus interpreted, are exquisicely
phrased and chosen, they are not deeply original like those which precede
them. The Rabbis believed the same; indecd, they always said that that
was precisely why the Jews had such 2 bad time of it upon earth, and should
not mind having it, in order that they might win through to and inherit the
glories of “the world to come. “If thy hand cause thee to stumble, cut
it off.” The newness here is rather in the trenchanc absoluteness of the
bidding than in the general tendency, and the motive is the same as before:
to avoid the flames of hell and to acquirc the felicities of heaven. About
all such matters, heaven and hell, eternal joy and eternal perdition, there
is little to choose between the Rabbis and their great antagonist.

1 shall have to speak about rthe trenchant absoluteness, the uncompro-
misingness of the teaching of Jesus again. In some examples of it Jesus seems
to be original, in that he tends to go off the Jewish line, and not merely to
develop Jewish teaching or to “fulfil” it. Rabbinic doctrine, as regards
what may roughly be called asceticisms, is balanced. On the one hand, you
have passages like—

A morsel of bread with salt thou must eat, and water with measure must thou drinl,
thou must sleep upon the ground, and live a life of pain, the while thou toilest in the
Torah,

On the other hand, you have such teaching as that to avoid an innocent pleas-
ure which is within one’s grasp is not vight, but wrong, Buc for Jesus the
time was short, the cnd was nigh, The wind blew strongly, and ooly in
one direcrion, There was hardly any time lefr for earthly enjoyment—at
least for those who would be disciples in the best and fullest sense. Hence,
perhaps, the not infrequent touch of sexual and family asceticism which,
in spite of Deuteronomy xxxiii. 9 (“who said of his father and of his mother,
I have not seen them, neither did he acknowledge his brothers, nor knew
he his own children”), is off the Jewish and Rabbinic line. .. ..

As further examples of “extreme” doctrine, T ought now to deal in some
derail with the paradoxes of the Sermon on the Mount, and especially with
“Resist not wickedness,” and “Love your enemies.” But I have no space
adequately to assess their degree of originality, That they do possess a
degree of originality, and also (here I differ from current Jewish criticism)
a degree of excellence, I am convinced.

Two orher doctrines must also be summarily mentioned, whercin we may,
1 think, also find originality. The one is the doctrine of divorce. However
exegesis may settle (if it ever does) what Jesus exactly meant in this matter,
and giving full credit to Shammai, T am yet inclined to believe that Jesus
went beyond Shammai, and that he may even have deliberately wished to
put woman on a footing of greater equality with man, But, here apain, the
subject is so intricate, and the crirical and exegetical questions involved are
so puzzling, that it is impossible to deal with it. The other doctrine con-
cerns retribution and requital (tit for tat and measure for measure), both
as Tegards God and man, So far as man is concerned, Jesus speaks with no
uncertain voice in his strong opposition to any tit for tac ethic. “Overcome
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evil with good” is spoken in his spirit. Yet here it may not unjustly be said
that he follows the best Jewish teaching, both of the O.T. and of the
Rabbis; follows it and deepens it by his caregorical and unqualified injunc-
tions., As regards God, while, on the one hand, we have “with what meas-
ure ye mete” and “He shall render unto every man according to his deeds,”
on the other hand, we have the Labourers in the Vincyard and that passage
in Luke xvii. 7-10, which the A.V. described as “How we are bound to
God and not He to us.”’ Nevertheless, immensely as we may value and ad-
mire these passages in Matthew and in Luke, one has to admic cwo things:
first, that their meaning is not entirely beyond dispute; secondly, thar the
Rabbinic parallels are here very close and forcible. T wish 1 had space in
which to quote them, for they are not well known. Yer one may, perhaps,
go so far as to say that the doctrine of the two parables is more cencral in
the teaching of Jesus than it is among the Rabbis,

There are many doctrines in the Gospels which an ordinary Chrisdan
commentary would speak of as highly original, but which I either cannot
admit to be so, or which I could only admit to be so with redious qualifi-
cations. Such would be the combination of love for God and love of man
in Mark xii. 30, 31, the denial of the doctrine that suffering betokens sin,
the positive form of the Golden Rule, a deliberare universalism, and faith,
Onmitting the first and third of these five, T would observe as to the second
that the Tower of Siloam passage in Luke can only be interpreted to mean
that Jesus denied the scquence of sin and suffering by making the words
bear more than they legitimately can. Here, as so often in the New Tes-
tament exegesis, the current interpretation is a child of desive. In Mark
ii. 5-11 Jesus shows no opposition to the old hypothesis. On the other hand,
I feel convinced that Jesus would have repudiated that definice alloca-
tion of cercain punishments for certain sins in which many of the Rabbis
so foolishly indulged; I am sure he would have indignantly repudiated the
odious passage, which is still allowed to disfigure the orthodox Jewish
prayer-book, about women who die in child-birth and the rcasons for their
death. As to the fourth doctrine, while I would predicate not merely nobility
and beauty, but also originality, of the parable of the Good Samaritan, it
is going much too far to say thac Jesus deliberately and consciously “freed
the conception of neighbour from its Jewish limitations.” Tf he had wished
to effect such enfranchisement, he had every opportunity and temptation
to do so in the Sermon on the Mount, but no word is there uttered to
the effect that ncighbour and enemy include the Gentile, If it be true that
to a Jew of the first century ap, “Thou shale love thy neighbour as thy-
self” meant only “Thou shalt love thy fellow Jew and the proselyte,”
and if it be true that the “enemy” of whom Jesus was thinking was, or in-
cluded, the Gentile, why did he nor say “[ tell you to love all men, whether
Jews or Gentiles; T tell you to love all your encmies, whether Gentiles or
Jews”? Such lucidity and definiteness wexre, ex hypothesi, badly needed, but
they are entirely wanting. As regards the fifth doctrine, faith, the matter is
very complicated, and T am compelied to leave the question of originality
in suspense.
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Tven with these limitations, hesitations and reservations, T do not see how
it can be illegitimate to credic the teaching of Jesus with a high degree of
originality. We have to remember, and to bring together inte our minds,
both the general points which I mentioned in the beginning—the compara-
tively homogeneous body of doctrine, all aceributed to one man, the unity
of spirit, the beauty of form, what Jesus docs not say as well as what he
does, the passion and intensity of the whole—and then the particular points
which I have since enumerated. If we combine the general and the partic-
ular, the total impression of originality seems great. Such an impression is
no mirage. [ would like to illustrate my meaning by a short reference to
the Beatitudes, especially as we find them in Matthew, without considering
whether they are more or less authentic in Matthew than in Luke. The
Beatitudes as a whole secm more than each one taken separately. There is
a certain glow and intensity about them which seems new and distinetive,
We can find Rabbinic parallels to each of them, but as a whole they seem
original. If T be asked, “In what docs the impression left by the Beatitudes
in Matthew seem to you peculiar and original?™, I find it very hard to put
that impression into words. Perhaps it is a {ecling as if all religion were con-
centrated and expressed in a certain condition of soul, which manifests it-
self in gentleness and pity and love and the patient endurance of wrong;
in a certain peacefulness, which is also capable of utmost heroism and sacri-
fice, in a certain glow and enthusiasm, which produce a peculine and
indomitable happincess. Before the ideal of this religion all clse appears to
fade away; all that is external and institutional; all thac is civie and poljtical;
all that has to do with beauty and knowledge; all that makes for the care-
ful and orderly and gradual removal of evils by incelligent forethoughe or
wise legislation; all conceptions of progress. All these things are good and
are necessary, and yet the Beatitudes seem to teach the one thing needful
which is more needful than any of them, and which goes both before them
and after them. The Beatitudes seem to illustrate the unqualified absolute-
ness of the teaching of Jesus on which, as my last point, I would like for
a few moments to dwell, In doing so I would like to call atrention to a re-
markable book of the younger Kittel—Gerhard Kittel, now Professor in
Tubingen—published in 1926, and called The Problems of Late Palestinian
Judaism and of Eavliest Christianity (Die Probleme des palistinenischen
Spitiudentums und das Urchristentum), Kittel i5, [ should imagine, a very
fairly orthodox Lutheran, and he has learnt a great deal of Rabbinic litera-
ture. He tries hard to be fair, and if he does not always appreciate the full
and true nature of Rabbinic religion, one has to remember how especially
difficult it is just for a Lutheran to do so. That he still cannot avoid some
sweeping contrast to the disadvantage and detraction of the Rabbis only
shows how hard it is to get rid of a false methodology. But Kittel points out
how, in an earlier boak, he had tried to show the peculiarity (and there-
fore to him the superiority) of the religion of Jesus in certain special teach-
ings and sayings. He has now, however, come to the conclusion that he
was on a wrong track. If you take, he says, each ethical utterance of Jesus
separately, there is hardly one to which you cannot find a Jewish or Rab-
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binic analogue, or of which you can say that such an analogue it would
be impossible for unadulterated Judaism to have produced. He then goes
on to give his own explanation of wherein the immense greatness and the
complete originality of the teaching of Jesus consist. I shall not attempt to
transcribe his explanation, but it lies partly in the intensiry, the absolure-
ness, and the unqualifiedness of the religious demand—that religious de-
mand which embraces the ethical demand and substantiates it, And here,
[ think, at least as regards the distinctiveness of the teaching—I am not out
to assess comparative merits—he is not far wrong. The absoluteness of the
demand looks away from, and gives no heed to, difficulties and problems
of circumstance; it is not relative at all. That the demand is of this kind is,
Kittel thinks, due to the other element in the high originality of Jesus, his
sense of authority, his consciousness of sonship, his central and unique po-
sition and the conviction thereof, as embodying in himself the very actuality
and presence of the Kingdom of God, what Origen called the alrofucihelo.
And chis, too, may be, at least partially, true. Hence, says Kittel, the reli-
glous demand of Jesus is not, as it were, limited to carch. This world, this
aeon, is not its veritable sphere, Its true place is the sphere into which the
consciousness »f Jesus lifts him up. The demand is cschatological; that is,
it is always thinking of the other, the second aeon, which was so soon to
be revealed. And this, too, may be not inaceurare. Bue if so, and if these
characteristics do Iargely make and mark the originality of Jesus, then the
ethical and religious demands of the teacher from Nazareth leave a place
for the cthical and religious demands of the Rabbis. For this aeon, too, has
its claims, its duties and its problems; this world, too, has its true joys, its
true beatitudes, and even its true prosperities, The more I study the reli-
gious and cthical teaching of the Rabbis and of Jesus, the more I realise
that the originalities and peculiarities of the one are complementary to the
originalities and peculiarities of the other. There is a place, e.g., for the ab-
soluteness of “sell all that thou hast”; there is also a place for the careful
injunctions of the Rabbis, which consider circumstance and occasion, the
results of the action upon others as well as its fitness or urgency for the soul
of the doer. There is a place for the unqualified demand of Jesus; there is
a place also for the many-detailed delicacies of the Rabbis, There is a place
for principles; there is a place also for their applications and for laws. He
who only knows, cares for and appreciates the teaching of either Jesus or
of the Rahbis is certainly poorer than he who knows, cares for and appre-
ciates both.

It may even be that the invectives and fierce denunciations of Jesus are
the humanly necessary counterpart of his unqualified urgencies. 1 some-
times think that if Jesus had given a lirtle of the gentleness and love which
he displayed for the tax-collectors and the outcast to his Rabbinic antago-
nists, some of them might have been won over to his cause. And, after all,
they too were human beings, and they, too, from his point of view, were
sinners; they, too, had souls to save. I remember that somewhere in the in-
troduction to his commentary on ¥zra iv., Gunkel, who is, I should think,
a fairly orthodox Christian, remarks that “pity for sinners who remain sin-
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ners to the end is foreign to strong, ethical religions, and therefore, foreign
also to the Gospel.” Thus it is, I suppose, forcign to Jesus. Such religions
and their teachers, I suppose, do ethically commit Hell’s destined to Hell
without shrinking or compunction, I conclude, therefore, that [ muse take
my “vipers,” my “children of hell,” my “accursed” and my “everlasting
fire,” as the Germans would say, “mir im Kauf.” They are the price which
I must pay for the undoubted fact that no one would ever think of ac-
cusing the hero of the Gospels of flabby sentimentality. His love and his de-
mand for love, hislove of many human beings and his love of God, were the
love of the strong man, the hero. The hero, humble and self-sacrificing,
render and severc, with a convinced consciousncss of inspiration and of
mission, the servant and helper of his brethren, but always also the leader
and the lord; it is a fine and original personality.



