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FORMGESCHICHTE, ESCHATOLOGY, and the LIFE of JESUS.

(A) INTRODUCTION,

I. The Llife of Jesus.

To modern minds it seems strange to say that the life

- of Jesus did not constitu%e a problem until last century. We
are so accustomed to regarding this as the focal point of Christ-
ianity, to referring all theological considerations back to the
question: What think ye of Christ? that it appears paradoxical
to maintain that until a comparatively recent date practically
no interest in this question was evinced at all.

It requires little reflection to show that until the
Reformation such a situation was bound to prevail. Jesus was
the Son of God, His Vicar reigned on earth, His power and‘author~
ity were vested in the Pope, the existence of thé Church was the
pledge of all that she claimed for Him., Heretics there were who
doubted His Divinity,but the Falth proved stronger than its
aggressors and dogmatism'silenced eVery critic.

That there were documents behind the Church's faith profes-
sing to give an account of the earthly life of Jesus was secondary
to the cohsciousnessthatauthority reposed not there but in the
- Apostolic See.

The intensified study of the gospels that was called forth
by the Reformation, together with the transference of authority to

Holy Seripture,might however have wrought a change. But in fact



it did not, for on the whole the Reformers took over the
Catholic point of view both as to doctrine and as to the
validity of the gospels as hlstorlc documents.,

-In the barren days of orthodoxy that succeeded, gospel
study reached a low ebb such as it had never known in the days
of 'Roman domination: verbal inspiration was emphasised, harmoniés
were concocted, everything was déne to produce a unified picture
of Jesus in which all the gospel material should find a place.
This jig~saw theology claimed to have disposed once and for all
of the difficulties of gospel criticism: they had pieced
tbgether the various accounts énd found that the discrepanciés
were only apparent.

Yet it was this very attempt at a harmony which proved
their undoing. For many felt that if a consistent record were
to be provided, alterations here and there in the narrative would
be essential, By removing superfluous material the purpose 6f
reducing the gospels to a common denominator would be immeasurably
furthered, This as will be seen was the beginning of the end, or
on another view the first step forward.

Nevertheless it 1s surprising that events did not move more
rapidly and that more sweeping attacks on the structure of the
gospels were not made. Perhaps it is to be accounted for by the
inborn respect for Scripture, the absence of sclentific methods

of approach, or the fear of a total collapse of theology. What-
ever be the reason it is the case that until Strauss! "Life of

Jesus" in 1835, the gospels were regarded more or less in the



same light as they had always been. ,

In spite of the fact that rationalists and supernaﬁural-
“ists fought bitterly over the question of miracles and general
credibility, they approached the problem of Jesus rather from a
dogmatig standpoint, and assumed that they were concerned with a
fixed body of material on which they were obliged to0 take opposing
sides.

Strauss! "Life" ushered in a new epoch in gospel study.
His work, based as it was on a Hegelian attempt to find a mean
between supernaturalism and rationalism, was indebted in the
last resort neither to theology nor criticism.

Its defect was that his attempt to find throughout the
necessary theses and antitheses put too great a strain on the
resources of the gospels and sharpened the contrasts unnecessarily.
Its merit was that this contrast first expressed by him in terms
of "John or Synoptics?" brought into being the most productive
period 6f criticism last century, which ended in the establish-
ment of the two-source theory as a prelude to all investigation.

This 'golden age! of Lives of Jesus burst into renewed
activity with the publication of Renan's Vie de Jésus in 1863
and lasted into the twentieth century. By . .this time it had
become clear that imagination must be used to eke out the gaps
in gospel history. There were inconsistencies, contradictions,
and deficiencies, but on the whole there was no reason for

despair. Higher criticism had led to optimistic results. Things

which had appeared repugnant to modern minds were shown to be no



essential part of the gospel story. We could reject much that
had perplexed and distressed,knowing that all our work would
only serve to0 enhance the humanity and charm of Jesus.

He indeed was shown to be the most inspiring of men: a
leader and hero, Kindly, beneficent,and compassionate, He
wended His mild way through the flelds of Galilee: fascinating
all who came under His spell: a winsome figure, captivating and
refreshing. He was a speaker of wise words, a man whose devotion
to His PFather was only to be compared with His love for His
fellow men. This went beyond all bounds save where He lashed
with His scorn the hypocrites, the 'unco guid!' and pharisaical.
A1l archaic observances He brushed aside, He was a modern among
moderns, a fitting lion for 19th century urbanity.

Many thanked God that they had been freed from the shack-
les of an incredible Christology and basked in the fresh air and
sunshiﬁe of liberal humanism.

The year 1906 put an end to their rejoicings. Schweltzer's
brilliant book though‘not startlingly new in its conclusions was
nevertheless powsrful enough to put a new complexion on higher.
criticism,

He showed that their portrait of Jesus was sentimental
and unhistorical: that fantasy, subjectivism,and modernism had
all played their part in creating a figure vastly unlike anything
to be found in the gospels.

The Jesus there was a child of His race, a prophet of

olden times with a cry to repent - for the Kingdom of God was



at hand. This was no distant fulfilment of the moral law but

a veritable cataclysmic event in which He Himself would appear

a second time but on this occasion as the Messiah coming on the
wings of the clouds. To regulate their lives in the meantime

He left them sundry rules and guidance, but far from these being
the eternal principles of truth as the Liberals believed, they
were no more than a way of life conditioned by the apocalyptic
end and their expectation of the coming catastrophe. This pungent
reaffirmation of the prophetic side of Jesus has made a vast
impression on New Testament theology which lasts to this day.
But what is even more interesting than the contrast between the
liberal and the eschatological viewpoints, is the fact that in‘
the main both were based on the same critical foundation.

Both schools agreedvthat in the gospels as they stand a life of
Jesus could be found: thiat apart from minor differences of judge-
ment the text for both was alike. The Synoptics, perhaps aided
in a general way by John, contain an account of Jesus' minlstry
which corresponds on the whole to the facts of history. Theré
may be gaps but these can be filled: there may be inconsistenciles
but these are only in the nature of things.

Behind both points of view lay a certain background on
which they agreed: Mark was the first gospel, written approxima-
tely 30-4C years after the death of Christ as a memoir of the
events of His 1ife. Following upon this came the gospels of
Matthew and Luke - perhaps ten years later - using Mark's materilal

and also a collection of Logia which had not been at his disposal.



Last of all came Johnt's gospel.in which a certain amount of
imagination had beén mingled with history.

None of fhe later gospel writers had copled accurately
what they found in Mark, ahd they apparently had also additional
knowledge of thelr own: thus the divergences in the synoptics are
to be explained by these independent workers, Accompanied by a
less extensive series of Llves of Jesus,gospel criticism went on
i1ts way after Schweitzer's thunderbolt. Investigation of the
sources continued: M. and Q. were subjected to further analysis,
four documents were mooted as original (Streeter 1924), these
grew to eight before very long (Bussmann 1931). It seemed as if
the stages back to the original gospel sources were interminable:
having discovered a Proto Mark they must then discover a Proto-
Proto Mark: after that a Proto Mark thrice removed.

It was largely as a protest against what they believed to
be an impossible retrogression that the Formgeschichtliche Schule
took the field. They despaired of ever achlieving any positive
results by continuation of thess methods and proposed one which
has involved much more thdn mere textual alterations.

For it is bound up with a certain position regarding Jesus
which is certain to affect our attitude to all attempts at
formulating His 1ife, and prompts us indeed to query whether we
can know anything about Him at all.

A This post-war activity on the part of a few German New
Testament professors 1is ostensibly a movement to classify the gospel

matter according to its form and to establish thereby a process of
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development in the various categories. In practice, however, it
involves a much more thoroughgoing change of attitude to gospel
literature as a whole and to the life of Jesus in particular.

It is not without significance that Formgeschichte finds
its earliest expression in a poet and not a grammarian. For in

its essence it is the reply of the artist and the poet to the

scholar. It embodies the claim that the best equipment for approachj

ing the gospels is a sympathetic and understanding mind. 1In its
ideal form it would insist that to appreciate such a phenomenon.
as the rise of a new faith and the personality of its founder
what is required is not the microscope of a trained analyst but
the wide experience of a cultured and discerning‘amateur. While
it employs the tools of the skilled workman it uses them only to
clear away the brushwood in order to enhance the view and not to
hew down every tree to -ascertain its age and history.

This work has made such an impression on theological
writers that Alfred Loisy to-day refuses to regard as adequate a
sketch of gospel history whidh he prefaced to his commentary on

the Synoptic Gospels twenty-five years ago.




IT. Forerunners of Formgeschichte.

From the suddenness with which this movement ehtered the
field it might be assumed that it was an entirely new development.
In some respects this is true: for while many preparatory stages
may be distinguished,the exact situation had not arisen beforse.
Formgeschichtliche methods had been used to discover Q: now form-
geséhichtliche me thods are used to get behind q.

The new movement undertakes the investigation of the oral
gources which are found established in writing in the synoptics.
It does not ostensibly engage in literary criticism: its method
is rather examination of the forms in which the gospel tradition %

is preserved, coupled with critical analysis of these individual

fragments. For it 1is their contention that the gospels are productsé

of non-literary meh, that indeed their origih is wholly anonymous,
since they are a collection of sayings and tales edited and
collated by the various evangelists. They find their parallel
wherever the traditions of a group or a people are gathered into
book form. Thus we may look for the same development here as has
taken place in the tradition concerning St. Francis, the stories
of the Jewish Hasidim in Poland, and of Dr. Faustus in Germany.

In Hellenic literature too are to be found anecdotes of
philosophers which in time made their way into literary biographies,
while the stories of miracles ascribed to a god, such as those in
the Serapis cult must also be considered.

It is not by any means held that there was a connection
between these and the gospels but at many pointg the same principles

of emergence and development may be found in both.

(ef. Dibelius in Harvard Theol. Review, 1927, p.153.)
- 4



The gospels are thus quite impersonal until thelr final
assembling stage, and by examination of the material in the
synoptics we can trace their history and habitat, their origin
and development,as isolated pieces of oral tfadition.

It happened that between 1919 and 1921 three German
professors working independently produced notable contributions
to New Testament Criticism on formgeschichtliche lines. While it
is true that owing to 0ld Testament scholars! investigations and
the employment of this method in classical phllology Formgeschichte
was 'in the air,' it is striking that at precisely the same time
these theologians should have been engaged in this work.

They were K. L. Schmidt, late of Bonn, who published Der
Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu in 1919, Martin Dibelius of Heidelberg,
whose Formgeschichte des Evangeliums appeared in the same year,
and Rudolf Bultmann of Marburg, who produced Die Geschichte der
synoptischen Tradition in 1921. Other contributors of less
importance have been M. Albertz and G. Bertram who in 1921 and
1922 published studies in special departments of the gospel
material; Die synoptischen Strkeitgespriche and Die Leidensgeschichte
Jesu und der Christuskult.

Before proceeding to discuss their work and its bearing
upon the Life of Jesus it would be as well to note the developments
along these lines which preceded the final outburst. It may
safely be said that the purpose of all synoptic criticism has been
directed to one end: a fuller and more reliable knowledge of the

circumstances in which the Founder of Christianity first made His
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appeal. All research and investigation howsver obscure and how-
ever unexpressed be their motive have had thls ultimate purpose
behind them. The justification therefore for all attempts %o
plerce beneath the surface of the gospels to their initial sources
lies here, Wéndling's attempt to discover an Urmark, or Spitta's
to reproduce an Urluke or Zahn's suggested Urmatthew as well as
Harnack's resolution of Q were valuable as far as they went: but
they were bound to come to an end, for behind the Urmark there
would always be an Ururmark, Formgeschichte, therefore, was right
when it said that work along such lines is impossible, and that
the approach must be made from the other end,upwards instead of
downwards.,

The conservativeé had few misgivings: they presupposed
oyewlitnesses and needed no oral tradition: Mark was based on
Peter's account of events, while Q was Matthew's own information.

On the other hand many had seen the difficulties and were
prepared to attempt their solution. E. Fascher, the historian
of Formgeschichtse, gives some account of these early Formge-~
schichtler in his Die Formgeschichtl.Methode 1924. Eichhorn,
for example, maintained the existence of an Urevangelium, in
Aramaic, the Grsek translations of which accounted for the variant
readings. Yet he analysed the material in a surprisingly modern
way, tracing its developments, and found its origin in the mission.
The history of Jesus belongs to that Christian prophetic mission,
being originally a short written description of the most important

points of the 1ife of Jesus. This was given to missionaries as a

PR
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formula to use in their instruction, a sketch of the events from
the time of John the Baptist to the Resurrection. Since the
present synoptics are too big to have been used in this way he
suggests that the Gospel of the Hebrews must have corresponded
with the early sketch.

Eichhorn, therefore, in his insistence on the mission is
godfather to Dibelius, in his theory of the development of the g
material torchbearer to Bultmamn.