JESUS—AN IMPERIOUS RULER

Albert Schuweitzer

Tuose wio Are fond of ralking about negative theology can find their
account here, There is nothing more negative than the result of the crirical
study of the Life of Jesus.

The Jesus of Nazareth who came forward publicly as the Messiah, who
preached the ethic of the Kingdom of God, who founded the Kingdom of
Heaven upon casth, and died to give His work its final consecration, never
had any existence. He is 2 figure designed by rationalism, endowed with
life by liberalism, and clothed by modern theology in an historical garb.

This image has not been destroyed from without, it has fallen to pieces,
cleft and disintegrated by the concrete historical problems which came to
the surface one after another, and in spite of all the artifice, art, artificiality,
and violence which was applied to them, refused ro be planed down to fir
the design on which the Jesus of the theology of the last hundred and
thirty years had been constructed, and were no sooner covered over than
they appeared again in a new form. The thoroughgoing sceptical and the
thoroughgoing eschatological school have only completed the work of
destruction by linking the problems into a system and so making an end of
the Divide et inpera of modern theology, which undertook to solve each
of them scparately, thar is, in a less difficule form., Henceforth it is no
longer permissible to take one problem out of the series and dispose of it
by itself, since the weight of the whole hangs upon each.

Whatever the ultimate solution may be, the historical Jesus of whom the
criticism of the future, taking as its starting-point the problems which have
been recognised and admitted, will draw the portrair, can never render
modern theology the services which it claimed from its own half-historical,
half-modern, Jesus. He will be a Jesus, who was Messiah, and lived as
such, either on the ground of a literary fiction of the carlicst Evangelist,
or on the ground of a purely eschatological Messianic conception.

In either case, He will not be a Jesus Christ to whom the religion of the
present can ascribe, according to its long-cherished custom, its own thoughts
and ideas, as it did with the Jesus of its own making. Nor will He be a
figure which can be made by a popular historical treatment so sympathetic
and universelly intelligible to the multitude. The historical Jesus will be
to our time a stranger and an enigma.

The study of the Lifle of Jesus has had a curious history. It set out in
quest of the historical Jesus, believing that when it had found Him
it could bring Him straight into our time as a Teacher and Saviour. It

From The Quest of the Histovical Jesus, New York, 1910, pp. 396-401, Reprinted by
permission of the publishers, The Macmillan Company.
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loosed the bands by which He had been riveted for centuries to the stony
rocks of ecclesiastical doctrine, and rejoiced to see life and movement com-
ing into the figure once more, and the historical Jesus advancing, as it
seemed, to meet it. But He does not stay; He passes by our time and re-
turns to His own. What surprised and dismayed the theology of the last
forty years was that, despite all forced and arbitrary interpretations, it
could not keep Fim in our time, but had to let Him go. He returned to
His own time, not owing to the application of any historical ingenuity,
but by the same incvirable necessity by which the liberated pendulum re-
turns to its original position.

The historical foundation of Christianity as built up by ratonalistic, by
liberal, and by modern theology no longer exists; but that does not mean
that Christianity has lost its historical foundation, The work which his-
torical theology thought itself bound to carry out, and which fell to pieces
just as it was nearing completion, was only the brick facing of the real im-
movable historical foundation which is independent of any historical con-
firmation or justification,

Jesus means something to our world because a mighty spiritual foree
streams forth from Him and flows through our time also. This {act can
neither be shaken nor confirmed by any historical discovery. Tt is the solid
foundation of Christianity,

The mistake was to suppose that Jesus could come to mean more to our
time by entering into it as a man like ourselves, That is not possible, Fist
because such a Jesus never existed. Sccondlr because, although historical
knowledge can no doubt introduce greater clearness into an existing spirit-
ual life, it cannot call spiritval life into existence. History can destroy the
present; it can reconcile the present with the past; can even to a certain ex-
tent transport the present into the past; but to contribute to the making of
the present is not given unto it.

But it is impossible to over-estimate the value of what German research
upon the Life of Jesus has accomplished. [t is a uniquely grear expression of
sincerity, one of the most significant events in the whole mental and spirit-
val life of humanicy, Whar has been done for the religious life of the present
and the immediate future by scholars such as P. W. Schmidr, Bousset,
Juticher, Weinel, Wernle—and their pupil Frenssen—and the others who
have been called to the task of bringing to the knowledge of wider circles,
in a form which is popular without being superficial, the results of reli-
gious-hisrorical study, only becomes evident when one examines the litera-
ture and social culture of the Latin nations, who have been scarcely if at
all touched by the influence of these thinkers.

And yet the time of doubt was bound to come, We modern theologians
are too proud of our historical method, too proud of our historical Jesus,
too confident in our belief in the spiritual gains which our historical
theology can bring to the world. The thought that we could build up
by the increase of historical knowledge a new and vigorous Christianity
and set free new spiritual forces, rules us like 2 fixed idea, and prevents us
from seeing that the task which we have grappled with and in some meas-
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ure discharged is only one of the intellccrual preliminaries of the greac re-
ligious task. We thought that it was for us to lead our time by a roundabout
way through the historical Jesus, as we understood Him, in order to bring
it to the Jesus who is a spiritaal power in the present. This roundabout way
has now been closed by genuine history,

There was a danger of our thrusting ourselves between men and the
Gospels, and refusing to leave the individual man alone with the sayings of
Jesus.

There was a danger that we should offer them a Jesus who was too
smaif, because we had forced Him into conformity with our human stand-
ards and human psychology. To sce that, one need only read the Lives of
Jesus written since the ’sixties, and notice what they have made of the great
imperious sayings of the Lord, how they have weakened down His im-
perative world-contemning demands upon individuals, that Fle 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 to 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.

In the process we ourselves have been enfeebled, and have robbed our
own thoughts of their vigour in order to project then baclk into history and
make them speak to us out of the past, It is nothing Jess than a misfortune
for mudern theology that it mixes history with everything and ends by being
proud of the skill with which it finds its own thoughts—even to its beggarly
pseudo—mcmphysic with which it has banished genuine speculative meta-
physic from the sphere of religion—in Jesus, and represents Him as express-
ing them. Tt had almost deserved the reproach: “he who putteth his hand
to the plough, and looketh back, is not fit for the Kingdom of God.”

It was no small matter, therefore, that in the course of the critical study
of the Life of Jesus, after a resistance lasting for two generations, during
which first one expedient was tried and then another, theology was forced
by genuine history to begin to doubt the artificial history with which it
had thoughr to give new life ta our Christianity, and to yield to the facts,
which, as Wrede strikingly said, are sometimes the most vadical critics
of all. History will force it to find a way to transcend history, and to fight
for the lordship and rule of Jesus over this world with weapons tempered in
a different forge.

We are experiencing what Paul experienced. In the very moment when
we werc coming nearer to the historical Jesus than men had ever come be-
fore, and were already stretching out our hands to draw Him into our own
time, we have been obliged to give up the attempt and acknowledge our fail-
ure in that paradoxical saying: “If we have known Christ after the flesh yet
henceforth know we Him no more.” And further we must be prepared to
find that the historical knowledge of the personality and life of Jesus will
not be a help but perhaps even an offence to religion.
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But the truth is, it is not Jesus as historically known, but Jesus as spirit-
ually arisen within men, who is significant for our time and can help ir. Not
the historical Jesus, but the spirit which goes forth from Him and in the
spirits of men strives for new influence and rule, iy that which overcomes
the world.

It is not given to history to disengage that which is abiding and eternal
in the being of Jesus from the historical forms in which it worked itself
out, and to introduce it into our world as a living influence. It has toiled
in vain gt chis undertaking. As a waterplant js beautiful so long as it is grow-
ing in the water, but once torn from its roots, withers and becomes un-
recognisable, so it is with the historical Jesus when He is wrenched loose
from the soil of eschatology, and the attempt is made to conceive Him
“historically” as a Being not subject to temporal conditions. The abiding and
eternal Jesus is absolutely independent of historical knowledge and can
only be understood by contact with Flis spirvit which is still ac work in the
world. In proportion as we have the Spirit of Jesus we have the true knowl-
edge of Jesus,

Jesus as a concrete historieal personality remainy a stranper to our time,
but His spirit, which lies hidden in His words, is known in stmplicity, and
its influence is dircet. Every saying contains in its own way the whole Jesus.
The very strangencss and unconditionedness in which e stands hefore uy
makes jt easier for individuals to find their own personal standpoing in re-

ard to Him,

Men feared that to admit the claims of eschatology woull abolish the
significance of His words {or our time; and hence theve was a feverish eager-
ness to discover in them any elements that might be considered not eschato-
logically conditoned. When any sayings were found of which the wording
did not absolutely imply an eschatological connexion there was grear jubila-
tion—these at least had been saved uninjured from the coming débdcle.

But in reality that which is external in the words of Jesus is duc to the
very fact that they are based on an eschatological world-view, and contain
the expression of a mind for which the contemporary world with its hiscori-
cal and socizl circumstances no longer had any cxistence. They are appropri-
ate, therefore, to any world, for in every world they raise the man who
dares to meet their challenge, and does not turn and cwist them into mean-
inglessness, above his world and his time, making him inwardly free, so that
he is fitted to be, in his own world and in his own time, a simple channel of
the power of Jesus.

Modern Lives of Jesus are too general in their scope. They aim ar influ-
encing, by giving a complete impression of the life of Jesus, 2 whole com-
munity. But the historical Jesus, as He is depicted in the Gospels, influenced
individuals by the individual word. They understood Him so far as it was
necessary for them to understand, without forming any conception of His
life as a whole, since this in its ultimate aims remained a mystery even for
the disciples.

Because it is thus preoccupied with the general, the universal, modern
theology is determined to find its world-accepting ethic in the teaching of
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Jesus. Thercin lies its weakness. The world affirms itself automatically; the
modern spirit cannot but affirm it. Bue why on that account abolish the con-
flict between modern life, with the \\'()L:ld-afﬁrming spirit which inspires
it as a whole, and the world-negating spirit of Jesus? Why spare the spirit
of the individual man its appointed task of fighting its way through the
world-negation of Jesus, of contending with Him at every step over the
value of material and intellectual goods—a conflict in which it may never
rest? For the general, for the institutions of sociery, the rule is: affirmation
of the world, In conscious opposition to the view of Jesus, on the ground
that the world has affirmed itself! This general affirmation of the world,
hawever, if it is to be Christian, must in the individual spirit be Christianized
and transfigured by the personal rejection of the world which is preached
in the sayings of Jesus. It is only by means of the tension thus set up that
religious energy can be communicated to our time. There was a danger that
modern theology, for the sake of peace, would deny the world-negation in
the sayings of Jesus, with which Protestantism was out of sympathy, and
thus unstring the bow and make Protestantism a mere sociological instead
of a religious force. There was perhaps also 2 danger of inward insincerity,
in the fact that it refused to admit to itsclf and others thar it maintained its
affirmation of the warld in opposition to the sayings of Jesus, simply be-
cause it could not do otherwise,

For that reason it is a goeod thing that the true historical Jesus should
overthrow the modern Jesus, should rise up against the modern spiric and
send upon carth, not peace, but a sword, e was not teacher, not a casuist;
He was an imperious ruler. It was because He was 50 in His inmost being
that He could think of YTimself as the Son of Man. That was only the tem-
porally conditioned expression of the fact chat He was an authoriative ruler.
The names in which men expressed their recognition of Him as such, Mes-
siah, Son of Man, Son of God, have become for us historical parables. We
can find no designation which expresses what He is for us.

He comes to us as One unknown, without a name, as of old, by the lake-
side, He comes to those men who knew Him not. He speaks ro us the same
word: “Follow thou me!” and sets us to the tasks which He has to fulfill
for our time. He commands. And to those who obey Him, whether they be
wise or simple, He will reveal Himself in the toils, tbe conflicts, thfa suffer-
ings which they shall pass through in His fellowship, and, as an ineffable
mystery, they shall learn in their own experience Who He is.