The most important forerunner of Formgeschichte was
strangely enough the poet Herder. He traces the similarity of
the synoptics to an original oral gospel which contained four
‘sections: (a) the Revelation of God (Baptism, Transfiguration and
Resurrection); (b) miracle; (c) speeches; (d) eschatological matter.§
This he deduces from Peter's speech (Acts 2, 22-39) and concludes
that such a scheme for mission preaching was the foundation of
the written gospels. In order that this might not develop into
a mere collection of trifling incidents from the life of Jesus
it must be disciplined and controlled. This took place through
the existence of a class of men,associated with the apostles,
whose business it was to spread the gospel: and he suggests a
school of evangelists in the house of John lMark at Jerusalem
(Acts 12, 12325). These evangelists received their material from
Peter, James and John. We have therefore a flawless line of
transmission.

Preaching and instruction were thus formative influences

although credit for the formation itself must in the last resort
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go to Peter. The literary fixation came about through the
necessity for proving Jesus to be the Messiah, whence it is
clear that we have not a blography, not noteworthy facts about
a private individual, but a gospel of Christ.

Apart from the absence of any evidence whatever of an
'Evangeliumkanzlei! where material was submitted and approved,
there 1s obviously here too much of the poet and not enough of
the theologian. In many points however the approach is to be
commended, and a more or less simllar constructive method has
become the mainstay of the work of Dibelius.

Another line of Formgeschichte method is exemplified by
Krummacher. His contention was that we must try to discover the
impression made by Jesus on the disciples: and distinguish that
from actual history. #hat had historic value for them has only
aesthetic value for us. This aesthetic effect however he ascribes
t0 the personality of the evangelists whereas Formgeshichte insists
on the absence of any such factor. It 1ls however along similar
lines that Bertram has reached his present position.

In contrast to the theory of an Urevangelium, which he
rightly judged to be an impossibility, Schlelermacher advanced
the theory that the gospels were the work of collectors, that they
consisted of many sources which contain groups of different types
Oof material: while in opposition to both, i.e.,‘Eichhorn and
Schleiermacher, Gieseler asserted that the foundation was an oral
gospel. Of an Urevangelium there is no trace, and for collections
of fragments there was no time (cf. Act 81). In the preservation

of this oral gospel there was no artificial restriction or



13.

discipline; the desire to teli tfﬁly what had happened, the fact
of repetition and the simllarity of education and upbringing of
the Apostles would guarantee'that., As this oral gospel came into
the various countries the evangélists wrote down what most fitted
their needs. Thus in the last resort Mark's gospel is the gospel
according to Peter as Luke's islacéording to Paul, while Matthew's
is a Syrio-Chaldaic gospel which was.afterwards translated.

These various expositions of the tradition—hypothesis were
accepted for a time by Roman Catholic_and Pfotestant alike but
support fell away not only because the theoriles were in many
cagses fanciful, but because they gave a loophole to the mythical
theories of men 1like Strauss. Since the oral tradition idea was
being used to destroy the historicity of the gospels attempts
were made %o dispose of it, It was shown'that the synoptics were
not independent nor could they be simply the written form of an
oral gospel.This - mainly the work of Wilke and Weisse - largely
destroyed the tradition-hypothesis, but at the same time banished
the conception of a gradual devslopment by word of mouth from the
reckoning of the theologians.

The Mark hypothesis gradually gained ground and interest
centred round literary criticism, and examination of soureces.

This remained more or less the point of view of synoptic study
until the recent burst of activity. The ideas of folk-tradition
disappeared since what was written down was the work of eyewitnesses.

It was a solid body that had to be dealt with, not a fluid mass.



14.

The present return to the oral tradition conception is in
so far different from the Herder and Schleiermacher period, that
the situation is altered by the recognition of the Two-Source
theory. What the older Formgeschichtliche liethod was used to
discover, is now the starting point for further investigation.

Gumkel had led the way in the 0ld Testament by turning
his back on the previous method of separating thg sources JEP
and approaching from the other side, insisting that it was not
a historian's eye but a poet'!s .that was required, that Gensesis
was not history but legend, and that legends are a product of
folk tradition not of individual writers. Genesis is not a
composition of sources but a collection of legends which should
be examined singly. JEP were not individuals but schools of
narrators who did not form the narratives themselves but preserved
what they received. The editors modified the material but remain-
ed largely transmitters.

This is largely the attitude of the Formgeschicéhtlers to
the New Testament. They accept the sources but begin with them
instead of working back to them. The material obtains its form
largely through folk-tradition which works according  to laws,
although the editors have obviously some part to play.

Wellhausen, Wendling, and von Soden were of some importance
as more immediate precursors of the new Formgeschichte (the latter
pair especially for their perception of the distinction in type
between the sections Mk 2+~35 and 435 . 545 which Dibaelius has

since styled Paradigmen and Novellen) but the first Formgeschichtler

proper of the 20th century was K. L. Schmidt.
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III. Schmidt.

K., L. Schmidt starts out from the question as to the
Where and How Long of Jesus' ministry. Controversy has raged
mainly round the dufation of Jesus' activity, whether oné year
(based on the synoptics) or two to three (as in John).

In an examination of the approach to this problem Schmidt
discovers that the Inspirationists among the Protestants and the
present day Catholics on the one hand join issue with the Fathers
and the modern Reformed theologians on the other. So long as
the gospel literature 1is held to be infallible, divinely dictated,
nothing can emerge that is not harmonistic. The process from the
Reformed standpoint is one of explication and reconciliation, not
one of literary criticism, Osiander (1537) expresses the extreme
position thus; "Harmoniae evangelicae libri quatuor in quibus
evangelica historia ex quatuor Evangelistis in unum est contexta
ut nullius verbum ullum omissum, nihil alienum immixtum, nullius
ordo turbatus, nihil non suo loco positum; omnia vero litderis
et notis ita distinecta ut quid cuiusque evangelistae proprium,
quid cum aliis ét quibus commune sit, primo aspectu deprehendere
queas."

The human element 1is entirely lacking, there can be no
question of arbitrary arrangement of material, of selection, of
gaps in the narrative, of free composition,

That this has not been the historic attitude of the Church
is shown by Augustine's distinction of "Ordo gestarum" and "Ordo

recordationis”, the admission that the appearance of an incident
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in a certain position in the gospel narrative does not imply
that it must necessarily have happened in that sequence. In
this matter the theologians of the Middle Ages concurred and
Bishop Jansen (1576) was of the opinion that the evangelists
clearly betrayed that they took no great pains to follow out
the actual course of the activity of Jesus.

On the other hand modern Catholic theologlans have given
up their former broad treatment of the synopbics in favour of a
minute investigation of the duration of the ministry, based on
the incidental references of the evangelists, while modern
Protestant theology has forsaken the Inspirational theory and
approached the question from a less biassed standpoint than
ever before.

The stumbling block to a dispassionate approach to the
synoptics had been the authority of John. Catholic and Protestant
alike so long as John was held to be the gospel 'par excellence!
were hampered in thelr treatment of the others. They were in
that case obviously of less moment and deserving of less considera-
tion.

Given however the recognition that John is late and subject-
ive, attention was at once diverted to Mark as the oldest and most
reliable of them all. From there it was but a stage to the Two
Document hypothesis and the attempt to get at Ur-ilark; which some
said was longer and some shorter.

Investigations by J. Weiss, Wellhausen, Loisy into the

text of Mark gave rise to considerable scepticism as to its value
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at all. This however led to purely negative results and was
qulte unsatisfactory.

The merit of Schmidt's work is that he shows Mark as
containing the oldest account ovaesus' ministry but nevértheless
a composite work in the same sense as John., Further,that Matthew
and Luke, the oldest interpreters of lark,have changed much and
improved upon it. His main task is to discover that oldest
framework of the history of Jesus which can only be done by minute
literary critical investigation.

In the course of an elaborate enquiry into the connecting
links in the Marcan narrative, instead of regarding the synoptic
material as a fixed given, whence a stable and inviolable chronology
and itinerary can be deduced, he approaches the question from the |
standpoint: "Is there any topography and chronology at all?" He
proves successfully on the whole that what indications of locality
and period do occur: are in fact accidental, and that a consecutive
consistent narrative was not the first stage of gospel tradition.

On the contrary, the liarcan outline gives every indication
of being a collection of independent narratives and sayings
assembled largely under three or four wide topics and reduced to
some semblance of a sequence‘by the work of the evangelist. A
simple form of this is the series of parables on the Kingdom of
God, Mark 4721-34 ('pages 130-131) more complex but still discernible
is the collection of Birth Stories in Luke which show by their

contradiction that they were originally independent accounts (309).

Thus he explains the repeated presence of <at in the

Zospel not as a connective supplied by the collector (since it is
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often unnecessary) but as the normal mode of introducing an
anecdote in oral tradition, lThese tales and incidents from the
1ife of Jesus would be transmitted and circulated by Christians

in the early days, recalling them when they were together, and
without a doubt employing them in their worship. In normal con-
versation one tale would be added to another: - wal ;;Ff‘,“. S —
‘and in this fashion there would arise tale-complexes, several
anecdotes having the same theme which would in time take on a

more or less stable character. In this Way-tvﬁ became a type of
caesura.

Such complexes would come to be writtep down for the
purpose of reading in public, complete with Kai . As is still
the custom only one narrative would be read but the connecting
link would remain. Thus when Mark came to collect the various
sections of material he simply took over the passages as they
stood and ﬁreserved the introduction unchanged. Matthew and
Luke on the other hand have substituted for it connectives of a
more elaborate kind, in Luke especially do these correspond to
the literary nature of his gospel. (19). Schmidt examines the
Marcan text in detail adducing parallels in Matthew and in Luke
and where necessary commenting on material peculiar to either of
the later synoptists.

The particular contribution of the evangelist to the chain
of narratives consists in so-called Sammelberichte (e.g. Mark 159,

213, 114'15) where in a few words he sums up a phase of Jesus'

activity (e.g."And He preached in their synagogues throughout all
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Galilee and cast out deviis."ng)

otherwise hils task is one of
collecting and arranging material.

Schmidt's contention is that in this arrangement no other
principle prevailed than thaﬁ of setting side by‘side anecdotes
or sayings which bore some relation to each other, usually by
virtue of their theme (e.g. 37 - 6l Jesus and the People; 6l4-g26
Jesus! activity outside of Galilee; 1046 - 1357 Jesus' last days
in Jerusalem) (171 ff.). In such casesﬂfhere is no connection
between the individual anecdotes,only a basic motif. Within the
large scope of "Jesus and the People’ stories are included
according to their topographical introduction e.g. tales connected
with the sea, but that these were not originally connecied can be
seen by the fact that no itinerary can possibky be formed out of
the materlial given here. 41 -521ff. 8.g. are according to Mark
the events of one day which is manifestly impossible. Jesus
preaches to the people (41 ff.); in the evening or late afternoon
of the same day He sails to the land of the Gaderenes (435); on
His arrival there Ho heals a madman (5% ff.); He sails back, is
called upon by Jeirus, on the way heals a woman and then recalls
Jalrus! dsughter to life (521 £f.). A further example of events
which appear o be connected but are in reality independent of
each other is to te found in 295 - 36, After the plucking of
the ears of corn Jesus and the disciples according to the narrative
g0 into the temple - which according to the law would be forbidden.

Muech of ﬁapk's description of Jesus ' activity takes place
similarly upon one single day. Investigators having felt the

need of some other solution have attempted in various ways to
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lengthen the period of tiﬁe by assuming intérvéls between the
narratives, Matthew however had no such difficulty, He transfers
the parables.into.chapter 13, -the stilling of the storm and the
healing of the demoniac to dhapter 8,-andrthevtale of Jairus finds
a place in chapter 9 (152). Reélising the. nature of the Marcen
narraéive better than we Mattﬁew had no hesitation in destfoying
the sequence in the interests of other afrangements of his own.

Of a different type is the passage 121'59 (7). Here is
a fixed chronology including the healing of the man with the
unclean spirit and Simon's mother-in-law extending over a day and
the following morning. These set times could not originat® from
the evangelist for this reason, that had he found these tales
without any indication of time attached to them and added the
details himself then it would surely have been natural for him

0-45 more happily in the sequence than 1is the

to incorporate l4
case. As it stands the abrupt transition from the concluding
words; "And He preached in their synagogues throughout all Galilee
and cast out devils" to the immediately following sentence: "And
there came a leper unto Him beseeching Him" shows plainly that

the leper narrative might equally well occur at any other point
and is in fact unlocalised.

But the technigue of the evangelist forbade him to tamper
with it: for as can be seen throughout the gospel he includes or
omits chronology or topography independent of whether 1t assists
his framework or not. In other words he is so faithful a collector
that he includes complex narratives (i.e., a collection already

extant) at the risk of destroying the general theme which he 'has
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himself constituted. 614 - 826 might be described as an already
existing sequence under the heading of "Jesus' activity furth 6f
Galilee". 1Its inclusion hasa disturbing effect on the general
scheme. Perhaps the best example of a complex section is the
obviously interwoven account of the healing of Jalrus! daﬁghter
and the healing of the woman with the issue of blood (147).