CHRIST HIMSELF PRIMARILY CHARISMATIC
Rudolf Otto

TIIE KINGDOM OF Gob, as aiready at hand, is dynamis, the inbreaking miracu-
lous power of the transcendant. As such, it is operative in the exoristic dy-
namis of its messenger, and equally in the exousia and the charis of his
preaching. He himself is charisma. The messenger is not only preacher and
announcer of this kingdom, but is an integral part of the inbreaking miracle
of the eschatological order itself. Thus it was not by a strange coincidence,
but of essential necessity that he should possess the gift of healing. He was
a charismatic in accordance with the self-consistent meaning of the whole.
The fact that he was a charismatic integrates and confirms in turn our belief
that we have rightly grasped the meaning of his person and message, The
whole confirms the impression of the parts of the picrure; the parts con-
firm the whole. . ...

The original tradition describes Christ as a charismatic. We submit that
this description is genuine, for in this way and only in this way can we ex-
plain the historical consequence, viz. the production of a spivit-led, enthusi-
astic church, It is genuine, again, because its individual traits harmonize
into a unity of the charismatic type, Yet, again, it is genuine because this
whole charismatic type harmonizes with, and has the same meaning as, the
message of the kingdom of God which is already breaking in, and which
has been experienced as dynamis,

Paul traced the charismatic gifts back to the pneuma, Jesus himself equated
the sccret power of the divine kingdom with the pneuma, by applying
Tsalah’s prophecy to himself:

The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he anointed me to preach good tidings
to the poor: He hath sent me to proclaim releasc to the captives, and recovering of sight
to the blind, to ser at liberty them that are bruised, to proclaim the acceptable year
of the Lord (Lk, iv. 18).

‘We note that here again we have a typical lirtle catalogue of charismatic
gifts, and indeed the very gifts characreristic of Jesus himself;

the gift of besorah, the exousia of preaching (and of indeed preaching the acceprable year

of the Lord, which is exactly the same as preaching the final dawning of the hoped-for
time of salvation);

the gift of exorcism: proclriming release to the captives (which on Jesus’ lips and in
Jesus’ time could only mean relesse from the captivity of demons);
the gift of healing generally: giving sight to the blind,

While in the Beelzebub incident the gift is the dynarmis of the present king-
dom, here it is explained as being anointed with the divine spirit. Correspond-

From The Kingdom of God and the Son of Man, Grand Rapids, 1938, pp. 334, 344-56.
Reprinted by permission of the publishers, Zondervan Publishing House.
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ingly another passage says that Christ uttered warnings about blasphemy
against the spirit which is working in him. The dynamis of the kingdom
was the same as the spirit even for Christ. Alrcady the operative eschato-
logical order was pneuma, and rhe Jater pneuma remained, even in Paul’s
case, the gift of the final age, i.e. the very fact of the eschatological order
at work in advance,

The passage Christ quoted from Isaiah was only a compact sammary.
But partly in manifest traits, partly in traits scarcely nored or suggested
by the tradition, as soon as our sight has become keen, we can see ever more
clearly that Christ embodied comprehensively the characteristics of a
charismatic, and they round out into a coherent picture which by its very
consistency bears the stamp of genuineness,

In ancient Israel onc would have recognized and classified him as the
typical ish Elohim, as a “man of God.” Such 2 man of God was a holy one
of God: 1 presume that in Christ’s rime the name of the typical holy man
was “the holy one of God,” and that as such it meant not the Messizh
but simply an acknowledged holy man,

We find this title in the mauth of sick persons whom Christ healed. It is
almosc a mateer of course that such a title, which in itself perhaps only meant
the ish Elohim, was afterwards heightened to Messianic significance, and then
regarded as a testimony to Jesus” Messianic rank on the part of the demons
possessing the sick person (which testimony he naturally had to reject as
coming from the devil).

The individual traits of such an ish Llohim we must examine briefly in
the following paragraphs.

In T Cor. xii. 4 ff. Paul names the energ&mata as charismatic gifts and ex-
plains them in v. 10 as cnergémata dynamedn (workings of powers). The
Synoptists apply the same concepr of dynamis to Jesus’ own activity, and
they say of him that he bestowed upon his disciples the dynamis [power]
in addition to the exousia [authority].

Paul connects the iamata closely with them, The iamata are the gift of
healings, the spiritual gift so characteristic of Jesus. In Mt. iv. 24 the char-
acter of these healings is clear. No case is related, e.g., of the cure of bodily
injuries, broken limbs, and the like, the healing of which would be a real
miracle. Rather the verse refers to manifold sicknesses and painful ailments,
with specific mention of demoniacs, lunatics, and paralytics. In other words,
they were ailments which go back to essentially nervous and psychic causes,
disturbances, and inhibitions, i.e. just the paralytic manifestations which to-
day are often traced back to nervous disturbances and specifically to psychic
complexes, and which often vanish when such complexes are resolved, We
must also mention women suffering from haemorrhage, a phenomenon
which is hysterically conditioned. Rven blindness, deafness, and dumbness
are often hysterically and nervously conditioned. With regard to healings
of this sort, there is much to be learned from the authentic autobiographical
record written by Blumharde shortly after the healing of a blind and dumb
child.
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That such healings can also happen outside the charismatic sphere, by simple psychic
influence, has long been known, A physician related o me healed a blinded woman in
this way, F. von Edelsheim wrote in Das Evengelion nach Markos, 1931, p. 249

Last year Professor Stock, director of the University Clinic at Ttibingen, by a few
minutes of suggestive command restored the sight of a man blinded by a powder ex-
plosion, and healed him,

More difficult to believe are the healings of lepers. But as D. Frankenburg
informs me, leprosy in South Arabia is actually called the “royal sickness.”
‘Royal sickness” means the sickness which only a king can heal by the
charismatic gift of his particular position. The name points at least to a
general widespread belief that there were such healings. F. von Edelsheim
says on p. 57:

Leprasy is called saraat in Aramaic, There were two kinds, the ordinary saraat and
the naga saraat, It is noc lepra, but a sickness known to-day under the name vicdiligo.

A unervously occasioned form of the same disease is known. It 15 characteristic of this
sickness that the skin appears snow-white at a certain stage.

Of all healings perhaps the healing of “possession,” of demoniac control,
appears to us most ineelligible to-day. Iv was compounded of elements of
schizophrenia and domination by fixed ideas, was rooted i religious ideas,
and, for the lateer reason, was particularly and most casily accessible to the
spiritual power of a “holy one of God.”

To the charismatic gift of healing one must add the charismatic’s power
to bless a little food, in iwsell too lictle to satisfy hungry people, and make
it sufficient to satisfy the hunger of many who receive a_portion from his
hands. Similar tales oceur even in the narrtives from Bad Boll, and they are
also found in the life of St, Francis, In Christ's life the “miraculous feeding”
is in place here. The miracle-laving phantasy of those who handed down the
tradition developed out of it a miraculous increase of the bread, However,
a record in the apocryphal Acta Johannis helps us to conjecture what it was
originally. (Texts and Studies, p. 9) Tn ch. viii we read:

‘When Christ was invited and went to a meal, we went with him. Before each of us
a loaf was then laid, and Christ also reccived a loaf, He then blessed his loaf and di-
vided it among us. And from the little (which cach received as part of the bread

blessed by Christ) each one of us was satisfied. But our own loaves remained whole (and
uneaten).

This story may show us what was meant originally in the gospel narratives,
viz. the power of the charismatic to satisfy the hunger of the recipients by
a small gift which he had blessed. The manner of the working is analogous
to that of healing.

In later tradition, these mighty deeds of Christ’s are conceiv.ed in the
special sense of proofs of Messiahship. Hence, later tradition was influenced
by the later Christology, according to which Jesus had come as the full
Messiah, and from the outset had appeared and revcaled himself as Messiah.
His charismatic acts arc now fused with the pragmatism of the epiphany of
the Messiah, They were certainly not so conceived in the mind of Christ
and our narratives still show it. His charismatic acts were not done by him
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in order to sapply proofs of his Messianic rank or the like. They were not
arvied out in accordance with some plan; racher they flowed spontaneously
from the love-filled disposition of him who knew that he was sent to seek
and to save that which was lost. In the fact that they took place, they con-
firmed what Jesus had taught, viz. that the kingdem was in the act of dawn-
ing as God’s power, but they were not done i order to afford that proof,

Some of the traits used in performing an exorcism may seem strange, but
to test their historicity the thing nceded is not to look for some foating
fairy tales as the basis, but to study how exorcists really proceed and what
sort of phenomena occur, whether hallacinatory or genuine, as applied to the
case of the sick persun or that of the onlookers, In this respect Blumhardt’s
own account of the healing of Miss Gottlichin Dittus is instructive.

The lady was said to be possessed, and the process of healing took two
yeass. An eye-witness, whose veracity is undoubted, describes features
which reduce almost o insignificance those in the gospel narratives which are
said to be incredible. The problem still remains, however, as to what extent
they took place objectively, The important point is to establish the nature
of that which people in a charismatic milieu are subjectively convinced
they have heard or seen. One feature of Christ's practice in exorcising is
significantly illuminated when Blumharde writes expressly “I never permit
the demons to speak. 1 conimand them to be silent.”” That is how a typical
charismmatic actually proceeds, If Wrede had aken the charismatic milicu and
the typical charisniatic procedure into account, he would hardly have made
the assertions that he did.

Among the healings which Jesus performed are those which took place
at a distance, c.g. the case of the centurion of Capernaum. The sceptic’s
comment is: Surely no one can believe in an operation at a distance like this.
We reply: Quite so if it were not better, instead of passing facile judgment,
to study for once the matrer itself and irs actual setting, ie. in actual and
attested experiences. Blumhardt's narratives provide material enough. How
the phenomena may be explained is another matter, but that they occur
as actual phenomena is to-day no longer a question. A more thorough
cxamination of the whole subject of charismatic phenomena might lead
to circumspection. Macdonald was a thorough expert in the charismatic
milien of Islam, and as early as 1908, in his introduction to The Religious
Attityde and Life of Islanz (Chicago, 1908), he expressed his view that:

1 am driven to regard ielepathy as proved.

Movcover, it is not in accordance with sound method to ask first: Did the
word of the charismatic, who promised a healing at a distance, produce
objective resnlts? The results might have been fortuirous or interpolated by
the narrator. The first question is: What was the charismatic confident that
he could do in certain circumstances? Is it credible the Christ dared to say
and actually uttered a word of power in sach and such a form? Can that be
confirmed by analogies? It can be confirmed, and the analogy is again offered
us by the charismatic Paul. In all reality and without hesitation he believed
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that he was capable of operating spiritually at a distance. He wrote from
Ephesus about the case of incest in Corinth:

For I verily, being absent in body (i.e. remaining in Ephesus) bue present in spirit
(i.e. in Corinth), have already as though I were present judged him that hath so
wroughe this thing; in the name of our Lord Jesus, ye being gathered together, and my
spirit, with the power of the Lord Jesus, to deliver (the incestuous person) unto Satan
for the destruction of the flesh.

Acring rogether with thac of the Corinthians while far away across the
sea, Paul’s spiritual power was to exercise a physical effect—in this case not
a healing, but a disturbing effect—on the wrongdoer. Of the result we know
nothing; there is no doubt that it would have been ascribed in a “saint’s life”
of Paunl, The sceptic may seick to his scepticism buc he has no historical
justification for raising a doubrt that Christintended to act in this way.

In close connection with the other charismatic gifts, Paul mentions that
of the logos, i.e. preaching. He regards ir as a spiritual gift. It is the funda-
mental charisma of Christ and is explicitly conceived in the Synoptists as a
charismatic gift. Thus L. iv. 18 gives the quotation from Isaiah as used by
Jesus himself;

The spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he anointed me to preach to the poor,

"The gift of preaching, as we have said already, is here reparded as an effect
of being anointed with the spirit, and Jesus as a preacher is the charismatic
bearer of the spirit. In his preaching the charismatic gift is operative. As a
consequence, the hearers exclaim:

What is this? A new teaching with exousia.

Exousia is at times translated by “full authority.” But that is too limited a
meaning, Exousia is a late Greek word, which Delitzsch reproduces by ge-
burah, mighty power. Thus Lk. xii. 5 uses it of God Himself: cxousian
echonra [having power], and similarly, therefore, in Mk, i. 27:

he commandeth even the unclean spirits,

Preaching and power over the demons are regarded here as on the same

level, ie, the level of supernatural charismatic power. Compare also M, xiii.
54:

Whence the wisdom and the dynamesis?