Thus if indications of time and place occur in the fragments
which came into his hands these were allowed to remain. If they
did not occur he did not insert them, Matthew and Luke on the
other hand - and especially the latter - are not merely collectors
but up to a point writers.(68). |

To speak therefore of a Proto-ilark which contained either
more or less than the existing Mark, but was more consistent, is
t0 have a false conception of the process of development. This
can best be seen by noting the use made of the llarcan material
by Matthew and Luke and later writers. Mark 1% introduces John
the Baptist without any account of his ancestry or {the period
when he ministered. TLuke 3 already introduces information as-to
the time of John's activity and his family. While in the Ebionite
gospel after an exact account of the date comes a complete blo-
graphical summary (20).

Just as Mark gives no introductory information about John
so his account of Jesus is equally brief "And it camé to péss in
those days that Jesus came from Nazareth of Galilee"(19). That
he knew something of His environment is clear from incidental
references (321, 61) but so faithful is he to the tradition that

has come down to him that he reproduces it verbatim. Where®
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biographical details, just as topographical and chronologilcal,

are essential to the situation in the incident or saying, they

are given en passant' as they existed in the earliest forms. Luke
(525 ff.) on the other hand develops this by giving Jesus!' age and
His ancestry while the Ebionite gospel has an exemplary introduction:
"There appeared a certain man named Jesus and He was thirty years
old" (28). A further indication of the same type of development

is the naming of the mountain of the Temptation in the gospel of

the Hebrews as the great Mount Tabor (31).

This amplification of the éxisting narrative in the interests
of consistency, style and completeness, had been recognised:
Schmidt's contention is that not only must the framework of Matthew
and Luke be recognised as arbitrary but also that of Mark himself,

It is not enough to acknowledge the work of Matthew in
localising, collecting and arranging the Sermon on the lount; it
must be admitted that the Marcan narrative is buillt up on identical
principles.

Those who are not prepared to face this must have difficulty
in accounting for the summary treatment meted out to the Marcan
arrangement by Matthew and Luke, and that within the same generation.

Mark himself placed no value on chronological, topographical
and psychological connection. That indications of time amd place
appear at all is due to chance (e.g. 2°° where time and place =
Sabbath and cornfields - are essential for the narrative). There
is no rule for the preservation or omlssion of such details in
the earliest tradition:: all that can be said is that both

tendencies would be at work, on the one hand the desire to localise
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events which were without fixed location, and on the other the
emphasis on the narrative in the Cultus where the incidental
details were secondary. This tendency is clearly traced in the
post~lMarcan development and from that we are able to draw conclu~
sions for the pre-larcan period..

To perceive this is not to have merely a negative result
for it is to realise that when Matthew and Luke altered the Marcan
narrative (e.g. Matthew 91 transfers the tale of the palsied man
(Mark 21‘12) to a period after the Gaderene swine episode and has
to introduce a sea journey for this purpose (79)) they did not
thereby destroy a faultless chronological sequence and darken
historical fact by their efforts. Rather was 1% recognised by
them as it must be by us that the Narcan scheme was in the large
 lis own and that they were not bound to follow it if another
arrengement appeared to them more satisfactory (76-77).

Senmidt's attitude to iark's gospel is in the question of
material very conservative. He does not credit the evangelist
with. having invented any'incident or framework for a séying, the
latter on the grounds that so few of the sayings possess such a
frame (237). |

The work of Mark therefore consists in nothing apart from
the arrangement of the tradition, the inclusion of collective

. . . 31=32
accounts, and such otherwise inexplicable interpolations as 8 ' 7,

930;32’ 1052;54, containing Jesus' prophecies of His Death and
Resurrection in similar terms which are also those of the confession
of the early Church (cf.Acts.) and which would make the attitude

of the disciples and women in 161 unintelligible if they had been
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spoken by Jesus Himself (218).

The question of topography and chronology is further
ventilated in his treatment of the final chapters of lMark, He
compares Luke's account of the journey to Jerusalem (951'1§28)

a purpose which is never allowed to fade from the reader's mind,
a distinct progress towards a goal with geographical notes and
developing action, to the much more disjointed parallel passage
in Mark.(827 -,1045). He shows how Luke takes over kark's frame-
work to some extent, adding and rearranging material to suit him-
self but that for lack of material even he is unable to complete
a proper itinerary. The only localised scenes are two dealing

with Jericho and one with Samaria, amd the Jericho story should

not belong to a journey to Jerusalem via Samaria but via Perada
(as it is in Matthew and Mark). Apart from these scenes the
material has no fixed localisation nor has it an essential
chfonological sequence (246-271).

Similarly when the section dealing with Jesus' last days
in Jerusalem is examined (Mark 1046 . 1357), on the surface it
would appear to extend over three days and to be a closely connected
succession of events. But apart from the most unequal division of
space allotted to these three days (1st day 10%46(11l) - 1111,
2nd day 1132 - 1119, 3rd day 1129 - 13%7) the treatment of the
passage by liatthew and Luke who omlt, insert, alter and remodel
at will indicates clearly how completely this section is composed
of fragments which do not of necessity belong together. It can

be seen here how loose in fact the Marcan outline is, not just in

the senze that in spite of the gaps in its narrative it nevertheless
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preserves a chronological connection, but that even that is
absent and the whole resolves itself into isolated stories. For
Matthew and Luke the Marcan portrayal is not a string of pearls,
loosely strung together, where odd beads may be inserted here
and there, but rather a heap of unstruhg pearls, with perhaps
some closely related (281l). They are best regarded as the first
interpreters of Mark (introduction IX).

In actual fact the pré-Passion narrative is in all three
cases nothing more than a scheme: in llark spread over three days,
in Matthew two, and in Luke over a longer time. Into this period
have been collected various isolated incidents which may quite
well have happened in previous years and outside of Jerusalem.
Only the entry into the city and those passages which deal with
Jesus!' attitude to its people can be safely attributed to this
stage in the ministry, all the rest has been first by lMark and
then by Matthew and Luke made to subserve the general heading
"Jesust' last days in Jerusalem" (300-301).

The question of the length of the ministry of Jesus is on
Séhmidt's showing unanswerable: the commonly held theory of a
one year period would seem to be exploded on thé evidence of
Matthew 25°7-39 (Luke 13°4-35) where Christ prophesies the doom
of Jerusalem. If the saying is genuine - and there is no adequate
reason to doubt it - the presence of TWosakis cannot mean anything
else than more frequent visits and longer acquaintance with
Jerusalem than the synoptic sequence on the surface indicates (271~

272).



26.

The Passion narrative however requires a different evaluation.
It is the only section of the gospels which provides exact details
as to time and place. Therefore it is plain that from the outset
a continuous recital was in mind. In the congregational gatherings
and missionary activity of the early Church,while, individual tales
would be narrated for their apologetic or didactic worth, the
Passion story must have been read as a whole. Only thus could the
question be answered: how did Jesus come to be crucified by those
whom He had benefited by His signs and miracles?

It is therefore the oldest and most rellable part of the
gospel, On the one hand the gospel writers had to collect and
arrange isolated incidents and sayings, of different dates and
origins, with resultant diéharmony in many places: on the other
hand the large measure of agreement in the synoptics on the matter
of the Passion - extending ihdeed to the otherwise widely differing
fourth evangelist - points to a much earlier fixation than the rest.
Changes there are by way of addition and improvement on the part of
the later gospel writers, just as the hand of Mark himself may be
tfaced in his account, but the alteration is insignificant compared
with the treatment of the remaining material (305-309).

Schmidt sumg up his general conclusion as follows: the oldest
sketch of the history of Jesus is that of ilark. The lack of
adjusgment of material Qontained in that gospel indicates how the
garliest tradition concerning Jesus appearedv- no continuous
narrative but rather a collection of individual stories which are
on the whole arranged in accordance with their main theme, This is

not always at once recognisable since they are strung together into

i
i
i

i
i
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the history of early Christianity with its different religious,
apologetic and missionary interests. Luke belongs to this process
too, though he is the only evangelist who has over and above that
any literary aspirations. While we have the imbression from his
prologue that he has investigated the gospel material more thorough-
ly and offers a more reliable account of events the contrary is the
case; all that he brings to the lMarcan outline, apart from the extra
material which he largely shares with Matthew, is a rearrangement

in accordance with better psychology and logic.

This however sits ill upon the characteristic short anec-
dotal form of the original material which was above all designed
for the purposes of the dultus. Proof of this lies in the fact
that the most beloved gospel in the early Church was that of
Matthew which outbids Mark in its absence of framework and its
objective grouping of material.

In Mark who on the whole merely sets individual sections
side by side there is still too much unnecessary detail, In his
introductionsthere still can be seen the fragments of an itinerary.
Luke observed these and enhanced them. lNatthew on the other hand
held them to be of secondary importance. And since the real
itinerary of Jesus, in which the Christian community from 1ts
infaney had no interest, has been irretrievably lost, we can only
follow Matthew's example and indeed outdo him.

The Jesus narratives lie principally on one and the same
level, Only now and then can we in respect of the inner nature of
a2 story determine accurately its time and place. But on the whole

there is no 1life of Jesus in the sense of a developing life story,
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no chronological sketch of the history of Jesus but only isolated
tales and sayingswhich are given a framework (31%).

The value of Schmidt's work is undeniable. As opposed to
easy solubtions of gospel inconsistencies by condeming the offending
passages as unhistoriéal, he assumes the whole structure in effect
to be actual tradition material and that from earliest times. His
merit lies in his establishing a case for adopting a new standpoint
in regard to that material, namely that which views it as a collec-
tion of independent fragments.

This is in fact the basal assumption of all Ferm crities’ ::
and is the rock on which the whole school builds. Vincent Taylor
(page 13) is of the opinion that time will qualify the belief that
the synoptic. framework is a purely artificial construction., On
the other hand he is forced to admit (page 38) that "with the
gospel of ilark before us 1t is impossible to deny that the earliest
tradition was largely a mass of fragments"”. Schmidt has recognised
the existence of small complexes within the gospel so that Taylor's
objections on this head are beside the point.(39-40)

Nor does his argument that there is a "sense of movement"
in Mark alter the position in any large degrese. Mark's gospel
could not become a "formless collection" by its very nature as
starting with Jesus' Baptism and ending with His Death and Resurrec-
tion, nor can there fail to be a "sense of movement" in any series
of anecdotes and sayings which are classified under roughly progres-
sive headings. Ildark had certainly "access to good tradition concerning
the Public Ministry of Jesus" - indeed the best that there was -

but that does not alter the fact that when hé got it it was so far

gl
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as we can judge in a very much less coherent form than that in
which he vresents it.

Schmidt's general clalm remains unanswered and must now be
regarded as a preliminary assumption for all gospel study. It is
the most reasonable and probable solution.as well as that most in
accordance with the textual evidence to imagine these fragﬁents,
whether oral or written, as reaching Mark's hands in a disjointed
or isolated state and being grouped and arranged by him with little
alteration into a general scheme of a life story.

If at times Schmidt's efforts to prove the absence of
chronology or topography seem a trifle strained (e.g. pages 79, 85,
191.) his general contention is adequately established. We do |
not require to subscribe to more than his fundamental positibn
and may hold that in some respects he has erred on the side of
conservatism in others on the side of fadicalism.

Perhaps he will be shown to have been too conservative in

his estimate of the evangelists! role or not sufficiently appreclative

of the work of the Church in the formation of the earliest tradition.!

That he seemz to have held gsome form of this bellef is however
indicated in his introduction : "in my opinion the importance of
the early Christian Cultus, the services of the Church, for the
development of gospsl literature cannot be too highly estimated.
The oldest tradition of Jesus is conditioned by the Cultus, therefore
symbolic (Bildhaft) and supra-historical.” (VI)

The advantages of this discovery from our point of view are
only to be comparsd with its diéadvantages. On the credit side can

be said that instead of being content to regard the years 30 to 70
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as a blank (i.e. from the Death of Jesus to the composition of

Mark) we are put in possession of a mass of material reproduced

more or less in the form in which it was told from mouth t0 mouth

or on scraps of papyrus. We have thus a continuous line of informa-

tion as to the teaching and thought of the earliest Christians in

these hidden years, instead of being left entirely in the dark

until the

On
that what
is on the

of events

emergence of the first gospel.

the debit side however what we must reckon with is this:
seems tb us to be a coherent account of the life of Jesus
contrary nothing of the sort. What seems to be a sequence

is in réality the artificial framework of the evangelist},

What seems to be development in the thought and action of Jesus is

but the arrangement and revision of Mark.

Juod




w1,

IV, Dibelius.