We have already discussed the term charis==charisma in Lk. iv. 22, Charis
means grace,'and hence blessing as a gift of grace. In this way it becomes a
synonym of dynamis. Compare Acts vi. 8:

Stefanos pleres charitos kai dynameos [Stephen, full of grace and powerl.

Stephen does “signs and great wonders” as a charismatic; his gift is char-
acterized by charis and dynamis.
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Probably the strangest of all the charismatic gifrs is the distinguishing
of spirits, the diakrisis pnenmatdn, the discriminatio spirituum. As the very
name indicates, the conception and the thing itself come from the sphere of
second sight and necromancy, and are related to the gift of exorcism. No
wonder thercfore that this gift was found in Jesus. In it, again, we find the
typical interrelation of characteristics, and hence a unity which is itself a
criterion of genuineness.

The gift 1s primarily that of being able to distinguish spirits, ie. evil
spirits from good ones, in order to lay the former and call forth the latter.
Secondly it is, in particular, the gift of discerning whether an evil or a good
spirit impels 2 man who is possessed. From this point the meaning widens;
it now becomes the capacity of being able to look into another person, to
read his inner state, to read his evil or good thoughts. In Arabic, diakrisis is
called firasa, from farasa==to distinguish. The gift of firasa plays the same role
in legends of Arabian saints as diakrisis in Christian legends. The expression
firasa may finally lose its original charismatic and supernatural meaning; it
then signifies in general the gift of intvitive knowledge of men, and par-
ticularly the gift of reading a man'’s conduct and fearures so as ro understand
his inner being, his good or bad character, his nature generally. Thus firasa
finally becomes a name for physiognomy and the study of character.

But in a charismatic milicu, the gift of discrimination and firasa always re-
tain their original meaning of a gift of grace peculiar to the charismatic.
Among the walis and the sufis of Islam, this gift 15 particularly characteristic.
It is reported of nearly every great master among them, It was likewise
characteristic of the charismatic circles of early Christian monasticism,
where it recejved the special name of charisma dioratikon, the power of
penetrating vision, a favourite subject in the lives of the great monks, The

ift of discrimination as gift of “penetrating vision,” of dioratikon, is a ca-
pacity which has its analogies in peculiar occurrences which arc beginning
to be seriously investigated to-day in so-called mediums. French psychol-
ogists call it Jucidité]

With such a gift of penetration is connected at times a capacity of second
sight, thac is, the ability to scent, have a foreboding of, become aware of,
at times actually to see, things or events at a distance. In Arabic this also
is reckoned as firasa. This gift of second sight is one of the oldest of all
charismatic gifts, and is the thoroughgoing characteristic of the primitive
charismatic. The name of such a person in Israel was choseh, seer or vision-
ary, like Samuel. A quite primitive form of this gift appears as the capacity
of secing and finding stray animals at a distance, Such persons are still
found among primitive tribes. In Sanskrit there was the particular name
govinda, cowfinder, for those thus endowed. It was an important gift for
nomadic cattle-breeders. In the Old Testament the gift retains this form in
the great catly seer of Israel, Samuel, who finds Saul’s stray asses for him.

Jesus’ charismatic gift of diakrisis is recorded only as it were in hidden
corners of our tradition. The narratives sbout it might in themselves seem
to have no importance, but the very fact of their incidental character is
historically important because it enables us to recognize the type, to per-



398 MODERN EVALUATIONS OF JESUS

ceive how coherent it is, and how one trait supplements, furthers, and con-
firms another.
Hence, the narratives abound in such statements as:

But he knew what was in men.
Or again:
But when he perceived their thoughts.

A particularly typical firasa narrative (as penetration and likewise as second
sight) is Jn. 1, 47. Nathanacl comes to Christ, and Christ says to him with-
out sounding or questioning him:

Behold an Israelite indeed, in whom is no guile!

That is the capacity of dioratikon, of firasa, which is in process of becom-
ing an intuitive knowledge of the inner man. He proceeds:

Before Philip called thee, when thou wast under the fig tree, T saw thee.

At first the words scem to constitute an isolated, enigmatic hieroglyph, the
story of a miracle that just happens to have been preserved, But o be con-
tent with rhac impression and to write the matter ofl in this way would be
perverse. To deal with it methodically and historically, we must firse de-
termine quite definitely the class of the event which is itself at Teast alleged
to have occurred, and we must find in the event the typieal characteristics
of the class. In the above case, we have to do with the well-known fivasa
which can be studied as a category. We have to do with a trait which is al-
most regularly repeated, ¢.g. in the biography of the Islamic saints, We may
read how a wordly person mocks him or comes to him with doubr. He
reveals to that man his innermost thoughts, reads his soul, or even relates
an incident from his life. The mocker is overcome and recognizes his mas-
ter, just as in Nathanael's casc, Later, these fatures become conventional
elements in the record, and as such are almost naturally and automatically
applied to the saints as a class, But that does not raise doubts about their
historicity generally nor that these stories originated in some historical
event.

A trait characteristic of the primitive firasa is also reported of Jesus when
he saw by second sight the water carrier who was to lead the disciples to
the house of the Last Supper. Compare on this point the story of Samuel
in I Sam. x. 3 which belongs to the same class. If Samuel had not really been
able to find distant asses, Saul would not have gone to him and would not
have paid him a quarter of a silver shekel. But if Samuel had this gift of
second sight, one cannot perceive why a greater charismatic should not
have had it. Even if the story that he saw the distant water carrier be a
legend, we must nevertheless recognize the importance of understanding
the kind of notions which formed the original environment of Jesus

miracles. These notions reveal the elements typical of charismatic cndow-
ment and behaviour.



OTTO: CHRIST HIMSELF PRIMARILY CHARISMATIC 399

One further trait, preserved by pure accident and scarcely observable,
is that of charismatic metonymy, ie. the descriptive renaming of disciples
on the basis of firasa. Simon bccomes Peter; the sons of Zebedee become
Boanerges, sons of thunder.

Taken by itself and in isolation, metonymy looks like another curiosity,
a personal idiosyncrasy. It loses this aspect when one sees it in the context
of charismatic firasa, When I was a young man, and visited the east for the
first time, I was invited to a norable ceremony in the house of the Sheikh
el Bakri. The venerable old man sat on an elevated seat. Men of different
ages were brought to him. He whispered something into their ears, where-
upon they retired and were congratulated by those standing around. They
had received a new name which they henccforth bore. The sheikh was the
head of the descendants of the Caliph Abu Bakr, and also of the dervish
orders. The hereditary charisma of the Baksrids united in him with that of
the sufis. The whole ceremony was a crystallized form of what was originally
a firasa in the form of a metonymy and had a charismatic purpose.

One further remark may be made in regard to the charismas generally,
and especially to that of healing., Here, as in the case of other charismas,
is an nnusual gifr, withonr doubt, But this gift is not an absolutely new
faculty of the soul and ity exercise is not absolurely distinguished and sep-
arated from ordinary activities and capaciries. So iv is also with the gift
of firasa; it surpasses while it includes the natural gifr of fecling what is
going on in the soul of ancther. So it is with prophecy; it surpasses ordinary
foresight, deliberation, and mere conjecture, but it undoubtedly takes these
into its service. And so it was with Christ’s healing; it went beyond the ex-
crcise of mere skill in healing; he was a mictaculous physician,



THE AUTHOR OF SALVATION
W. A. Sinart

T ant mvpEBTED to Dean Shirley Jackson Case for two words whose religious
significance lies largely in the fact that they have never become parts of 2
conventionalized theological vocabulary. In a class some years ago, he sug-
gested that religions could be divided into religions of achievement and re-
Ligions of rescue. The distinction is all the more apparent because we are not
familiar with the terms.

In a religlon of achicvement, man saves himself. The standard is set,
whether by a god or otherwise; if a man conforms to it he is religious, and
if he fails to do so he sins. The functions of God in such a religion are first
to set the standard, and then to act as judge and bestow rewards and pun-
ishments in proportion to merit. Pharisaism s a good iltustracion. According
to the Pharisees, God had once taken Moses up into a mountain and kepe him
there some six weeks while he told him how he wanted people to live. This
Iaw of Moses—or law of God given through Moses—covered not only what
we would call religion, but all the essential features in a complere culture.
Man’s parc was simply ta obey, for Jehovah would by no means justify the
wicked nor condemn the righteous.

Bur it is unfair to the Pharisees that their name has come to represent the
least attractive features in a type of religion which has many other examples,
For there are other examples of religions of achievement. The Stoic philos-
ophy, which took on many of the characteristies of religion in its later
Roman form, was of the same type, Stoic teachers pictured the ideal life—
for their interest was much more in ethics than in metaphysics at this stage
—and they bade people achieve it. Those who undertook to do so and were
successful would find life rewarding, and those who disregarded the teach-
ings of the wise would find life disappointing. Man could either save him-
self or not as he chose, It has already been suggested in these chaprers that
Christianity in our day, as in other days, has in similar fashion depended
very largely on man's ability to save himself. Religious humanism is a perfect
example, This is 2 natural development from our modern emphasis on man's
self-sufficiency and our loss of the sense of God.

Religions of rescue, on the other hand, start from an awareness of man’s
inadequacy and his need of some superhuman aid. If a man is overboard
in the middle of the Atlantic, it is useless to instruct him in the best methods
of swimming ashore. He cannot achieve anything in his own strength.

Left to himself, he is doomed; and his only hope is in something or somebody
outside himself who can rescue him.

'From The Contemporary Christ, New York and Nashville, 1942, pp. 139-64. Re-
printed by permission of the publishers, Abingdon-Cokesbury Press.
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Here too illustrations abound, Next to the Pharisaism in which Paul was
trained, he was possibly more influenced by the many mystery religions
which abounded in his world than by any others; and the very name by
which these are often called, “religions of redemption,” indicates their
basic nature as religions of rescue. Man was inadequate to mect the mis-
eries and the frusirations of that postwar world, and especially his final
conflict in the battle with death; but through the techniques which the
mysteries provided he was able to identify himself with the god of the
cult and share in that god’s victory.

Similarly, all the nature religions were testimonies to man’s helplessness
and his need of superhuman aid. The fertility of the soi, the storms on the
sea, the rising of the sun, and the recurrence of the seasons—man could
not control such things, and yet life and death were determined by them.
He could only worship the gods in charge of these various functions, and
hope.

We recognize in this distinction between religions of achicvement and
religions of rescue our old friends of the New Testament, salvation by
works of the law and salvation by faith; and what we call Paul’s conversion
was a transfer from the one to the other. As 2 conscientious Pharisee, Paul
thought to be religious by doing the things which God had commanded,
but he failed. Deeper experience of life and an uncompromising conscience
made him aware of the inevitable tension between the demands of a per-
fect God and any possible achievement of sinful man, Like our instruction
to the drowning man to save himself by swimming ashore, he found that
the commandment telling him how to live was really a sentence to death.
He was utterly inadequate, and cried out in despair, “Wretched man that
I am! who shall deliver me?”

Christianity met him as the answer, as rescue for a drowning man, It
was not a higher ideal that he discovered, for he alrcady had the law which
was “holy, and just, and good.” His high ideals were already proving his
doom. And it was not merely a decision to be marc conscientious in the
discharge of his religious obligations. His conscience had already driven
him to distraction. It was what he called it, salvation, or rescue, by God
through Christ because he was unable to save himself, Christianity was for
Paul very definitely the process through which God reached down into the
world to rescue helpless men,

“T sought the Lord, and afterward I knew

He moved my soul to seek him, seeking me;
Tt was not I that found, O Saviour true;

No, I was found of thee.”

All this reminds us that originally the Christian message was a gospel of
salvation. The early Christians were sure that in the person of Christ God
had broken into history to do something for men which they were power-
less to do for themselves. Their preaching was not mercly repeating the
moral maxims of Jesus and urging men to conform to them. It was a call
to accept the power which God had released in Christ. For Paul the gospel
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was primarily power—not teaching, not reform, but power. It was the
power of Christ, or rather the power of God made available through Chuist,
He was not ashamed of the gospel, because it was the power of God unto
salvation. He prayed for himself that he might share the power of the res-
urrected Christ. He was not afraid of death and the grave because God had
given him the victory over them, He defied Satan and the spiritual powers
in high places becanse the power of Christ had conquered them. And he
now had victory over sin; for that power had remade him, and he was now
a new creation in Christ Jesus, A careful reading of Paul will reveal a sur-
prising amount of emphasis on this idea chat through Christ the power of
Gad had entered into the world to rescue men.