Dibelius builds on Schmidt's foundations; he accepts the
basal assumption that the gospel writers'were collectors of isol-
ated fragments rather than composers of consecutive narratives.
His peculiar contribution is his theory of the Sermon (Chapter 2,
Formegeschichte des Evangeliums).,

The generation of Christians immediately following on the
death of Our Lord expected the end of the world in their own life-
time: it is therefore improbable that they had any inclination to
devote themselves to literary activities: besides which they were
by nature and profession unliterary men, How then are the gospels
to be accounted for? Our Lord died around 30 A,D.; the first
gospel appears after 70 A,D, There is a hiatus of over forty
years, in which, contends Dibelius, either the gospels had an
unliterary existence or they had no existence at all,

Indeed we must ask ourselves could any tradition arise
under such circumstances, and our task i1s first and foremost to
reconstruct the situation of the early Church and to see whether
conditions then would lend themselves to the rise of gospel
materisl, and of what sort that might be expected to be. We must
get back to the "Sitz im Leben" of the earliest stratum of the
gospels, exemine the environmment and the general situation, other-
wise we are at a loss to explain why there should be any gospels

at all and they would stand in a vacuum from which there would be
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no deliverance,

We may assume that before and after the death of Jesus
His words and deeds were current among His followers and that
added to this would be the narrative of His passion and death.

When therefore these make their appearance in gospel form
we should enquire how that came about. It is not enough to say
that it is explained by oral tradition: for it is clear that men
who awaited the end of all things would have no concern with
events of the immediate past.

By far the more likely development in view of the
Eschatological attitude of the times would be that amlid prophetic
utterance and apocalyptic excitement the oral tradition of Jesus
would vanish, or by having a false interpretation put on it would
lose its value,

Thus instead of the gospels being a natural consequence
of the existence of current oral narrative concerning Jesus, the
problem is to discover how it was that anything was preserved at
all,

Tradition can only become stabilised either under ordered
Preaching or by immanent laws: we must enquire therefore as to the
Occasion for the writing’of the gospels and the Law which governed
the preservation of material. If it is disputed that a law of
development must be traceable, then it must also be shown that

the gospels are not a collection of incidents and sayings, reported
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in the normal fashion of folk-lore: they then constitute a purely
literary phenomenon which is otherwise inexplicable., On the other
hand if there had been no occasion, then it is difficult to see why
letter-shy men should create a tradition which was to precede the
literary productions that followed.

Dibelius finds the solution to the riddle in the prologue
to Luke's gospel: "for as much as many have taken in hand to set
forth in order a declaration of those things which are most surely
believed among us, e€ven as they delivered them unto us which from
the beginning were eyewitnesses and ministers of the word, it
seemed good to me also to write unto thee in order, etc." This
otherwise conventional introduction is noteworthy for its variation :
in one important respect. The usual formula in a work of this kind
would have been "I who was an eyewitness have investigated, etc."
Luke however bases his own work and the attempts that preceded him
upon the testimony of unnamed persons who had lived in the time
in question., Further, those who had been eyewitnesses of the
events became according to this statement "“servants of the word",
i.e. preachers, and missionaries. Here are then both the occasion
and the law of transmission: the eyewitnesses become preachers and
relate their experiences, and these experiences are subjected to
certain gims and interests., From an examination of the synoptics

it will be seen that material was not allowed to seek its own fate,

but that it was nourished and regulated, many traditions existing
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in almost the same form in different places, and as to the occasion,
this can also be observed in many incidents and sayings whose pur-
pose is clear: namely the Mission.

Missionary enterprise is therefore the keynote of the activity
of the early Church, and to the preaching in this connection we must
look for the "Sitz im Leben' of the gospel material and the preser-
vation of any recollections of Jesus,

Thus the reminiscences of the eyewitnesses were not merely
exchange of experiences which would lead to no set form of tradi-
tion, nor were they for the benefit of posterity, for to.their
thinking there would be no such thing.

Only a subjugation of their knowledge to the needs of mis-
Sionary activity could give any stability to the preservation of
material: i.e, they were not haphazard recollections, but recol-
lections powerful enough to evoke repentance and to win convert#.
For this purpose only a disciplined tradition would be of any
service, the avalilable material had tg be used to its best advan-
tage, and not left to the chance attentions and fallible memories
of the missionaries.

This body of preaching matter would be used for the con-
version of Jews and Gentiles, for worship in already established
congregations, for instruction of newly-won converts. In all these
cases information about Jesus would be essential though in some

cases referred to more than in others, e.g. it would be expected
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thaé those communities which arose on a Jewish foundation would be
in closer relationship to the tradition of actual events than those -
founded by Paul.

According to Dibelius, therefore, the Sermon in this wide
sense, including all possible forms of Christian preaching and
instruction, is the origin of all the tradition of Jesus that we
possess, as the Mission is the cause,

From Luke's prologue it can be further seen that the material
in his gospel is not the contents of sermons but a pledge for what
was in the sermon, All our observations tend to confirm the fact
that the missionaries did not relate the life of Jesus but the
salvation that had appeared in Him. Whatever they related was sub- f
ordinated to the Gospel, and had to confirm and justify it.

It need not be imagined that there was a special type of
sermon preasched in those times, in which all the gospel material
can find its place: the material presented there rather objecti-

\

‘, vates the preaching of salvation, will sometimes be included in.
fhe sermon, sometimes tacked on to it,

The oldest fragments must have been of this type, although
no sermons of the first few decades exist to confirm this fully.
There are however the sermons in Acts which have a notable simi-
larsty: the question whether they are all genuine is relatively
unimportanﬁ. For if their similarity depends on historic fact it

18 no more striking than if the author - like Josephus - composed
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the speeches himself, The same general line is adopted in the ser-
mons of Peter and Paul on three occasions: to the people, before
Cornelius, and at Antioch, although the writer of Acts had other
schemes which were possible - as in the speeches before Felix and
Agrippa.
In the former group there is apart from the introduction,which
varies according to context, the same scheme: Kerugma, scriptural
proof and call to repentance, Salvation through Christ is confirmed
by the 01d Testament and is made the ground of an appeal for con-
version, The conclusion that emerges is that there was a conscious
attempt on the part of the author to show the simjlarity of Christian;
Preaching - as opposed to an attempt to show the diversity of thé
Apostles' minds, and this is confirmed by a reference to 1 Cor. 1511
where Paul speaks of all Christian preaching as being of the same type.
Dibelius proceeds to build most of his arguments upon this pas-
Sage in Paul, If the sermons in Acts are disputed there is no doubt
as to the genuineness of Paul's letter, where he quotes as a tradi-
tion which he himself received the message of the death of Christ
for the sins of men. This must therefore have been already estab-
lished by the thirties in Antioch or Damascus - apparentl??a formula,
These communities would thus appear to have given those whom they
Sent out as missionaries formulae of this kind, summary of the
Christisn sermon, to use in mission work or to keep them firm in
the faith, We may therefore assume tradition of this type varying

in small details (cf. the difference between I Cor, 15, the synoptics



a7.

and Acts in their accounts of the death and resurrection of Jesus)
according to the place of its origin, since ﬁo particular community
possessed supreme authority on this matter, “

Such a Kerugma was included in the sermon as a starting point
for imparting information about Jesus: that this Kbrugma was the
general practice is seen from the passage quoted., It would serve
‘both as an occasion for preaching to non—christiéns and would act as
a reminder to the Christians themselves.(

Dibelius' conclusion from this passage is that the tredition,
originally spoken in Aramaic, then further recounted in Greek, was
established in such a fixed formula in Greek speaking communities
for missionary purposes, Paul seems in his use of quvn\xf.‘;évw
and ﬁqufﬁbuyx| to relate the procedure of the early Church to the

33 P and '\C\'Q of classical Judaism,

From these sefmons which are preserved, it is clear that
interest centred round the suffering, death or resurrection of
Jesus and only occasionally rognd the rest of His life., This is
only to be expected in view of the significance of His death in
relation to the expected Parousia. The events in Jerusalem were
the prelude to the coming end, were the first act of the ?aXarq,
Salvation came to them not only in the person and sayings of Jesus
but actually in these happenings. The paradox of the Cross and the
question of guilt could only be explained by a historical sequence

Such as is found in Mark's Passion without its necessarily being so
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comprehensive, That the synoptics and John show here alone greatest
measure of agreement is a confirmation of the early origin of such
a connected whole,

In preaching, details of the 1life of Jesus would only be of
secondary importance, They have no vital role in the great matter
of salvation: they are not cosmic acts or a prologue to the end of
the world; rather are they avforetaste of the future power of the
Messieh. They needed only to be mentioned as examples,’not as con-
stitutive parts of the world redemption. No biogrsphical description
of Jesus' activity could be used, since that would have no redemptive
value, nor complicated narrative since that would only have rulned
the effect of the sermon. Some such use therefore of the details
of Jesus' 1life must be assumed on the lines of Clement of Rome's
use of the story of Cain and Abel to illustrate the sin of envy. -

Where mention of the life of Jesus is made in Acts 1038 and

2
2 2 this is borne out, "Jesus of Nazareth, a man approved of God

: 22
among you by miracles, wonders and signs®"™ 2 ., "Jesus of Nazareth

who went about doing good and healing all that were oppressed of
38 |

the Devil" 10 Both cases concern manifestetions of His power
end may be taken to include also decisions in controversies, answers
to questions and other sayings which are glso reckoned as evidence
of power (Mark 1%%).

They are mentioned at all to show that "God was with Jesus'":
had they not had that significance they could have found no place
in the sermon. And since it 1s obvious that the sermons in Acts are

o 4§
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mere §#eletons of‘éctqal preaching, so‘it ma& bélassumed that no
such;ﬁg§e statement was made in preaching as that "He went about
doingié?dd and healing all that were oppreésed By the devil" or
that,ﬁé;pénforméd'"mifacles, wonders and signs" without introducing
examp1§§ of thesé pQWers in confirmation.

 Sﬁéhuincidenpé would be utilised Without narrative exactness,
and in abménner that would not impair the style of the sermon: they
could only be used in the sermon as examples, |

They were,neither to provide a connected narrative, nor to
satisfy a desire for knowledge, nor'tb'astonish by their own virtue,
but only to support the dédectic motive of the préaching. Such
examples from the 1ife of Jesus Dibelius calls Paradigms.

Beside the Passion Story (which would be too long for use in
preaching) and the Paradigms, there must be assumed a different
development for the sayings of Jesus which(have ﬁo narrative intro-
duction or connection, such as parables and commandments, These
would have their place principally in instruction of already con-~
verted Christians, The fact that Q can be identified as a separate
category in the gospels is confirmation of its divergent development.
Narrative and sayings were formed under different conditions.,

To modern minds this may seem odd, influenced as they are by
the biographicel conception, which would combine words and deeds in
& compact whole and expect them td be united from the beginning.

Jewish tradition on the other hand was familiar with the cleavage
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between Halakhs and Haggaeda: the former containing rules for l1life;
the latter history and theology. ‘ ‘

The correspondence of this distinction in the Jewish religion
with the facts of the New Testament text is clearly evident, In
the Halekha every saying had to be preserved with the greatest care
since they demended obedience, whereas the Haggade enjoyed consider-
able freedom, reguiring only to be respected by the individual, If
the séme conditions prevailed in the early Christian communities it
would be expected that the sayings of Jesus would be translated
literally from the original spoken or written Aramaic, while the
stories would be related freely.

That this was the case appears to be indicated by Matthew

11276 and Luke 718-23

where the question and answer regarding John
the Bgptist'!'s activity are practically identical, whereas the narra-
tive framework differs considerably. Similasrly, Matthew g8-10 gng

Luke 76'9 the words of the centurion and Jesus' reply coincide

while the introductions are quite distinct. Whether there was
originally a framework round these stories which was regarded with
indifference by one or both writers, or whether there was none to
begin with, the treatment is illustrative of the varying conditions
under which spoken and written material developed.

On the guestion of where the tradition mainly originated

Dibelius ascribes it mostly to the Greek speaking Jews of the

Diaspora., The first recollectionsmust have sprung from the circle
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around Jesus in Palestine, But of these earliest groups we know
little, and nothing has beeﬁ preserved in Aramaic. On the other hand
however much we explain away Paul's silence regarding the earthly
life of Jesus it is difficult to resist the conclusion that the
Churches founded by him did not interest themselves to any extent

in the original Palestinian tradition.

Indeed the apostle (1Cor. 1125

.155) speaks of himself as having
acquired his tradition material from other hands. This on the evi- |
dence of Galatians cannot mean Jerusalem and must refer~to those
coomunities where Paul himself was a missionary: Damascus and Antioché
in Syria., Hellenistic Christianity therefore before Paul was able

to hand on tradition and so far as it was in Greek, to form it,

These congregations bearing a closer relatioﬁship to Judalsm
than did the churches founded by Paul grew out of the Jewish settle-
ments at Antioch, Damascus, Alexandria and Rome without severing
completely from Jewish practices.

They brought with them a stock ‘of prayers, songs, and precepts
into the Christian Church for liturgical purposes; witness the
Jewish materisl in Christian guise in the following: the prayers in
Didache 9,10., I Clem. 59-61, many songs of the Apocalypse, Odes
of Solomon, and the parsnetic material in James and Hermas (Mandata).
It was characteristic of these congregations that they believed that

Judaism found its fulfilment in the appearance of Christ as the

Messish (as opposed to Paul's consciousness of a new and parsdoxical
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revelation of the God of the Jews). Thus in these communities there
need be added to what was already being preached of a Creator God,
the moral life, the resurrection of the dead, and ﬁhe last judgement,
only what happened in Palestine as the first act of the end of the
world., Thus this type of Christianity would be very interested in
material dealing with the life of Jesus, Not that they might pres-
erve it for posterity - for they believed there would be none - as
being of historic value, but from the point of view that at last
salvation had come to the Jewish people,

Paul's great problems were not felt by them., Converted Jews
and converted heathens might live peaceably together as Christians
for they could look back on the admission of "God-fearing Greeks"
into the Jewish congregations. How the heathen could be saved with-
out the Law presented no difficulty for them, &heir affairs were
governed by Jewish codes and gradually sayings of Jesus would be
included.