This is at Jeast one reason why Christological thought rook the direction
it did. Convinced that the power of God had been released through Christ,
the church was from the first insistent on the closencss of relation be-
tween him and the Father. If it had wanted primarily teaching about God
and righteousness, a prophet speaking in the name of God would have been
adequate; but it wanted more than that. It wanted contact with God him-
self. By the tdme the Fourth Gospel was written, the old Jewish idea of
messiahship had already become inadequate; and Jesus was interpreted as
the temporary expression in human form of that eternal Logos which had
been the agency of God’s activity from the beginning, the power through
which God created all things at the beginning, and through which he was
still creating. “My Father worketh hitherro, and T work,”

Later, the sume theological interest produced the doctrine of the Trinity,
the doctrine that Christ was not someone telling us about Gud, bur was
himself one Person in the God-head; and cven the theory that was of
simzilar substance with the Father was not satisfactory; he was declared to
be of the same substance. Theologically all this is of antiquarian intercst
to us, for it is based on philosophic presuppositions which are no longer
valid. But religiously we can fecl the force of the contention for which
the fathers fought so valiantly, that in having dealings with Christ they
were actually having dealings with God, for God was in Christ reconciling
the world unto himself,

We need not stop to ask what those catly Christians desired to be saved
from. Sometimes salvation was to “free from their slavery men who had
always lived in fear of death.” Sometimes they hoped to escape the horrors
of a burning hell. Sometimes, as in the case of Paul, the nced was more
ethical, and they sought a power to break the hold which sin had on
their lives, Sometimes, mare mystically, they sought for a feeling of at-
home-ness with God. But in any case, it was the good news of Christians
that the grace which came through Jesus Christ was sufficient for them.
They were sure of the power of their gospel to save to the urtermost any
man from the illicerate slave to the pro?oundest philosopher, for it was the
power of God and the wisdom of God.

But if the earliest gospel was the good news of rescue, it is certainly true
that in recent years that note has been almost completely silenced. A per-
fect complex of reasons can be assigned, all of them probably interrelated.
In the first place, of course, we have lost hell; and the loss has been serious.
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The old preachers never were able to make heaven very appealing, but
they could make hell horrible, Gates of pearl and pavements of gold, with
angels playing harps and cveryone wearing a crown, never did make the
heart beat fast with excitement, A day on this earth was more exciting and
more venturesome than a day in that static, uneventful golden city. But the
licking of the sulphurous flames of hell was so real and so terrible that we
read of people fainting in the congregations, while others cried out to the
preacher to stop because they could not stand it. The point is not that
people no longer believe in hell and the devil, bur that they are no longer
afraid of them, and do not motivate their conduct with them in mind. The
famous Rev. Billy Sunday in onc of his sermons delivered a blistering at-
tacl on the devil, and as he finished the delighted audience broke into span-
tancous applause, Contrast that applause with the consternation of Jonathan
Edwards' audiences, and you will see to what an extent the devil has lost
his power to terrily. People are simply not interested in being saved from
el and the devil.

I'am in carnest when I say that this loss is serious, not because T would
recover IHis Satanic Majesty, but because we have found nothing to puc
in his place. Hell dramatized the evil in this world, and man’s need of be-
ing rescued. It stood for the sinfulness of man, and for the inevitable re-
sults of sin in a maral world, So long as man really believed in a hell of
eternal suffering and a grinning devil waiting to snatch him down into it,
it was not necessary to argue with him about the fact thar this is a moral
nniverse and that immeoral conducee is ruinous, One of the things which
our preaching needs is a modern substicute for hell, something which will
make us feel the teerible effects of conduct today as vividly as our fathers
felt it, Men will not be concerned sbout being saved so long as there is
nothing to be saved from,

The other side of this is the roseate, unbiblical picture of God which
has grown up in the name of a God of love. God has been made, not
Father, but Santa Claus. Fe has been represented, in spite of the facts of
life, as being too sentimental to be willing to sec his precious children
suffer. Love has been interpreted, not as passion for the highest possible
development of the one loved, but as weak and silly sentimentality. We
have forgotten that the love of God is moral, and therefore is judgment.
We have forgotten the God of Jesus, the God who could cast both soul
and body into hell, who closed the door on the foolish virgins, who cast
the sinner into a gehenna of fire where the worm dieth not and the fire
is nor quenched. It was Jesus who told of a God to offend whom was
worse than to be drowned in the lake or to lose the right eye. A moral God
allows men, if they will, to crush themselves against his laws, and a civiliza-
tion to ruin itself in its unrighteousness.

With the element of judgment left outr of the character of God, it is not
surprising that we have not had a gospel of salyation. Sin, repentance, for-
giveness—these moral notes have not been sounded, and in their place has
been pictured a flowering of our natural goodness in the warm, congenial
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atmosphere of the gentle God, No nced for a gospel of rescue here while
we ate sunning ourselves comfortably in the Father’s house.

Not to labor analysis with too great detail, we may mention as ane ather
reason for the disappearance of rhe gospel of rescue our idea of progress,
or evolution. We have been told chat every roday grows out of yesterday
and grows into tomorrow, and the idea has been repeated in a way to
make us cease to expect anything to happen to disturh the racher monot-
onous chain of causation. No new beginnings, no radical change, no about-
face, for the process works itself out almost mechanically. The mosc that
preachers can do is to add a bit from time to time the sum of forces
which are pushing the process away from evil and toward the good, and
wa get people to connect themselves with the church so that they will be
cxposed to these influences. There is no yawning chasm to be avoided, no
day of judgment to be faced, no release from sin to be sought. By some law
inherent in things themselves they are supposed gradually to get berter
with the passing of time, and we are saved by tearing pages [rom the cal-
endar. 1f there are temporary setbacks, they will be made up in the gen-
eral progress. Taith in God means faith that he will make everything come
ont right.

It is quite in harmony with this that we have so largely placed our hope
in instruction. Not in education, but in instruction; for education has a
wider connotation and can include the proper development of the entire
personality, the will and feelings and maotives as well as the mere matter of
instruction, But we have indulged a rather naive faich thar salvarion is in
ideas. Our scrmons have been instructive, bur we have searcely expected
them to change people very radieally, or expecred God o change people
through them. We have been timid about asking people to “accepr Christ,”
or to “come to Christ,” or about using any more maodern phrnscology to
indicate a real change in life, the change from a life centered in self to a
life centered i God.

And in our church schools, or Sunday schools, the chicf emphasis has
likewise been on instruction, We have assumed that conduct was motivated
by information and by reason, in spite of the constant reiteration of the
psychologists to the contrary. We have launched out on a campaign of
character building, and the very phrase unconsciously suggests thar we
can do it without much help from God. We are the architects and the
contractors, and the characters will be our buildings. We have been rightly
insistent on right materials and right methods. The one thing which we
arc most apt to forget is to bring the child consciously face to face with
God, and to teach him the place of God in the working out of his lifc's
problems.

We may well remind ourselves that so far as ideas about rcligion are
concerned, the Jews had everything that Jesus had. They called God
“Father” before he did, wrote poems about his lovingkindness and mercy,
and insisted that only the righteous would enter his kingdom, It has been
said before that practically all the teachings of Jesus can be marched in the
teachings of the rabbis before his time. The fact is often used to prove that
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there was not much difference between them, but exactly the opposite de-
duction may just as logically be drawn. Possessed of the same ideas, they
were utterly unable to bring God into the souls of people and recreate
their lives as Jesus did. The rabbis tanght people, but Jesus saved them.
The rabbis could give them new ideas, but Jesus gave them new birth.

Befare Paul’s conversion, while he was still a Pharisee going beyond those
of his own age in his zeal for the law, he had practically all the information
about religion that he had later, except an experiential knowledge of its sav-
ing power. His contact with Christ brought him, not new ideas, but new
power, a completely new orientation of his life around a new center.

It is a significant fact that the philosophers, who have been the teachers of
the race, have seldom been able to influence the masses. The cthics of Sto-
icism reads in some places like the moralizings of Paul, but while the Stoics
were pursuing their interesting ethical speculations the people went on a
debauch. Marcus Aurelius’ Meditations still grace the center tables of many
Christian people, and many of the interpretations of life found in them are
worthy of high place in any age. And yet in spite of the fact that he com-
bined the prestige of an emperor with the insights of a really great moralist,
he did very little to lift his people toward the ideals which he saw, There
is no church of the Great Rabbi Gamaliel, and no salvation through the
Grear Moralist Aurelius,

It was here that Judaism and Christianity finally parted. One found
salvation in a system and the other in a person. Judaism offered loyalty to
the law, which was a high ethical system, the noblest revelation of God
which antiquity had produced. It is interesting to notice to what extent the
Jew said the same things about his law which the Christians later said
about Christ. It was the revelation of God. It was the standard of right and
wrong. It was the center around which the Jewish church was united.
It was the hope of final salvation in the day of judgment. He sang inspired
and inspiring songs about his love for it. And long after he had become a
Christian, Paul could still say that it was holy and just and good. So the
Jew followed his system, and has justified his existence through the ages
in terms of loyalty to it.

But Christianity found its salvation not described in a book, but incar-
nate in a life, the Christ who was the power of God and the wisdom of
God.

That was the natural way for God to bring men to himself, by expressing
himsclf in a man. Goodness does not really exist until it exists in a life,
just as color does not exist except as it exists in colored objects. There
is no such thing as love except as someone actually feels love for someone
else. Until then it is merely an abstraction. There is no truth nor honor, no
gentleness nor strength, except as qualities of someone who actually experi-
ences them in life. Otherwise they are as far from reality as an architect’s
drawing is from a completed building. Such things are qualities of God be-
cause (God is Person; and he could never make them either real or win-
some to us except by making them express themselves in another Person,
a Person whom we could see and appreciate. We are not saved by idess,
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but by persons; and so God’s great idea, his Word, became flesh and dwelt
among us,

When we see this Word of God incarnate we sce what God meant,
for he is the final commentary on everything that he said. The best way to
understand the Beatitudes, for instance, is to take them as a sketch of his
character and illustrate them from his life. He could talk of love because
love was the very essence of his being. He could ralk of Gud because he
and the Father were one, and to see him was to see the Father, If the words
of Jesus had come to us through a phonograph record, with no life to in-
carnate them, they would rank with the exaled teachings of all times, but
they would not have the redeeming power which radiates from the Word
of God incarnate. We must have “ideal manhood clothed in real man” to
make the ideal real to us, and we must have “God seen in Christ” if God
is to be a Redeemer. God could reach us in no other way as he has reached
us through a life. . ...

The contemporary Christ! At times we think that we have him securely
shut up in his first century Palestine, and then we discover him walking
beside us. The things he says arc so simple, and so contemporary, and so
impossible. He seems not to fit into this world we know so well; but when
we stop long enough to hear what he is saying, we feel that there is no hope
for the world unless it will listen to him, e speaks with Palestinian aceent
the homely things that were wrue in his world so long ago, and all ar once
it dawns on us thae they are also the things by which our world nwst live
if it would escape the abyss.
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Instr, biblical and patristic Greek, 1902-1905, assistant prof, 1905-1910, asso.
prof., 1910-1915, prof, 1915-1937, secretary to the president, 1920-1924, chair-
man New Testament dept, 1923-1937, distinguished service prof., 1933-1937,
prof. emeritus since 1937, Univ. of Chicage; lecturer in history, Univ. of Calif.,
1938-1941; lectarer in biblical literarre, Sceipps Col,, 1941, He 1s author of The
Story of the New Testmnent (1916), Harmony of the Synoptic Gospels (with
E. D. Burton, 1917), The New Testament—An American Translation (1923)
The Making of the English New Testament (1925), The Formation of the New
Testamient (1926), New Solutions of New Testament Problems (1927), Strange
New Gospels (1931), The Meaning of Ephesians (1933), The Story of the Old
Testament (1936), An Introduction to the New Testament (1937), New Chap-
ters in New Testament Study (1937), The Apocrypha—An American Transla-
tion (1938), Christimnity Goes to Press (1940), Four Pillars of Democracy (1940),
How Came the Bible? (1940), History of Early Christian Literature (1941), One
of America's most prolific writers in the New Testament field, especially noted
for lis New Testament translation, he is an articulate scholar whose clear literary
style has made extremely readable a very broad field of New Testament studies,

The Original Language of the Gospels .

GranT, Freperick C.: Born Beloit, Wis., 1891. Educated Lawrence Col. and Nasho-
tah House, General Theol. Sem, (B.D. 1913), Western Theol. Sem. (8.T.M. 1916,
Th.D., 1922). Deacon 1912, priest 1913, Protestant Episcopal Churc:-h; served
churches in Michigan and Illinois, 1912-1924, Dean Bexley Hall, Divinicy School
of Kenyon Col., 1924-1926; prof. systematic theology, Berkeley Divinity School,
Middletown, Conn., 1926-1927; dean Western Theol. Sem.,, Evanston, 1927-1933;
president Seabury-Western Theol, Sem., 1927-1938; prof. New Testament, Union
Theol. Sem., since 1938; visiting prof.,, Univ. of Chicago, 1928-1937. Editor in
chief Anglican Theological Review since 1924, Besides his translations~Forn:
Criticism: A New Method of New Testament Research by Bultmann and Kund-
sin (1934), The History of Primitive Christianity by Weiss (1937), The Message
of Jesus Christ by Dibelius (1939)~he is author of many articles and a number
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of books, among them The Economic Background of the Gospels (1926), The
Growth of the Gospels (1933), The Gospel of the Kingdom (1940), The Earliest
Gospel (1943). Through his cranslations, his Jeadership among form-criticism
crities in America, and his role of editor he has held a pﬁnce of high rank among
New Testament scholars.

Form Criticism and the Christian Faith

Guiwnenert, Cyartes: Bora Villenueve-Saine-Georges, France, 1867; died 1939,
Teacher history at Eureux, Pau, Toulouse, and Voltaire (de los Liccos); since
1906 prof. of Christianity, Univ. of Paris. A number of liberal constructive New
Testament writings have come from his research, two of them translated into
the English language: Christianity, Past and Present (1927), and Jesus (1935), The
latrer work is one of the most vigorous investigations of the gospels as depend-
able bases for constructing a historical portrait of Jesus.

The Historical Existence of Jesus, from Jesuys

Harxness, Georgla: Born Harkness, N, Y., 1891. Fducated Cornell Univ, (A.B.
1912), Boston Univ, (M.A. 1920, M.RE, 1920, PhD. 1923), Hagvard Univ,,
Yale Univ,, Union Theol. Sem, Teacher English Bible, Boston Univ. School of
Religious Fducation, 1919-1920; assistant prof. religious education, Flmira Col,
1922, assa. prof. philosophy 1923, prof. philosophy 1926-1937; asso. prof. rcligion,
Mount Holyoke Col., 1937-1939; since 1939 prof. applied theology, Garretr Bib-
lical Inst. Ordained Meth, ministry 1926, [Ter writings inclu(ﬁ: Conflices in
Religious Thought (1929), John Calvin: The Man and His Ethics (1931), Holy
Flame (1935), The Resources of Religion (1936), The Recovery of Ideals (1937),
Religious Living (1937), The Faith by Which the Church Lives (1940), The
Glory of Ged (1943). Active in ccumenical conferences, poer as well as theo-
logian, the only woman member of the American Theological Saciety, she has
raised oue of the most provocative voices among churcl-centered Christian theists,

Jesus Is Lorxd, from The Faith by Which the Chureh ives

Harnack, Apotr: Born Dorpar, Germany, 1851; died 1930, Iiducated Univ. of
Dorpat, Held degrees D, Theol,, Ph.D,, M3, and JurD. Teacher church history
at universities in Leipzig 1876-1879, Gicssen 1879-1886, Marburg 1886-1888, Berlin
from 1888 unul his death, In the estimate of many he ranks as one of the
greatest minds of the Christian centuries in his vast comprehension of the Chris-
tian tradition. Many scholarly volumes have resulted from his research, those
particularly affecting the English-speaking world being The Expansion of Chris-
tianity, The History of Dogma, and What Is Christianity?

The Unique Character of the Gospels, from What Is Christianity?

Horton, WALTER MarssarL: Born in Somerville, Mass,, 1895, Educated Harvard
Univ. (A.B. 1917), Union Theol. Sem. (B.D. 1920, S.T.M. 1923), Columbia Univ.
(A.M. 1920, Ph.D. 1926), Sorbonne, Strasbourg Univ., Marburg Univ, Ordained
Bapt. minisery 1919, Instr. philosophy of religion and systematic theology, Union
Theol. Sem., 1922-1925; asso. prof. systematic theology 1925-1926, Tairfield prof.
theology since 1926, Oberlin Graduate School of Theology. He is author of
Theisn and the Modern Mood (1930), A Psychological Approach to Theology
(1931), Theissn and the Scientific Spirit (1933), Realistic Theology (1934), God
(1937), Can Christianity Save Civilization? (1940), Our Eternal Contemporary
(1942); co-author of The Church Through Hall a Century (1936), Revelation
(1937), The Christian Understanding of Man (1938), The Growth of Religion
(1938), The Authority of the Faith (1939), Primary among his many contribu-
tions as a philosopher of religion has been his keen analysis and fascinaring presen-
tation of types of thought as seen in different countries of recent years.

The Kingdom of God and the Church
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Houcn, Lysy Harotb: Born Cadiz, Ohio, 1877. Education Scio Col. (A.B. 1898),
Drew Theol. Semn. (B.D. 1905), New York Univ, Ordained Meth. ministry 1898.
Pastor in U. S. and Csnada, 1912-1930; prof. historical theology, Garrett Biblical
Inst,, 1914-1919; president Northwestern Univ., 1919-1920; prof. homiletics and
Christian criticism of life, Drew Theol. Sem., since 1930, dean since 1934. Ameong
his many books are Adventures in the Minds of Men (1927), Personality and
Science (1930), The University of Experience (1932), Vital Control (1934), The
Church and Civilization (1934), The Great Evangel (1936), The Civilized Mind
(1937), Free Men (1939), The Christian Criticism of Life (1941), Adventures in
Understanding (1941), As a Christian humanist he has with fine articulation
evaluated the Christian tradition from the angle of the lirerary humanists,

The Incarnation, from The Christian Criticism of Life

Howaro, WiLserr Francis: Born 1880. Educated King Edward’s School, Birming-
ham, England; Manchester Univ,, Didsbury Col. Minister, Wesleyan Methodist
Church in Glasgow, Manchester, Handsworth, and Wallasey. 'Visiring prof.
Hellenistic Greek, Drew Theol. Sem., 1919; examiner in Biblical languages 1923-
1926 and 19351938, in theology 1929-1931 and 1938-1940, London Uniy.; in Hel-
lenistic Greele and New Testament 1926-1928, Manchester Univ.; at Leeds Univ.,
1938-1940; at Glasgow in Hellenistic Greek, 1928, 1934; ar Oxford in theology,
1938, Dale lecturer ar Mansfield Col,, Oxford, 1940. Delegate British Methodist
Conference to Genera] Conference Methodist Episcopal Church, US.A,, 1932,
He is editor and joint-author of Dr. J. H. Moulton's Grammnar of New Testa-
ment Greek, Vol. 11; author of numerous articles in theological journals, Amon
recent works on the Fourth Gospel, his book The Fourth Gospel in Recent
Criteisnt and Interpretavion stands as one of the most comprehensive, profound,
and appreciative.

Historicity of the Fourth Gospel and the Synoptic Gospels, from The Fourth
Gospel in Recent Criticisin and Interpretation o P

Knunson, Aweerr C.; Born Grandmesdow, Minn., 1873, Educated Univ. of Minne-
sora (A.B. 1893), Boston Univ. (ST.B. 1896, Ph.D. 1900), universities of fena
and Berlin. Prof. church history, Denver Univ., 1898-1900; prof, philosophy and
English Bible, Baker Univ,, 1900-1902; prof. English Bible and philosophy, Al-
legheny Col, 1902-1906; prof. Hebrew and Old Testament exegesss, Boston Univ,
School of Theolagy, 1906-1921, prof. systematic theology 1921-1938, dean 1926-
1938, dean emeritus since 1938. He is author of The Beacon Lights of Prophecy
(1914), The Religions Teaching of the Old Testament (1918), The Prophetic
Movement in Isreel (1921), Present Tendencier in Religious Thought (1924),
The Philosophy of Personalism (1927), The Doctrine of God (1930), The Doc-
trine of Redemption (1933), The Validity of Religions Experience (1937), The
Principles of Christian Ethics (1943). He is one of America's most comprehensive
scholars, equally at home in the fields of the Old Testament, philosophy of re-
ligion, and systematic theology, whose major conl:ribyt.mn has been the relating
of the philosophy of personalism to the Christian tradition.

The New Christology, from The Doctrine of Redemption

Kunosiy, Karw: A native of Latvia; educated in universities there and in Germany.
In recent years prof. New Testament, Univ, of Riga, Latvia. His latest book is
Charakter und Ursprung der Johanmischen Reden (1939). _To. the English-
reading public he is best known through his “Primitive Christianity in the Light of
Gospel Research,” translated and edited by Frederick C. Grant in Form Criticiom
(1934), in which he applies the methods of form criticism in a fascinating manner
to the developing eschatological situation in the Synoptic Gospels.

Primitive Christianity in the Light of Gospel Research . .

419

. 231

107

. 223

75



420 APPENDIX

Lewis, Epwin: Born Newbury, England, 1881; came to U. 8, 1904, naturalized 1916,
Educated Mount Allison Univ,, Can,, Middlebury Col,, Vt., United Free Church
Col., Glasgow, New York State Col. for Teachers (A.B., 1915), Drew Theol.
Sem, (B.D. 1908). Ordained Meth, ministry 1904, Pastor in North Dakota and New
York, 1904-1916; instr. Enplish, New York State Col. for Teachers, 1915-1916;
instr. Greek and theology, %rew Theol. Sem., 1916-1918; adjunct prof, systemaric
theology, 1918-1920, prof. since 1920. He is author of Jesus Christ and the Human
Quest (1924), A Manual of Christian Beliefs (1927), God and Ourselves (1931),
Great Christian Teachings (1933), A Christian Manifesto (1934), The Faith We
Declare (1939), A Philosophy of the Christian Revelation (1940), A New Heaven
and a New Earth (1941); joint editor, The Abingdon Bible Connnentary. Fre-
quently classified as an American neosupernaturalist, he has been a leader in in-
terpreting fundamental New Testament truths amidst the haze of modern bibli-
cal criticism.

The Gospel Figure, from A Christian Manifesto

Lierzamann, Hans: Born Diisseldorf, Germany, 1875, Educated universitics of Jena
and Bonn (D. Theol.). Teacher church history at Jema, 1905-1908; Bonn, 1900~
1905, 1908-1924; Berlin, where he succeeded Adolf Haenack, since 1924, A pro-
lific writer and accurate scholar, he issued Kleine Texte (1900), critical editions
of ordinarily inaccessible source material. In 1905 he brought forth the first of his
five volumes of Handbuch zum Nenen Testmmnents, His two books best known
in the English are T'he Beginnings of the Christian Chureh and T'he Founding of
the Church Uniuversal, As a scholar who combines scholarly acumen with sweep-
ing devotional style, he has few peers.

The Gospel Portraic of Jesus, from The Beginnings of the Christian Church

Licirrroor, Roperr H.: Born Wellingborough, Northants, 1883, Fdueated Kton;
Worcester Col, Oxford; and Bishop’s Fostel, Farnbam, Cuorate of Huslemere
1909-1912; bursar Wells Theol, Col. 1912-1913, vice-principal 1913-1916, prin-
cipal 1916-1919; fellow and chaplain Lincoln Col,, Oxford, 1919-1921; since 1934
Dean Ircland prof. exegesis of Holy Scriprures, Oxford Univ. His writings in-
clude History and Interpretation in the Gospels (1935) and Locality and Doc-
trine in the Gospels (1938). The former work is one of the clearest critical in-
terpretations of form criticism to come from an English scholar. It ako shows a
careful comparison of the gospel traditions.