In such communities worship, preaching, and teaching were
carried out after Jewish fashion but in the Greek language. Here
then i1s to be sought the beginning of a tradition which would be
given to missionsries, preachers and teachers as material for their
work, The cultivation of tradition arose from this need, not from
literary and biographical ambition.

Such cultivation implies discipline: it can prevent destruction

or diminution or corruption by the outside world since such develop-
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ments make the tradition useless for'preaching and teaching. This
is not to say that no corruption entered the process, but that by
this means the tradition was not exposed to the haphazard recol-
lections of unliterary ﬁen. On the other hand there would be a
tendency to improve, explain, and arrange. In this way the Christian
communities prepared the tradiﬁion which the evangelists used.‘

Thus it came about that men who were by nature far removed
from men of letters created a style of their own, driven to it by
the exigencies of .their beliefs. What they had seen and heard they

20). The result is something as

could not but speak sbout (Acts 4
far removed from the minutes of proceedings as can possibly be:

and to treat Proto Mark and Q as of this nature is totally to mis-
understand their origin., If the gospels were to have been written
in the spirit of an accurate record of events they would never have
reached paper at all, The earliest purpose in the minds of those
who handed down the tradition was to win men over and to convince
those who had been thus won. Since this purpose was everywhere
alike a similar style was bound to emerge, with differences corres-
ponding to the personality of the formulatof: Dibelius compares the
resultant divergences where two political speakers with the same
Platform expound their plans in neighbouring constituencies, In
the case of the early Church, the former distinction will be less

actual than the latter: whereas men of small literary gifts will

tend to reproduce more or less the same versions of a common body
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of information, the audience on the other hand will be a prominent
determining factor in the result, Whether they memorised them or
had them written down is a question of little importance since both
were probably common,

Dibelius' theory then is briefly this: that from the recol-
lections of eyewitnesses to the finished gospel stages of develop-
ment can be traced and distinguished in the text., All that is
presented there was originally grounded. in the missionary activity
of the Church and had its place in preaching - the word being used
in the wide sense., Its motive was throughout evangelical, con-
ditioned by the belief in the approaching end of the world, and
therefore non-biographical, non-reminiscent and highly didactic
(erbaulich), We should expect therefore neither a dispassionate
account of what happened, nor can we look on the gospels in any
Sense as a life of Jesus: rather are they composed of 1solated
fragments which are themselves only in the second instance con-
cerned with past events and primarily always with the salvation of
men, What is presented is not history but the history of redemption,.

He then proceeds to the text and classifies the material there
claiming to find confirmation of his constructive method by means
of analysis., It is unnecessary here to do more than name his group-
ing. Firstly, come the Paradigmen: short isolated instructional
fragments of a definitely religious character, containing only

essential details and centring round a saying of Jesus as the kernel,.
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These as we have seen he holds to have been thus formed after a

pattern for preaching purposes (e.g. Mk.21ff° 218ff' 225ff-31ff-

Slff ° etCQ) .

and 3

Their historicity will be correspondingly greater as their
form is stabilised by the use to which they were put. The question
is one however which can only be settled with reference to each
individual item and is not properly the province of Formgeschichte:
only where a Paradigma deviates from the original character -
adjudged from observation of them as a whole - can Formgeschichte
indicate a step from the more to the less historical, In any case
their historicity is only relative in that we cannot hope to dis-
tinguish between the completed Paradigma - the fesult of an in-.
tentional subordination of history‘to the evangelical motive - and
the original form. Indeed in this matter it is impossible to speak
of an original form since the incident or saying from its first
appearance in tradition is necessarily coloured by this purpose.

To desire historical accuracy would be simply to apply the
0ld conception of Inspiration which was used of the whole to the
constituent parts. The vaiue of the Paradigms does not lie in
the authenticity of every word but in the fact that they give an
impressive picture of Jesus' life and work (60). We cannot repro-
duce the original by striking off what appears to be a later
addition, we must accept it as being from the first an 1nte;pretation

of the events,
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Secondly, to be distinguished from the Parasdigms are the
Novellen: these are longer, with a greater wealth of detall, and
more secular in their motif., They found their place outwith

»
preaching and for them Dibelius postulates a class of narrators
(e.g. Mark 140-45 435-41 51-20 ¢tc,), They are not concerned with
the problems of the Pargdigms, how does the individual stand with
relatibn to God, how does he enter the Kingdom of God, what is
the true demand of God. Much more are they concerned to show
Jesus as a wonder worker, to make the greatness of His miracles
plain, and to describe His methods (90)., The missionary purpose
is here in abeyance. They do not as in the Parsdigms show the
will of God through the words and deeds of Jesus (even in the
healing mirscles of the Paradigm class) but find their end in
showing the appearance of the divine on earth in the miracle,

(It is also possible that the elaborate descriptims of cures may
have been designed to give guidance to the miracle workers of the
early Church (84). |

Just as the greaching was directed to attract converts
and the Paradigms were introduced aé verification so the Novellen
attracted another type of convert by showing the superiority of
Jesus to all other cult gods., Both could win believers for the
Lord therefore Wark incluaed both (93). Dibelius traces the
formation of the Novellen as a development of Paradigms - examples

of such mixed forms may be found in the synoptics e.g. Luke 1311-17
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and in the apocryphal gospels-or as having their origin in non-
Christian environments (e.g. the tale of the Gadarene swine),.
The former will therefore have more historical reliability than
the latter,

A third type of material is the Legend, although the name
is no value‘judgment - their historicity must be adjudged on their
individual merits. This group consists of pious tales - common
to Christian and non-Christian writings: but the commonest form, -
the personal legeﬁd, dealing with the deeds and experiences of
holy men and women, is comparatively absent from the gospels,
since where Jesus is concerned His virtue and holiness and piety
are not the subject but the divine message He brings and the
divine revelation which He displays (1C2). For personal anecdotes
we must turn to the apocryphal gospels where many typical legendary
incidents, 1llustrative of the powers of Jesus are to be found,
whereas the synoptists have practically excluded such tales,
Examples of this class in the gospels are the story of the box
of ointment, the fate of Judas, Matthew 275-§,or the story of
Zaccheus, Luke 191-10. The only legends proper concerning Jesus
are the tale of Him as a twelve-year o0ld boy in the Temple and
the Birth Stories,

Lastly, in ﬁhe narrative class comes the Passion Story,

related as a whole - as opposed to all others - on account of the

fundamental significsnce of the death and resurrection in the early
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Chﬁfch. Obviously it must at one time have consisted of isolated
incidents but as it stands in the gospels it is a unity. 1Its
purpose was to justify the resurrection faith - to prove that all
that had happened in Jerusalem was according to the will of God.
For this purpose the 0ld Testament was adduced and scripture and
history became woven into one pattern. The Passion Story is not
concerned to portray touching and heroic events nor to present an
accurate chronicle, but to proclaim God's purpose in the Crucifixion,

In his asccount of Mark's role in collecting and editing the
narrative material Dibelius agrees with Schmidt, except that he
attributes greater significance to the evangelist. His purpose
was to show Jesus as Messiah but at the same time to make it clear
why He was rejected by the Jews, Dibelius traces here what he
calls a "secret Epiphahy motiveY which causes Mark to interpret in
many cases instead of simply arranging. He must show'that Jesus
was the Messiah but also make it clear why He was not recognised by
the people and why He was crucified. Only His closest circle was
Privileged to know His divine glory until the resurrection revealed
it to the world.

As to the collected sayings, thé existence of Q is recognised
With reservations: it cannot be said for example in what form Q |
constituted an independent source and we know nothing of what

chronological or biographical framework may have enshrined the

Individual fragments, We are forced to speak of a 'Schicht' rather
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than a 'Schrift!' (236). Mark is obviously only giving examples
of a much larger stock of material ét his disposal when he says:
"and Hé taught them many things by parables and said unto them in
His doctrine"v42 (ef. 121.523). Such a collection of sayings 1is
to be expected, a8 following on Jewish models and for mission pur-
poses: evidence of this latter, in showing the possession of such
groups of sayings by missionaries, is to be found in I Cor.725.710.
914. This paranetic material is the actual substance of the early
Christian preaching, as opposed to the narrative material which
was only the pledge for it. Whereas Luke increasingly historicises,
Matthew reduces the narrative effect of Mark's tradition: and the
distinction between the spoken and narrative sections tends to
disappear. When the paranetic material becomes incorporated in
the narrative, we are entitled to speak of a gospel but not before:
since the céqyrék@v'of the early Church was the preaching about
Jesus and the tesching of Jesus used indiscriminately. Mark merely
makes reference to the latter Whereas‘Matthew reproduces it. It
was through Matthew that a book (Mark's gospel) which was origin-
ally intended as a supplement to preaching became its substitute:
Finally, Dibelius distinguishes the Mythus: pointing out
the conservatism of the gospels in that while Paul constructs a

complete dying and rising God, pre-existent and all powerful, and

S8uch ideas must have been in the air, yet they remain singularly
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free from any.matter of this kind. The later gospels betray many
of the usual features of the Mythus, but apart from the Baptlsm,
Temptation, and Transfiguration accouants the synoptics have
preserved a remarkable purity.

So mych for Dibelius and the constructive approach which
leads him to the general position that the beginningsof the gospel
material are barely to be regarded as literature at all: apart
from the narrative of the Passion, short isolated incidents from
the life of Jesus are used for preaching purposes,and for the
practical needs of the growing community sayings and parables are
put into currency. The literary development properly begins with
the Novellen, while on the fringes legendary motifs are introduced
.as a normal consequence of the growing worldliness of the Church,
Through it all the tendency of the collectors to interpret as well
as record,subordinates the material to the particular theological

<

view of Christ they wish to impose.

Thus while it 1s maintained that the maln part of the
ilarcan tradition was formed at a time when eyswitnesses still
lived, at the latest between 50 to 70 (confirmation being found in
Paul's possession of different elements) the historicity may be
regarded as in descending order of formation. The Paradigmen
will have greater likelihood of corresponding with actual fact
than the Novellen, the lNovellen than the Legenden, and so on,

But more than this, even in the most likely sources for
a2 historical account of the life of Jesus we cannot say that it is

to be found: for on his theory of the occasion of the appearance

of any material, it can never be called purely historical,
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fThatever was related of Jesus' words and deeds was from the
beginning a witness of faith to win converts. It was not knowledge
of a historical sequence that constituted Christianity, but faith
in the contents of this history as the history of redemption, as
the decisive beginning of the last story of all (295). The gospels
made no attempt to present the story of an exemplary and pious
man and with few exceptions they give no answer to questions as
to the character, personality, and qualities of Jesus. (300).

" In his treatment of Dibelius' work (pp.52-82) Fascher
is distinctly unfair. Seizing upon the claim that the Paradigmen
appsared originally in the Sermon, he labours to show that having
'no specimen Sermons preserved the constructive theory is of no wvalue.
Similarly, noting that there is no indication in scripture of a
.speclal class of narratoré, he disallows most of Dibelius' work on
the Xovellen. And on thé grounds that he‘does not provide Form-
.Criticism but Style-criticism, he holds that Dibelius makes no
advance on Wendling and von Soden.

In all this he 1s less than just since the actual inclusion
of the Paradigms in a spoken sermon affects neither thelr classifi-
cation as a distinct group with certain common features, nor the
‘fact that they were from the beginning subservient to the Mission.
Further, Dibelius has since shown himself to be prepared to extend
his conception of preaching to include teaching and discussion
within the congregation. (Zur Formgeschichte des Evangeliums in
Theol. #undschau 1929). Likewise the characteristics of the

liovellen are not to be discounted because the narrators cannot be
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identified. Dibelius' main point in both cases 1s not that which
Fascher attacks - and his criticism leaves the original contention
unharmed - namély, that both are related not as history or biography
but as bringing "the good news" in different forms.

It may be that Dibelius is wrong in refusing to analyse
in order to arrive at an original form and that Bultmann is right
in postulating a narrative accretion to the original spoken word,
but this does not deprive the constructive approach of its value,
nor entitle Tascher to dismiss Dibelius! work as in most respects
of little account. It is in fact a merit in Dibelius!' work that
it is what Fascher slightingly calls a "program@e" rather than an
exhaustive investigation. IHe is saved thereby from losing his way
in the undergrowth of meticulous analysis of fhe gospels and is
able to preserve a wide and embracing view of the whole. Taylor
apportions praise more adequately when he says, referring to the
first edition of Formgeschichte des Evangeliums: "There can be
little doubt that when the historian of contemporary criticism
mékes up his account high praise will be awarded to this slim

volume of about one hundred pages" (pp.ll-12).
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V. Other Formgeschichtlers.