A History of the Son of God, from History and Interpretation of the Gospels

Lyman, Mary R. Evy: Born St. Johnsbury, Vt, 1887. Educated Mount Holyoke
Col. (AB. 1911), Union Theol. Sem. (B.D. 1919), Univ. of Chicago (Ph.D.
1924), Cambridge Univ. Teacher, Rockville High School, Conn,, 1911-1913;
general secretary Y.W.C.A., Mount Hoyloke Col., 1913-1916; Frederick Weyer-
hauser prof. religion, Vassar Col,, 1921-1926; lecturer English Bible, Union Theol.
Sem, and asso, in religion, Barnard Col,, Columbia Univ. 1928-1940; dean and
prof. religion, Sweet Briar Col., since 1940. She is author of Knowledge of God in
Jobannine Thought (1924), The Fourth Gospel and the Life of To-Day (1931),
The Christimn Epic (1936), Jesus (Hazen Series, 1937), Ranking as one of the
leading women biblical scholars in America, she has written books deeply appre-
ciated for their interpretations and their well-written style.

The First Christian Synthesis, from The Fourth Gospel and the Life To-day

McCown, Crester Cuarcton: Born Orion, Iil, 1877. Educated DePauw Univ.
(A.B. 1898), Garrett Biblical Inst. (B.D. 1902), universities of Heidelberg and
Berlin, Univ. of Chicago (Ph.D. 1914). Ordained Meth, ministry 1898. Pastor in
lllinois 1898-1899, 1900-1902, 1908-1909; prof. mathematics, Upper lowa Univ,
1899-1900; principal American Methodist Institution, Calcutta, India, 1902-1906;
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%tof. bib!ical literature, Wesley Col., Grand Forks, N. D., 1909-1912, Y.M.C.A.
oL,_Chxcago. 1912-1914; prof. New Testament literature and interpretation,
Pacific School of Religion, since 1914, dean, 1928-1936; director, Palestiniar;
Archaeological Institute, since 1936; Thayer fellow, American School of Oriental
Research, Jerusalem, 1920-1921, director, 1929-1931, prof. and acting director
1935-1936; joint director, Yale Univ.-American Schoof Expedition, Jerash, 1930~
1931, He is author of The Promise of His Coming (1921), The Testanment of
Solomon (1922), Genesis of the Social Gospel (1929), The Search for the Real
Jesus (1940); editor of Journal of Palestine Oriental Society (1930). He is a New
Testament scholar whose interests have found more than ordinary activity in the
archaeological pursuits, and whose “search for the real Jesus” has proved one of
the most valuable survey studies of the last quarter century.

Jesus and the Problem of History, from The Search for the Real Jesus

McGrrrest, ArRTHUR C., Jr.: Born Cincinnati, Ohio, 1892, Tducated Harvard Univ.
(A.B. 1913), American School of Archacology, Athens, Union Theol. Sem.
(B.D. 1917), Columbia Univ. (A.M. 1917), Harvard Divinity School, Univ. of
Zurich, Ordained Cong. ministcy 1917. Pastor All Souls Church, Lowell, Mass.,
1920-1926; prof, Christian theology, Chicago Theol. Sem., 1926-1939; president,
Pacific School of Religion, since 1939. He is author of Jonathan Edwards (1932),
Young Emerson Speaks (1938); editor of Christianity as History and Faith (1934).
He is an American religious leader whose mind has been appreciated because of
his worle in the pulpit, his teaching and writing in the field of church history,
and his adminiscration of a theological school.

The Siguificance of Jesus

Macereceor, Grorgr H, C.: Born Aberdeen, Scotland, 1892, Educated Fastbourne
Col,, Cambridge Univ. (AB. 1912, A.M, 1922, B.D. 1929), Pastor in Scotland, 1918~
1928; Bruce Lecrurer, Glasgow, 1928; Hosmer prof. New Testament exegesis, Hart~
ford Theol, Sem., U.S.A,, 1929-1932; since 1933 prof. divinity and biblical criticism,
Univ. of Glasgow. His writings include The Gospel of Jobn (198), Eucharistic
Origins (1929), Jew and Greek: Tutors unto Christ (with A, C. Purdy, 1936),
The New Testament Basis of Pacifism (1927). He is a New Testament scholar
whose education and teaching have touched the intellectual life of England,
Scotland, and the United States, and whose pasticular stimulus has heen given in
interpreting the relationship of Jesus to the Flellenistic culture in the first century.

History or Didactic Drama, from The Gospel of [obn

Macriyvon, James: Born Turriff, Aberdeenshire, 1850, Educated universities of
Edinburgh, Bonn, and Heidelberg. Lecrurer and examiner in history, prof. ec-
clesiastical history at various universitics in Scotland; has devoted himself to his-
toric research as well as to academic teaching of history; has taken active part in
educational administration as member of Kdinburgh Provincial Committee for
Training of Teachers and as convener of Education Committee of Edinburgh
Royat Blind School; president, Carlyle Society, Scotland. Recent among his writ-
ings are Luther and the Reformation (4 vols., 1925-1930), The Historic Jesus
(1931), The Gospel in the Early Church (1933), From Chiist to Comstantine
(1936), Calvin and the Reformation (1936), The Origins of the Reformation
(1939). He is a well-known Scottish scholar whose life in the study has been
well balanced by his social interests, mainly those which have found him con-
cerned with education for the blind,

The Synoptic Tradition, from The Gospel in the Early Clurch

Major, Hevry D. A.: Born 1871, Educated St. John's Col. and University Col,, New
Zealand; Exeter Col, Oxford. Vicar of Merton, bicestor since 1929; principal,
Ripon Hall, Oxford, since 1919; examining chaplain to the Bishop of Birming-
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ham; select preacher, Oxford Univ, 1922; Cambridge, 1925, 1932; exominer
Univ, of London; Noble lecturer, Harvard Univ,, 1925-1926, Founder, AModern
Churchman, 1911, and editor since that date. He is author of a number of books
on English ecclesiastical questions, but is best known in America for his co-
authorship with Manson and Wright of The Mission and Message of Jesus (1937).

Are the Gospels True History? from The Mission and Message of Jesus

Manson, Tuomas W. Born 1893, Educated in Glasgow Univ.; Christ’s Col, and
Westminster Col,, Cambridge. Tutor, Westminster Col,, 1922-1925; pastor, Pres-
byterian Church of England, 1925-1932; Yates prof. New Testament Greek and
exegesis, Mansfield Col.,, Oxford, 1932-1936, and university lecturer in New Tes-
tament studies, 1935-1936; Russell lecturer, Auburn Theol. Sem,, and Shaffer Jec-
wrer, Yale Univ,, 1939; Rylands prof, Biblical criticism and exegesis, Univ, of
Manchester, since 1936. He is author of The Teaching of Jesus (1931), The Mis-
sion and Message of Jesus (with H. D. A, Major and C. J. Wright, 1937); editor
of A Companion to the Bible (1939); contributor to theological journals, He is
an English scholar whose writings savor of depth and circumspection as related
to the study of Jesus.

Religion and Morals, from The Teachings of Jesus

Meneowskr, Daarer: Russian novelist and critic; born 1865, died 1943, Iis books
are The Death of the Gads (1901), The Birth of the Clods (1926), Akbnaton,
King of Egypt, December the Fourteenih, The Life of Napoleon, Napoleon, a
Study (1929), Michael Angelo and Quber Skerches (1930), The Romance of
Leonardo dn Vinei (1931), Jesus the Unknown, T'he Sceret of the West (1933),
Jesus Manifest (1940), He interprets Jesus in a rather mysterious and mystieal
fashion, yet in such a way that many readers find valuable correctives of their
objective appreciations of Jesus as they rend his hooks.

The Liberator, from Jesus Manifest

Minear, Paur S Born Mt. Pleasant, lowa, 1906, Educared Towa Wesleyan Col,
(A.B, 1927), Garrett Biblical Inst. (B, 1930), Northwestern Univ, (A.M. 1930),
Yale Univ. (Ph.D. 1932). Assistant prof, Hawaii School of Religion, 1933-1934;
since 1934 at Garrett Biblical Inst, now prof, New Testament interpretation,
Qrdained Meth. ministry. He is author of An Introduction to Paul (1937), And
Great Shall Be Your Reward (1941); articles and reviews in Religion in Life,
Anglican Theological Review, Journal of Bible and Religion, Journal of Biblical

Literature, and Christian Century. He is one of the younger New Testamence

critics whose logical mind and devoted spirit, when related to New Testament
problems, have won an appreciative audicnce.

The Relevance of the Message for Qur Day

Morratr, James: Born Glasgow, Scotland, 1870, Educated Glasgow Univ., St
Andrews Univ., Oxford Univ, Minister, United Free Church of Scotland, 1896-
1912; Yates prof. Greek, Mansfield Col,, Oxford, 1911-1915; prof church history,
United Free Church Col., Glasgow, 1915-1927; Washburn prof. church history,
Union Theol. Sem., since 1927, He is author of Hebrews (1924) in “The Inter-
national Critical Commentary” and The General Epistles (1928) and First
Corinthians (1938) in “The Moffatt Commentary” and a number of other books,
including recently The First Five Centuries of the Church (1938), The Books of
the Prophets (1939), and Jesns Christ the Same (1940). Probably no contemporary
New Testament scholar is more widely known than he, mainly through fus
translation of the Bible and his editorship of the New Testament commentaries
based on it. His Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament (1911) has
been the classic introduction for more than thirty years.

The Limitations of Historical Method, from The Approach to the New Testament
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Monieriore, Crauvpe G.: Born London, England, 1858, Educated privately and at
Balliol Col., Oxford. Identified with educational and philanthropical wurk; peesi-
dent, Anglo-Jewish Association, 1896-1921, president, Liberal Jewish Synagogue;
president, University College of Southampton, 1915-1934. His writings include
Origin and Development of the Religion of the Ancient Hebrews (Hibbert Lec-
tures, 1892), Truth in Religion, The Bible for Home Reading, The Synaptic
Gaspels, Some Elements of the Religions Teaching of Jesus (Jowett Lectures,
1910), Elements of Liberal Judaism and Hellenism, The Old Testament mzd,
After, Rabbinic Literature and Gospel Teachings. Few scholars, either Jewish or
Christian, have done more thau he to unite Jews and Chrisuans in their common
appreciation of the New Testament figure of Jesus.

The Originalicy of Jesus

Mong, Paur Ermer: Born St. Louis, Mo., 1864; died 1937. Lducated Washington
Univ., St. Louis, Harvard Univ. Teacher Smith Academy, St. Louis, 1887-1892;
assisrant in Sawskrir, Flarvard, 1894-1893; assistanc in classical literature, Bryn
Mawr Col, 1895-1897; literary editor, N. Y. Independent, 1901-1903, N, ¥,
Evening Post, 1903; cditor, The Nation, 1909-1914; lecturer in Greek philosophy,
Princeton Univ, His later writings Shelburne Essays (11 vols,, 1904-1921), Pla-
tonistn (1917), The Religion of Plato (1921), Hellenistic Philosophies (1923),
The Christ of the New Testament (1924), Christ the Word (1927), New Shel-
burne Essays (Vol. 1, 1928; Vol 11, 1934; Vol, IlI, 1936), The Catholic Faith
(1931), Anglicanism (with F. L. Cross, 1935). One of Dr. More's friends, after
reading Christ the Word, summarized More's view as follows: “Dr. More has
now come to be not merely a theistic humanist, He is a Christian humanise, holding
with complete assurance the central assertion of historic Chmstianity that the
Word became flesh, He has found the grear goal of his thnking in Christ the
Word.”

The Faith of the Greek tradition, from The Christ of the New Testament

Niegunr, Remntons: Born Wright City, Mo, 1892, I'ducated Elmbhurst Col,, Eden
Theol. Sem., Yale Univ. (B.D. 1914, A.M. 1915). Ordained minister, Evangelical
Synod of North America, 1915, Pastor Detroit, Mich., 1915-1928; asso. prof, phi-
losophy of religion, Union Theol, Sem. 19281930, yrof, applied Christianity since
1930, He is the author of Does Civilization Need Religion? (1927), Leaves from the

Notebook of a Tamed Cynic (1929), Moral Man and lunnoral Society (1932),

Reflections on the End of an Era (1934), An luterpretation of Christian Etbics

(1935), Beyond Tragedy (1937), Christianity and Power Politics (1940), The Na-

ture and Destiny of Man (2 vols, 1941-1943), As a right-wing theologian~being

a neosupernaturalist—and 2 lefe-wing advocate in his social-ethical stress, he has

been one of the most stimulating thinkers of the present era.

The Ethic of Jesus and the Social Problem

Orro, RuvoLr; Born Peine, Germany, 1869; died 1938. Educated universities of
Erlangen and Géttingen (D.Theol, D.Phil). Teacher systematic theology
Goteingen 1897-1911, Breslau 1915-1917; veacher philosophy of religion, Marburg
1917-1929. His books translated into English are The Idea of the Holy, The
Kingdowm of God and the Son of Man, Indin's Religion of Grace and Christianuty
Compared, Philosophy of Religion, Mysticisni—East and West. His stress upon
the particular mminous as an aspect of the religious feeling has been basic in his
interpretation of mysticism. In New Testament studies both his interpretation
of the eschatological problem and his actitude toward the origins behind the
Jewish-Christian tradition have aroused wide interest,

Christ Himself Primarily Charismatic, from The Kingdom of God and the Son of
Man . . . P . . . L
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Rawr, Hawws Fravkuws: Born Council Bluffs, Towa, 1870, Educated Univ. of Towa
(A.B. 1891, A.M. 1892), Yale Divinity School (B.D. 1897), Univ. of Berlin, Uniy.
of Halle-Wittenberg (Ph.D.), Ordained Meth. minisery 1900, Pastor, Trinil;,,
Church New Haven, Conn,, 1900-1904; Firse Church, Baltimore, 1904-1910; presi-
dent, ILfT School of Theology, Denver, 1910-1915; prof. Christian doctrine, Garrett
Biblical Inst., since 1915, His latest books include The Meaning ot God (1925),
Chyistianity and Judaism Compare Notes (1927), Christianity Today (1928), A
Faith for Teday (1936), Religion and Public Affairs (1937), Christianiry (1940).
No more fitting reward could be given a more deserving scholar than the Fifticth
Anniversary Bross Prize presented to Dr., Rall for his book Christianmiey; it
came at a very dramatic moment—just as he terminated bis twenry-fifth year
as a teacher at Garrett Biblical Institure.

The Finality of the Christian Religion, from Christianity

Rozinson, Benyamin W.: Born Philadelphia, Pa., 1883; died 1942, Educated Uniy,
of Chicago (A.B. 1901, Ph.D, 1904), Columbia Univ. (Ph.D, 1906), Union Theol.
Sem. (B.D. 1907), American School, Jerusalem, Univ, of Berlin. Qrdained Presby.
ministry 1909. Inscr. New Testament literature and interpretation, 1909, asso. prof.
1910, prof. after 1914, Chicago Theol. Sem. His later writings are T'he Life
of Paul (1918), The Gospel of Jobn (1925), Commentary on First Peter (1929),
The Sayings of Jesus (1930), Jesus in Action (1942). His books on Paul, John,
and Jesus are distinctive in their lucid and scholarly presenvation of Facrs about
those particular interpreters.

The Ethical Teaching of Jesus, from The Sayings of Jesus

Scoweitzer, ALpert: Born Kayscrsberg, Alsace, 1875, I'ducated universitics of Stras-
bourg, Paris, and Berlin, Curate, St Nichols, Suasbourg, 1899; privardozent,
Univ, of Strasbourg, 1901-1912; organist, Sociéeé J. S, Bach of Pagis, 1903-1911;
organist, Orfeo Catala of Barcelona; missionary surgeon and founder of hospital
at Lambaréné, Gabon, Equarorial Africa, 1913-1917, 19241927, 1920.1932; [Hibberr
tecturer, Oxford and Lendon, 1934; Gifford lecuarer, Fdinburgh, 1934-1935,
Among his many writings the {ollowing have been translated into the English
language: The Quest of the Historical Jesus (1911), Panl and His Interpreters
(1912), On the Edge of the Primcval Foresr (1922), Philosophy of Ciuilization (2
vols., 1923), Memoirs of Childhood and Yowth, The Mysticism of Paul the
Apostle (1931), More from the Prisneval Forest (1931), The Forest Hospital at
Lambaréné (1931), My Life and Thought (1933), Indian Thought and Its
Development (1936), From My African Notebook (19319), Student of Bach, skill-
ful organist, and medical missionary in the Lambaréné Forest, Albert Schweitzer
also stands very high in New Testament circles for his scholarship. Especially
has his eschatological position aroused much interest among New Testament
students.

Jesus—An Imperious Ruler, from The Quest of the Historical Jesus

Scorr, Ernest F.: Born Durham, England, 1868. Educated Glasgow Univ. (AM.
1888), Balliol Col., Oxford (A.B. 1892), United Presbyrerian Theol. Hall, Edin-
burgh, Pastor, Prestwicl United Free Church, Scotland, 1895-1908; prof. New
Testament lirerature, Queen’s Univ., Kingston, Can,, 1908-1919, Union Theol.
Sem. since 1919, Among his writings are The Fourth Gospel (1906), The Histor-
ical and Religious Value of the Fourth Gospel (1911), The Kingdon and the
Messiab (1912), The Beginnings of the Church (1914), The Epistle to the He-
brews (1923), The Spirit in the New Testament (1923), The Ethical Teaching
of Jesus (1924), The First Age of Christianity (1926), The Gospel and Its
Tributaries (1929), Colossians, Philewion, and Ephesians (1930), in “The Moffatt
Commentary,” The Kingdom of God (1931), The Literature of the New Testa-
ment (1933), The Nature of the Early Church (1941). He is a profound and
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accurate scholar who presents his ideas in most succinct and readable style.
Probably no scholar has done more to introduce New Testament evaluations into
the lives of college students than has Dr. Scott in his The Literature of the New
Testament, His book The Fourth Gospel remains a classic interpretation.

Light and Life, from The Historical and Religious Value of the Fourth Gospel

Snart, W, A.: Born Newberry, S. C,, 1883. Educated Webb School, Bell Buckle,
Tenn,, Vanderbilt Univ. (A.B. 1904), Union Theol. Sem. (B.D. 1907), Univ, of
Chicago. Ordained Meth. ministry 1907. Pastor, in Virginia, 1907-1914; prof.
biblical theology, Emory Univ,, since 1914, He is author of The Contemporary
Christ (1942) and co-author of Preaching in These Times (1940). He is a Chris-
dan theologian who has ranked 23 one of the foremost preachers and lecturers
of the South,

The Author of Salvation, from The Comternporary Christ

Srrecrer, Burnerr H.: Born, Croydon, England, 1874; died 1939, Educated King's
Col. School, London; Queen’s Col,, Oxford (AM.). Canon of Hereford, 19.35-
1934; fellow and dean, Pembroke Col, Oxford, 1899-1905; fellow and praelecter,
Quecn’s Col,, Oxford, 1905-1933; Ireland prof. excgesis, Oxford Univ., 1932-1933;
provost, Queen's Col,, Oxford, after 1934. He contributed to Oxford Studies in
Synoptic Problems (1911) and was author of a number of books, including Ini-
mortality (1917), The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins (1924), Reality: A New
Correlation of Science and Religion (1926), The Primitive Church (1929), The
Chained Library (1931), The Buddhba and the Christ (1932), The God Who
Speaks (1936). He held a position of double digni?r as New Testament scholar
and philosopher of religion whose writings savor of deep spiritual understanding
from a Christian theistic viewpoint, His four-document hypothesis as related to
the Synoptic Gospels has aroused much comment in New Testamenc circles.

John, Mystic and Prophet, from The Four Gospels

Tavior, ViNceNt: Born 1887. Educated Divinity School, Univ. of London (B.D.
1911, Ph.D. 1926), Richmond Col, Surrey. Entered Meth, ministry 1909. Pastor at
Mansfield, Carmarthen, Bath, Kleighley, Aberdeen; cxaminer biblical languages,
London Univ,, 1931-1934; examiner New Testament Greek, Univ. of Wales,
1937-1942; principal Wesley Col., Headingly, Lequ, Ferens prof. New Testament
language and literature, since 1930, His writings include The Historical Evidence
for the Virgin Birth (1920), Bebind the Third Gospel (1926), The First Draft
of St, Luke's Gospel (1927), The Gospels: A Short Introduction (1930), The
Formation of the Gospel Tradition (1933), Jesus and His Sacrifice: A Study of
the Passion-sayings (1937), The Atonement in New Testament Teaching (1940,
Forgiveness and Reconciliation (1941). Among British New Testament students
he ranks extremely high in his labors as related to the virgin birth of Jesus,
the Fourth Gospel, and form criticism.

The Fourth Gospel and Some Recent Criticism

TiLice, Pavr: Born in Germany 1886, Educated universities in Berlin, Tiibingen,
Halle. Teacher philosophy of religion and social ethics, Berlin, Matburg, Dresden,
Frankfurt; profr.) philosophical theology, Union Theol. Sem, since 1933, His
books in English are The Religious Situation and The Interpretation of History;
he is co-author of The Kingdom of God and History (1938). His religious posi-
tion is influenced by neosupernaturalism, in which he sees man’s life taking on
spiritual meaning only as he is loyal to God, the unconditioned, The present
world finds its sense of tragedy in its loyalty to human values, for anything not
done for God is a sin.

Christ as the Center of History, from The Kingdomn of God and History
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Torrey, Cuarces C.: Born East Hardwick, Vt, 1863, Educated Bowdoin Col. (AB
1884), Andover Theol. Sem., Univ. of Strashourg (Ph.D. 1892), Yale Univ. (A-M.
1900). Instr. and prof. Semitic langunges, Andover Theol. Sem, 1892-1900:
director American School of Archaeclogy in Jerusalem, 19001901, p'rof. Semitic
languages, Yale Univ., 1900-1932, prof, emeritus since 1932, Among his books are
The Translations Made from the Qviginal Avamaic Gospels (1912), The Compo-
sition and Date of Acts (1916), The Second Isaiah (1928), Pseudo-Ezekiel and
the Oviginal Prophecy (1930), The Four Gospels (1933), Our Translated Gos-
pels (1936), Documents of the Primitive Church (1941). No contemporary New
Testament scholar has done miore critically constructive work regarding the
relation of the Aramic language to gospel origins.

The Origin of the Gospels, from The Four Gospels

Whuatg, Joun S: Born 1896, Educated Caterham Schoal, Surrey. Pastor Bowdon
Downs Cong. Church, Manchester, 1925-1929; Mackennal prof. ccclesiastical his-
tory, Mansfield Col., Oxford; tutor, modern history, St. Catherine’s, 1929-1933,
president Cheshunt Col,, Cambridge, since 1933, His writings inclade The Cbri:-’
tian Answer to the Problem of Lvil (1936), What Is a Lwving Church? (1937)
This Christian Faith (1938), Facing the Facts (1940), Christian Doctrine (1941):
He is a teacher whose thinking frames very vividly the tenets of neo-orthodoxy
in contemporary Christianicy,

The Christian Doctrine of History, {from Clwistian Doctrine

‘Wioer, Amos Niven: Born Madison, Wis., 1895, Educated Oberlin Col,, Yale
Univ. (AB, 1920, B, 1924, Ph.D, 1933), Mansfield Col.,, Oxford, Harvard Univ,
Ordained Cong. ministry 1925, Pastor, First Church of Christ, North Conway,
N, H.,, 1925-1828; asso. prof, ethics and Christian evidences, Hamilton Col,, 1930-
1933; prof, New Testament interpretation, Andover Newton Theol. Sem. 1933-
1943, Chicago Theol. Sem. since 1943, His writings include Eschatology and
Ethies in the Teaching of Jesus (1939), Spiritual Aspects of the New Poeiry
(1940), The Healing of the Waters (1943). He is a New Testament scholar who
has also become well known and appreciated for his writing of poetry and his
critical appraisal of spiritual values in poetry.

The Significance of the Eschatological Sanction, from Eschatology and Etbics in
the Teaching of Jesus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
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