(2) Bultmanmn.

In aileged opposition to Dibelius! constructive method,
Bultmann stresses a thorough-going if not exhaustive analysis.

His method is based on the observation of the development of Mark
by Matthew and Luke and later, by the apocryphal gospels: on
this analogy he assumes that lMark and Q themselves have been
similarly altsred from their originals, By this means he claims
to discover in the case of each individual fragment what its
original form must have been. His classification is much the
same as that of Dibelius, differing however in terminology.

In dealing with the spoken matter he holds that whatever
narrative material exists as a framework for sayings is mainly
invention. Whether they have a historical background or not, as
they lie before us they are ideal scenes (21) giving concrete
examples in cases where the Church finds it necessary to go back to
Jesus for guidance ~ which is as much a constructive attitude as
any of Dibelius. His reason for saying this is partly derived
from comparison with parallels in Rabbinic literature, and partly
from the tendency of later gospels to invent scenes for sayingéwhich
are still unframed in the synoptics. The interest is in the saying,
not in the dramatis personae.

Of the sayings themselves, it is Impossible to tell which,
if any, are genuine words of Jesus. They may be old, they may be
sabbinie, they may be original: the Church in all probability did

not confine itself to actual utterances of Jesus but used whatever
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was worth reproducihg for its catechetical purposes (60). Specific
sayings of Jesus may be fouhd where ordinary folk-sayings are
'transcended;. or where the tone is not obviously Rabbinical or
Jewish apocalyptic (63). Even the residuum may not necessarily be
Jesus' own but as readily the work of the Church (75). We may assume
that they had a certain number of sayings»of Jésus -~ though we
do not know how many- principally determinable by being opposed to
Jewish prescriptions (e.g. what comes from within defiles a man):
to this they added some of Jewish origin (e.g. whosoever receiveth
one of these little ones): and constructed some themselves (e.g.

I am come not to destroy the law but to fulfil it). We must also
assume an alteration of already existing sayings, and finally their
collection. In most of these, Jesus is a secondary consideration
and plays a minor rgle, in those where He is the leading figure,

we may be sure that this is the work of the Church (98).

Bultmann's conclusion is that we can reckon as reél
utterancés of Jesus those which contrast with Jewish ethics and
plety or emphasise eschatalogy ~ the characteristics of His preaching -~
and those which serve no specifically Christian interest. Otherwise
they are probably Jewish or later Christian (129).

In the narrative portions a similar result is recorded.

The Miracle Stories (Novellen) are not in purpose blographical:

they are not proofs of the character of Jesus but of His divine
-Power, They are automatic and rarely connected with the disposifian
Of the patient; if TricTS is mentioned it has its object not

in Jesus: personality or in His gospel but simply in the miracle

itself (135 ff.). The main emphasis in the miracles lies on the
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wonder itself, just as in the Apophthegmata (Paradigmas) it lay
on the saying. Thelr origin is largely in folk lore, though
some have historlcal antecedents - even these however are shaped
by tradition (140).

In all cases followiné certain laws discoverable from the
material as a whole, he claims to be able to reproduce the original
form, whether saying or deed. Bultmann does not attribute the
collection of material to any one especial need or purpose: as he
says, spiritual property is its own justification. At all events
we may look on the various threads of gospel tradition as being
collscted under various motives of worship and discipline.

Mark used no sources which gave him a connected narrative
of Jesus? 1ife;'he joins incidents together, giving them a suitable
pPlace in ths sequence and produces a picture of Jesus' activity.

He also gives it the tone it needed for Pauline Hellenism and
introduces the dogmatic interest. The intention behind this is to
bind the Christ Mythus of Paul to the tradition of the Jesus of
history. Of the latter, however, we have only an outline and there
1s no development.

The idea of making a unified picture of the 1life of Jesus
lay far from the Palestinian community where the tradition originated-
their Eschatological background forbade it. Iihatever therefore in
the gospels tends 50 give that impression is the work of the Hellenis-
tic Church which needed such a picture partly to show the identity
Of Jesus with the Kurios and to confute similar activities in the

Greek cults. Mark's gospel 1is thus not biography but a Cult Legend
(227),
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Bultmann's classification of the synoptic material varies
in the main very little from that of Dibelius: though his nomenclat-~
ure is different. He disapproves of the constructive approach,
and criticises Dibelius' emphasis on preaching as being the source
of the Apophthegmata (Paradigmen). But in the main there is
agreement between them as there is in their attitude to the bio-
graphical question, where they both maintain that it was not the
intention of the early Church to recount tales of Jesﬁs out of an
interest in His activitiaes. The vital distinction between them
lies in their assessment of the historicity of the material:
Dibelius taking a much more conservative view, where Bultmann
aﬁbroaches complete scepticism., The latter attributes much more
to the Church, to infiltration, and to corruption, and leaves a
bare skeleton of material which we may call our knowledge of the
historic Jesus.

His book, as Fascher says, reads like a lexicon and one
cannot but feel that over and over again his wholesale destruction
of material is without sufficient justification., His "general
laws of development' are too often based on a few isolated instances
and where in each group of material only approximately one-tenth
1s accepted as historically genuine, gospel study bocomes little
short of impossible. Scepticism and subjective judgement destroy
the value of his conclusions and make demands on the gospels which
they are unable to meet. Where Dibelius is content to regard all

the gospsl narrative as history seen through the eyes of falth,

Bultmann demands minute accuracy and, believing that it is not to
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be found, dismisses the whole as fictitious. Where the slightest

ground exists for doubting the authenticity of a saying he cheerfully

adds it .to the limbo.

(b) Albertz.

For the purposes of this discussion Albertz's work is of

some importance. Unfortunately he examines only a small section

of the gospel material - the Streitgespriche (Paradigmen: Apophtheg-

mata), He adopts however a more conservative view than either

Bultmann or Dibelius in the matter of their historicity. While

recognising that the unknown narrator shows no trace of the interest

of a chronicler, he rather believes that the absence of detail is
due to a designed concentration on the sayings and represents a
shortened form of the historical reality, than that the framework
was invented. As to the pronouncements themselves, he finds in
them actual words of Jesus, seeing in them similarities to the

barables.

(c) Bertram.

Bertram's work has been described as dealing more with
the history of Church worship thén with the form of the gospels
(Fascher 171). His purpose is to show that the tradition of Jesus
was formed from the needs of the community. These needs spring
from the relationship between the worshipper and the object of his

Worship (Kultheros). In the Passion story there is a picture of

C'rist which grew out of that need and not a narrative of the
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Jesus with Whom the disciples lived on earth. We must try to
understand the Passion story from the Resurrection faith., It
is a work of art to be compared with Shakespeare and Ibsen. Of
history there is no trace: indeed it is beside the point to inquire
where history lies. What we know is that in the begilnning was the

Cultus and from that the gospels have developed. Thus history

disappears and Bertram does not regret its passing.




VI. Formgeschichte and the Life of Jesus.

It is possible to find a certain measure of agreement
among these various representatives of the Formgeschichtliche
Schule: their nomenclature may differ and their methods may be
at varlance, but a general position may be established to which
they would all assent. |

I'irstly, they are agreed that the gospels rest upon oral
tradition, that from the time of Jesus'! ministry onwards anecdotes
and sayings were current among His followers and circulated freely
in the early Church,

Secondly, that these anecdotes and sayings,sometimes in
small groups, whether in written or oral form, were collected by
the writers of the gospels - presumably first by Mark - arranged
in some order which was not inviolable, and that various alteratiohs
were made by the collectors in‘the proeess.

Thirdly, the chronology and the itineraries of the gospels
are either non-existent or unreliable.

Fourthly, there was no Interest in relating anecdotes of
Jesus for their own sake, from a desire to know what manner of man
He wasg,

Fifthly, what information we have about Jesus has no
doubt a basis in fact yet we can only regard this as a general
confirmation of the historical background of the Christian faith
and not as an accurate record of events. Whatever knowledge we

have of the founder of our religion is mediated by the falth of
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the sarliest believers and subjected to propagandist interests,

Sixthly, the most reliable section of gospel material
consists of unattached sayings or those with a minimum of narrative:
even here however we cannot expect absolute certainty.

Thus the gospels are not literature: to educated Greeks
they were "monstra'". They are without accurate analogy or parallel
although resemblances may be found. All agree that they are not
biographies, nor writings invented for mission purposes, but
popular devotional manuals (Kultbucher) arising from the spiritual
urge which possessed the communitﬁ as a result of the Resurrection
faith, ‘

While controversy may rage over the classification of. the
gospel material and over the question of the origin of the various
strands, for New Testament theology the important aspect of the
school '5 work doss not lie in their difference of opinion on these
matteré, but in the agreement which the Formgeschichtlers show on
the 01d problem of Jesus research.

It is not a new claim thet they make when they tell us
that history and imagination have combined to form the gospels or
that the 1ife of Jesus of Nazareth meant little to the men of the
®arly Church. But it is backed this time by more concrete evidence
than merely a desive to eradicate all difficult passages as "accre-
tiong",

The rationalistic attempt of the 19th century, whose aim
%as to reduce the incomprehensible, could be successfuly exploded

%Y 3chweitzer because it chose simply to omit what offended "reasonable




61.

men"., Dogmatic motives had outrun their critical faculty and
large sections of the gospels were regarded as unhistorical because
they could not harmonise with a preconceived portrait of Jesus.

Since those times much has happened. The Two Source
theory has become a foundation of gospel criticism and recognition
has been given to the large part played by eschatelogical expecta-
tions in the minds of Jesus and His followers. The conclusions of
the Formgeschichtlers are however doubly significant in that they
base their estimate of Jesus not on theological preconceptions
but on critical analysi:s and a new point of view with regardlto
gospel origins.

It is therefore the business of theology to examine their
claims and their effect on our conception of the historic Jesus.
That i1t will require to be vastly altered if their contentions are
correct, is clear: for it destroys the whole edifice on which the
Lives of Jesus rest. If the order of events disappears in default
of connections, no psychological interpretations which would attempt
to introduce a continuity that the gospels lack will have any value.
ind there has perhaps been no age when more stress has been laid on
the bpersonality, character traits, and actions of Our Lord.

The humen Jesus at the moment goes far to outstrip the
Risen Christ in popular appeal: the humanity, affections, dispositions,
a1d moods of Jesus are analysed and dwelt on. Sermons and popular
theological works concentrate more on the "manhood of the Master"
than On”the}worship of Christ: the brotherhood of Jesus with all

"N before the Father is that which appeals most to modern minds.




62.

Any who can read more into the New Testament accounts than their
neighbours are eagerly besought to shed more light on lesser known
aspects of Jesus: His humour, His anger, His sarcasm; "Sirs, we
would see Jesus" is the cry of today as strongly as in the héyday
of Liberalism.

Partly this is to be accounted for by the fact that research
penetrates slowly into the public mind and the introduction of
jarring elenents by the eschatelogical exponents has not yet been
fully felt. Bubt on the other hand the production of Lives of Jesus
by responsible theologians shows no signsof abating. Within the
past thirty years there has been hardly less activity along this
line than in the Strauss-Renan era. The author of three Vvolumes
on the subject himself asserts that the total output of books about
Jesus during the past five years "would fill several five-foot
shelves",

It would almost appear as if there were a passionate
fagerness to vindicate a waning faith by an appeal to history and
by a desperate attempt to present a coherent plcture for our guidance
&nd imitation, To shed new light on the life of Jesus is the general
8lm, while the particular purpose is to seek material whereby we can
constitute a liﬁing personality with clearly defined attributes and
&¢tions; whoss thoughts and ways are made plain to us, whose example
" may thereupon follow. If the writers of these Lives have any
8Tudge against the gospel writers, it is that they "left so much to
chan06", that so much more has been "lost", that facts and figures

have not been preserved as carefully and lovingly as they ought and
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that, in short, for men who loved their Lord they betray a singular
lack of care in preserving reminiscences of Him, It is true of
course that they themselves knew much more but would that they had
only handed it down to us also and not been so haphazard in thelr
recollections! Nevertheless we must acknowledge our debt to them
in that they have preserved so much of the Master's everyday life
for us and presented us with a more or less satisfactory biography.

It is just this attitude which the Form critics claim %o

- shatter. Men living in expectation of the end of the world could

have no interest in the events of the past years, they say. Jesus,
for them, was the Christ who was about to come in glory ere their
géneration had passed away. Of biographical interest, of cherighing
of anecdotes concerning Jesus because of the light they shed on His
Personality, of a consecutive account of His ministry there is no

- trace because these were matters of no momeﬁt to the men of those
times,

What interested them was the salvation that had come through
the Death and Resurrection of Jesus: His precepts were a rule of life
"£111 He come", anecdotes concerning Him were only related with a
view to converting, persuading, or confirming men in the new faith,
That historical fact lies behind them is undoubted but it is beyond
°W reach, since from their very nature they are made to conform to
& Purpose other than a relation of events. They adduce Papias and
%1l us that Vark does not contain "memoirs of a historian" but
"temoirs of a preacher”. Thus the Form critics discourage attempts

1] ..
© base a 1ife of Jesus on the gospels on the assumption that that
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is their primary function and warn us against a revival of the
Verbal Inspirational theory in the New Testament.

It is noteworthy that at a time when Barthianism has
emphasised the otherness of God and discountenanced easy theories
of the "Brotherhood of the Father," Formgeschichte steps forward
and insists on a similar revision of our attitude to Jesus. e
must not like Weinel reply to the question "Do we know Jesus?"
by saying "Yes, we know Him very well indeed." Schweiltzer's
famous closing words in the Quest of the Historical Jesus are
being repeated today with new meaning. Goguel puts the case
in its extreme form when he says: "What is agreed on by even
the most pronounced opponents of the mythical theories can be
put in a single sentence, namely: "Between the year 25 and the
year 30 of our era a rabbl by the name of Jesus was crucified
at Jerusalem by order of Pontius Pilate in consequence of a
messianic movement." (Harvard Theological Review 1930, p.l1lll.)

Opposition to the Form critics' conclusions has not been
lacking., With the notable exception of Lightfoot's History and
Interpretation in the Gospels 1935, most English criticism has
been unfavourable, as also much continental scholarship. It is
contended that in the growth of tradition a simple historical
interest in producing a picture of the life of Jesus was at work.
Windisch (Deutsche Literaturzeitung 1934 col. 2408) for example,
asks whether it was not simply a natural desire on the part of the
believers to know and to remember what had taken place and how it

had come about. He compares the questions of Echekrates in Plato's
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Phaedo regarding the death of Socrates to the will to know all that
happened to Jesus on the part of the early Church.

An uncompromising opponent of Formgeschichte is the Bishop
of Gloucester who in an article in the Church Quarterly Review
(Jan, 1935) expresses the full biographical standpoint.

"There is no evidence that the primitive Christians
were miserable eschatologists waiting for the end of the
world. From the beginning, they would want to remenber
the words and deeds of Christ., The new converts would
want to hear them and there would be many who had their
stories to tell." "We can find in all this modern
criticism no arguments adduced why we should not treat ™
these biographies as many others that have come to us
from the ancient world. . . . . They are a record of
life and words narrated by eyewitnesses and handed
‘down by tradition. They present a homogeneous picture

of a life, a teacher, a prophet."” (Pages 289, 295.)

This difference in viewpoint between those who believe
that the earliest tradition concerning Jesus arose from an intereét
In mig earthly l1ife, and those who hold that the éarly Church had
10 such concern and that information about Jesus 1s incidental can
b put o the test along other lines than that of investigating the
S¥noptic material,

Ve possess canonical and extra-canonical writings dating
OWargs from 20 to 30 years after the death of Our Lord. This is

tL L)
e °nly material which we have to guide us in our knowledge of

-
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the conditions of the early Church. They are writings concerned
with the propagation of the faith, ecclesiastical ordinances,
moral codes, in short all the subject matter of the Christian
mission.

If the details of the life of Jesus were of such interest
to the sarliest communities it should not be difficult to find an
abundance of references to them in these writings. Letters from
missionaries to their churches, to new foundations, would presumably
relate copiously from the events in Nazareth, portraying a beloved
Mester, lingering over His wordsand ways, seeking t0 acquaint the
newly-won converts with the behaviour and character of the founder
of their sect. Just as puplls love to narrate the eccentricities
of a beloved teacher, so these men who had been with Jesus would
Pass on tales of their life in Nazareth to make the newcomers
familiar with old times (cf. Xenophon's Memorabilia).

We know that from the death of Jesus ~ and before it -

; there were men who had been with Him throughout His ministry and

- that these men founded the Church. That they had a great store of
Information about Jesus is obvious and it is to be assumed that this
3 Was handed on by word of mouth or in writing to the missionaries

°f the ever-widening communities.

If in the New Testament and later writings however these
missionaries in their letters refer only to certain aspects of the
Hfe of Jesus e.g. His maxims and precepts, His passion and death,
¥hile the events of His ministry are either unmentioned or briefly
feferreg to, then it will be reasonable to suppose that there was

"0re interest in some parts of His work than in others, and that

-

t
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a regard for reminiscence for its own sake was non-sxistent.

Indeed if it is shown that in all the lst century writings
Jesus as a man among men is in fact entirely absent and events from
the Nazareth ministry find no place, then we are at a loss to account
for the presence of the gospel material which developed within those
years and among the same people. Either we assume that the Church
within the 1st century of its existence knew nothing of Jesus - in
which case the gospels are fictitious - or else the silence of these
early writers is %o be accounted for in some other way, If it can
be shown for example, that together with an abseﬁce of mention of
Jesus of Nazareth, there goes a lively expectation of the coming
of the Christ, then we should indeed have a clue to the attitudé
of the Church to what knowledge they possess concerning Jesus.

It would be possible for such knowledge to be in circulation
and to be regarded not as historical reminiscence but rather as
witnessing to the certaihty of the Parousia. When we discover from
their writings where the interest of the Church lay, what Jesus
implied for them, then we shall be in a position to evaluate the
f Significance of the synoptic material., If it is shown that interest
lies in the past, then the gospels may properly be regarded as
| Memoirs and as biographical: if however interest lies in the future,
then ths original purpose of the gospel material was not reminlscent
howeve p blographical a shape it may later have assumed. The Form-
$83chichtliche claim that they were fragmentary unibts subservient
to missionary purposes would then bs entisled to serious considera-
tion, Under this point of view we therefore proceed to examine the
mnﬁstology of the early Church as represented in all that we

0 . .
P0ssess of Lheip litaraturse.
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(B) ESCHATOLOGY AND THE LIFE OF JESUS.

I. Paul,

Adolf Deissmann (The Religion of Jesus and the Faith of
Paul p,171) said "I think if we wish to gain a real understanding
of Paul we should begin with the formula Ev )ﬁ?urfés "
Whereupon he proceeded to examine this and similar phrases: "in
the blood of Christ","in the name of Christ", "with Christ",
"through Christ”, coming to the conclusion that all are to be
taken as expressions of the spiritual communion of Paul with the
risen Christ and not as referring to the historic Jesus at all,
The keynote in fact of Deissmann's attitﬁde to Paul is that he
Wwas a mystic and not a theologian, that his letters are therefore
to be read as the expressions of a personal religious conviction
more than as theological treatises.

With variations and limitations this point of view still
holds. Paul's Christ is the risen Christ: mysticism is the
texture of hisg faith, questions of the Law or Justification are
Subsidiary. The statement of this point of view was a healthy
Protest against systematisation and it has been vindicated by
more recent studies. That Paul's lebtters are occasional, non-
literary, and psrsonal, is the fact which must be remembered in
their psrusal. They are not complete schemes of his beliefs

delivered for guidance to various communities, but messages as

Substitutes for the spoken word dealing with some special situation.
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Paul's beliefs are bound to enter into these communications but
only as substrata to that which is primary, namely his union

with the exalted Christ which he shared with all his converts.

It is therefore a wresting of the fraﬂwork of Pauline Christolagy

to suggest (e.g. Weymouth) that in 2 Cor. 516

xaTh a‘o((:mx implies
personal knowledge of Jesus. There is no more fleshly knowledge
here than there was a physical appearance on the Damascus road
where Paul describes Jesus as having been seen by him: ..’5‘9917
‘(&/AOI/ I Cor.lSB, also o&xt‘ ’,‘l)o‘oav ToVv (th(tov §[/uGV Eu”(mh@l

In the latter case it was the living Christ who appeared, juSt as

‘in the former the thought is "we have known Christ up till now in

a fleshly i.e. non-spiritual fashion". He had not previously been

,r.v X(Jm"'n;). - |
However pleasant may be the conjecture that Paul was a

witness of the crucifixion, howev;er it may correspond in time

to that period when Saul was under Gamaliel in Jerusalem, it must

remain nothing more than a mere possibility, and phrases of the

nature of ava o"&(ma and references to the "blood" are in

b4
N0 wise to be reganded as having any bearing upon the gquestion

at all,

With these provises, that all that Paul says 1ls to be
interpreteq in the light of his mystic experience of Christ, and
that his acquaintance with Jesus may only be remotely conjectured,
1t may pe freely granted that his knowledge of the historical Jesus

st have been considerable.




70.

What Jesus stood for, lived for, and dled for, he had
ample opportunity of finding out during his Pharisaic period,

His persecution of the Christians, his own restiess and inquiring
mind, above all his intercourse with Peter, llark, and Barnabas,
would necessitate the assumption that his knowledge must have
been considerable.

Purther, in the twenty years that passed between his
conversion and his first epistle there were ample opportunities
in conversation with missionaries and preachers to learn all that
was to be known whether it came through eyewitnesses,the disciples,
or their followers. “hatever oral or written tradition was current
at the time, it is to be presumed that he had access to it.

He himself rsfers in two separaie passages to this know-
ledge which he had acquired, where it is clear that the reference
Cannot be to his mystical experience: I Cor.15° (For I delivered
unto you that which I also received), which prscedes an account
°f the Death and Resurrection of Christ, and I Cor ll25 where the
Same formula is used to introduce the narrative of the Lord's
Supper.

Dibelius as we have seen points out that waTarampBleavand
Tapddvai are the equivalents of the Hebrew 33(9 and \gA
Wnich were used of receiving and handing down the prophetic tradition|
(p.20). ‘

‘Thatever theory may be bullt upon these two passages, they
are Obviously unique in the epistles, bear the mark of foreign j

Yam s
"aterial smbodied in a fixed form, as of a lesson learned and
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committed to memory or preserved in writing. Such information
as this concerning Jesus we may assume to have been part of
Paul's equipment, mental or material. Indeed merely from these
fragments we learn that he knew of the existence of Cephas, of
the Twelve, of the Crucifixion, the Betrayai, and the Last
Supper. '

Since that is the case we should expsct there to be a
host of references to the earthly ministry of Jesus, a constant
display of allusions ~ quoting in the event of a desired example,
instancing in the case of a desired authority: in short that
knowledge of the details of Christ's life snould be one of the
most characteristic features of the letters. Is this the case?

Perhaps the wmost convincing form in which this question
can be answered is to be found in a book by ir G. 0. Geiffith
éntitled "St. Paul's Life of Christ". At one point in this work,
he sets out to give in review Paul's biography of Jesus in the
apostle's own words. This framework occupies five pagés (45=49)
°f which the following extract éoncerning the earthly life
Cccupies approximately one: it may be judged how much of it is
Justifiably to be regarded as having a biographical interest at all.,

"But when the fulness of the time came, God sent forth His

Son, born of a woman - remember that Jesus Christ was of the
s®ed of David according to my gospel - born under the Law
that He might redeem them which were under the Law, that
WS might receive the adoption of sons, - For of (David's)

S¢ed hath God, according to promise, brought unto Israel




a 3aviour Jesus: when John had firat preached before
His comlng the baptism of repentance to all the people
of Israsl. And as John was fulfilling his course, he
gald: What suppose ye that I am? I am not He. But
behold there cometh One after me the shoes of whose
feet I am not worthy to unloosé. (For) John baptised
wlth the baptism of repentance, saying unto the people
that they should believe in Him who should come after
Him, that is, in Jesus.

"And being found in fashion as a man He humbled
Himself., For ye know the grace of Our Lord Jesus Christ
that though He was rich yet for our sakes He became poer
that ye through His poverfy might become rich (and) ye
remember the words of the Lord Jesus now He Himself said:
It is more blessed to give than to receive - Christ also
pPleased not himself - becoming obedient unto death, yea
the death of the Cross:- as it is written: The reproaches
of them that reproached Thee fell upon me. For they that
dwell in Jerusalem and their rulers, because they knew
Him not nor the voices of the prophets which are read
every Sabbath day fulfilled them by condemning Him.

'kAnd) I received of the Lord that which also I

deliversd un

to you, how that the Lord Jesus in the night
in which He was betrayed, took bread, and when He had
Zlven thanks, He brake it and said, This is my Body which

1s for you: this do in remembrance of ile. In like manner

"2




E
!
!
|

also the cup after supper, saying, This cup is the
new covenant in My Blood; this do yé as oft as ye
drink it In remembrance of Me. For I delivered unto
you first of all that which I also received how that
Christ died for our sins according to the Scripturesf
For though they fbund‘no cause of death in Him, yet
desired they Pilate that He should be slain: (before
Pontius Pilate (H®) witnessed the goodVCOnfession)
(and thus) the rulers of this world crucified the
Lord of Glory. And when they had fulfilled all that
was written of Him they took Him down from the gibbet

and laid Him in a sepulchre."

So much for the earthly appsarance of Jesus: there precede
this bassage extracts bearing on Christ's pre-existence, and the
rémainder of the section is composed of an account of the resurrec-
tion appearances; the exalted Lord, and the Second Coming.

Bven of that proportionately small section of Paul's Life
°f Christ - if we can indeed speak of such a thing - it is only
oy Courtesy that it could be said to be biographical and that too

Yith most of the biographical material drawn from outside the

®distles (achs. Pastorals.). For on the most cursory view the

theological interest 1s so apparent a3 to dwarf any historical

detail tnay remains. It will be shown later why this should be,

DU for gre present it may be said that beyond the fact that Jesus
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was born, was baptised by John, was betrayed and crucified, we
should know practically nothing of His life if our only source of
information were Paul. And even these pieces of factuai evidence
are so bound up with dogmatic interests as to be only in a very
secondary sense blographical.

Since Paret's article on Paul and Jesus in the Jahrbilcher
fir Deutsche Theologie 1858 this question of Paul's allusions to
incidents and sayings from the gospels has exercised a considerable
amount of scholarship. Sabatier in The Apostle Paul, takes a
view that seems as positive as any writer short of a romanticist
can subscribe to, when he says that the general picture Paul draws
of the Saviour's life "exactly answers to the impression left on
Us by the gospel narratives as a whole". It is doubtful whether
this can be seriously maintained: if a general picture be spoken
of, surely the first impression is that of contrast. It is only
in the descent to the particular that one finds Paul taking any
cognisance of the historic Jesus whatever.

Hausrath (der Apostel Paulus) is surely arguing beside the
mark when he speaks of the apostle's knowledge embracing the whole
life of Jesus: His Davidic descent, His Baptism, the Last Supper
and the Passion. The question is not, Did he know about them?: that
he diq is apparent: rather is the question, Had he any interest
in them as facts, as being part of the life of the Jesus of history,
8nd was his whole attitude towards that life not rather a trans-

formation of what knowledge he had into a theologlcal concept?
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Jowatt in his commen: on 1 Thes.4}5on"What did 3t.Paul
know of the 1life of Jesus?" is much more to the point when he
says: "In I Cor.159*10 the apostle describes himsslf not only
as preaching to the Corinthians the doctrine of the Resurrection
of Christ but as dwelling on the minute circumstances which
attested it. Had he told them in like manner of other events in
the life of Christ - had the parables and discourses of Christ
interwoven themselves in his teaching, were the miracles of Christ
a witness to which he appealed?" These questions he says must
remain without an answer: "but as far as we can trace it was not
the sayings or events in the life of Christ but the witness of
the 0ld Testament prophets that formed the larger part of 3% Paul's
teaching, the external evidence by which he supported in himseIf
and others the inward and living sense of union with Christ, the
medium through which he preached Christ crucified.” (Quoted by
Somerville: St Paul's Conception of Christ - Appendix A).

It will be our cotention here that Paul did not intersperse
Parables, miracles, and discourses of Christ with his teaching, for
the Very good rsason that his interest in the historic Jesus as
liVing an everyday life was non-existent. The exalted Christ, the
Christ who was to come, the same Christ whom he had ssen on the
Damageuys road and who was the most vital reality of his daily
Sxperisnce: this was bhe Christ for these growing communities to
Teeq On,not the Jesus of Nazareth.

Nor need sinis contention be based on the reading of

¢ Cor.s5l6 where he speaks of having known Christ according to the
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flesh, and confessing to doing so no longer. It would be to base
our argument on too slender a footing to insist that this must mean
a resolve to take no further interest in the historic Jesus but

to concentrate attention upon the exalted Christ. "To cast a
slight on the words and acts spoken and done in the ministry (of
Christ) and on the revelation of’charaCter made thereby was not,

I imagine, in all his thoughts". Bruce (3t Paul's €onception of
Christianity £55-6:quoted by Somarviile p.267) is surely right

in this attitude but wrong in his emphasis. Paul had no intention
of casting a slight on Jesus' work on earth, he simply ignored it
in his efforts to impress upon the world the tremendous truth of
the risen Christ and His impending return. That Jesus lived an
earthly life at all was only of interest to him in so far as it
Sérved his theological purposes, in regarding Him as the second
Adan,

That these contentions are amply borne out by the evidence
°f the epistles themselves will be shown by their examination first
°f all under the question of whether Paul betrays any concern for
the Galilean ministry either as a history that was worth recording,
88 an example that ought to be followed, or as a matter that inti-
Mately concerned the early Church, |

It is significant that the most detailed references 1 Cor.llzs
&d 1 Cor,185% are directly bound up with the faith and worship of
the Church: in the one case being a narrative of the Resurrection

Ppearances which fall into the supernatural category, and in the

Other a basis for the Eucharistic rite. This latter, which does
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% them as events concerning Jesus but as events concerning the
“.Salvation of the world., redemption has been ohtained by the dying

i and rising of Christ (Rom.4

77.

fall within the earthly ministry is obviously not related withi
reference to history so much as to present practices, and to say
this is'not to deny its basis in fact but to point to the centre
of interest which lies not in its shedding any light upon the |
life of Christ but as being a guarantee for the observance of
the Zucharist.

Less detailed are the references to the death of Jesus and
Hls rising again: in most cases they are mentioned in a dogmatic

context (1 Cor.llv'23 o2 gll 1514 . 2 Cor.410 414 5l4.15, pop 14

’ b
- . . . . 9.
424 56.8.10 5.4.5.6.9.10 .4 g11.52.34 1 7.9, [ 9,15 ) 41 520
20

31.15 614, mpn.17.20 216, ppiy 28 310, go1,1°Y )

Here it is obvious that the abundance of allusions to the

" death and resurrection of Jesus are not conditioned by interest in

25): the new age has begun which is to

be completed in the appearance of the Lord Himself, therefore,

© ang only as the act which heralds this fresh beginning, is the

© °f the words used: mostly awo Bvagiz and Bbvavos

death of Christ an object of interest.

How true this is can be cbserved from the colourless nature

(1 cop,gll 155, 2 cor.51%: Rom. repeatedly in 5,6,7,8,14; Gal.2®l,

111,28 510; (01,172, 1 tnes.al% 510). Death on the COross specifi-

. 1 11 14
ally is mentioned but ssidom (1 Cor.l.2;2 Cor.l54; Gal.3 5 6

’

“ph.216, Phil,.2®; (01.120) but these are balanced by the occasions

Wegna

% Crucifixion is used of the inner experience of the apostle
(Rora 6%, ga1, 520

L ) .
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Likewise the Pauline use of Ttu’\a‘xs:v ~ and ﬂﬂ(&’)/um

is non-biographical but refers to the spiritual life of the

10

belisver (Rom.slv; Phil,3 73 2 Cor.ls).Where the Wtﬁnuora are

specified it may be noted that the same thought lies behind it
(Gal.617),

In one or two instances there appears to be a more extensive

use made of the death of Christ but it cannot be said either that the

theological interest is avbsent or that they amount to anything
approaching narrative: 1 Cor.28 They would not have crucified the
lord of Glory; 2 Cor.13% Though He was crucified through weakness;
Rom.4%5 Who was delivered for our offences (cf.Isa.5512); Rom.832
He that spared not His own 3Son but delivered Him up for us all
(cf.Isa.53): Gal.3L® where the fact of the Cross subserves a
vindication of Christ's death with reference to 0ld Téstament law;
and 1 Thes.2'® The Jews who killed the Lord Jesus.

The sufferings,. the death, and resurrection of Jesus
therefore are not regarded by Paul as worth narrating for their
O¥m sakes, as shedding light on the rest of the work of Jesus on
farth, as being in harmony with ilis life. as being the culmination
of a life of sacrifice., On the contrary, there is no trace what-
8Ver that he was conscious of it in that light at all, It was a
faCt, a historical occurrence, of supreme intersst and value,

N0t with reference to Jesus but for the saving of mankind. Of them
28 incidents in the 1ife of Jesus he takes no cognisance: they are
°f cosmie rather than of personal significance.

Jesus'! own attitude and purpose which seem t0 be lightly

touched on in Rom.153 "for indeed Christ did not seek His own

.
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pleasure" i.e. in His death, would be more convineing if it were
not used to exemplify an Old Testament quotation. The other
reference Phil 28 "He humbled Himself and became obedient unto
death " is occasioned by the admonitions in the context 25-12 513
is of itself a completely abstract conception (v.Soden 116).

The remaining allusions to the life of Jesus are scanty.
A few concern His birth: 2 Cor.8° "The Lord Jesus Christ though
He was rich yet for your sakes became poor'; 2 Cor.8° "God sending
His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh"; Gal.44 "God sent
forth His Son made of a woman'; Phil,2’ "Was mede in the likeness
of men", Here clearly the emphasis is on the entrance into human
life of the Kurios Christos: it was essential that as by man came
sin, so by man also should come the deliverance from sin. The
Birth is therefore a postulate of the eternal Christ not of the
historic Jesus, the humanity is an empty formula, not the richness
°f personality.

A few scattered referencesto His existence on earth bear
this out to the full: Rom.1° Jesus Christ Cur Lord which was made
°f the ssed of David according to the flesh; 515 the gift by grace
Which ig by one man Jesus Christ; 9'5 Israelites..... of whom as
¢oncerning the flesh Christ came: 158 Jesus Christ was a minister
°f the Circumcision for the truth of God. Here 0ld Testament
Prophecy and the controversy with Judaism are the prevailing
No%ives, not an attempt to provide historic annotation.

Did Paul not then make use of the earthly life of Jesus
43 an example for his converts? That is to say that even admitting

that {ne incidents of the Galilean ministry should be passed over

B
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in silence, is there no trace of the character o Jesus being

held up as a pattern for the Christians to copy?. 2 Cor.5°% "fop
He hath made Him to be sin for us who knew no sin" is so much

part and parcel of a dogrhatic Messianic Christ that it can hardly
be regarded as pertaining to the historic Jesus. 2 Cor.10% "the
meekness and gentleness of Christ" is as little a historical trait
as Rom.15% (For even Christ pleased not Himself) and refers no
doubt to the same idea. Where in Col,319 he exhorts them to be
fng\ﬁnghe does not cite the example of Jesus forgiving His enemies,
nor does he so much as mention Jesus' teaching on the subject, but
introduces the dogmatic motive of Christ's forgiveness of their
Sins( through His death). Instead ‘of adducing such examples from
"1"005 as we might expect, Paul falls back on the entrance into
the world, the death, and the 1ife in glory of X(-’m‘ros.

The result of the investigation is thereflfore this: that the
death ang resurrection of Jesus are introduced in all cases as a
dogmatie motive: that apart from that only the incarnation in the
doctrina) sense finds a place, together with a few references
éPParently biographical but actually apologetic.

It is clear that Detssmann's contention is justified that
Christog for Paul means the cosmic Christ, the Kurios, and
tat where the name Jesus in introduced it is not in our sense of
COntmﬂdistinc’cion to chris;,‘but is synonymous. Paul has unifiled
hig doctrine to embrace the earthly Jesus under the conception of

the Christ: the substance of his faith is not the Galilean ministry
ut ’
the eternal purpose of God.

.
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For him that ministry was only of importance in that in it
the Christ became man, was obedient unto death and rose again,
resuming the status He had enjoyed since the beginning of time.
The humanity of Jesus was essential for Paul's theology, but the
details of that human life were of no consequence in the light of
the majesty and glory of the risen Saviour and the promise of His
speedy return.

It has been suggested by Fascher that the reason for Paul's
fallure to give any account of the life of Jesus is that he had
already given that information in his previous meetings with the
converts concerned. The only justification for this assumption
would appear to be Gal.Sl "foolish Galetians .... before whose very
eyes wag portrayed Jesus Christ crucified” which indeed may be

nothing more than the gospel of the crucified Christ as retold in
‘ the epistles, or 2 Thes.2° "remember ye not that when I was yet
with you I told you these things" where the reference is however
%0 the expectation of the Parousia. Apart from that it would be
“trange if there had been any former teaching that no echoes should
nd their way into the letters, no reference, no repetition, no
Nlustration,

The psychological as well as the textual argument might
o1l e used in this comnnection. Paul's conversion took place at

bhe beginning of his ministry: whatever knowledge he had previously

of the Jesus of history became thereupon transmuted into the 1ighfa
of . '

' the Chrigt or faith. His thought played upon this fact in the
Periog op retreat and the historical perspective became dimmer and

Hmer Until the only trace of it remained in the bare assertions of
b
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/' ®hergy whose 1ife-giving power is daily made perfect in him" (188-189).

- Deissmanntg completely spiritualised conception of the Pauline

i N
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humanity and death.

Surely we cannot argue with Arderson Scott (p.13) "The fact
of Cur Lord's humanity is absolutely indispensable for the apostle's
theory of redemption. It provides the identification of the
Redeemer with the race He would redeem, in all human experience
save the consciousness of having simmed. It is therefore wholly
& mistake to rerresent the emphasis which Paul puts upom the risen
Christ as excluding interest in or knowledge of the historical
Jesus: the Heavenly ilan, the Life-giving Spirit had no meaning
for him except for His being the same as The lian Christ Jesus."
This confuses two entifely different thoughts. In the first case
the importance of the fact of the humanity of Jesus for Paul's
theology and in the second, the place of the content of that
hmanity in his fremework. |

Deissmann's reply to that would be: "To Paul Christ 1s not

& great historie figure but a reality and power of the present, an

theology 1.6, asg opposed to transactional redemption, does nob
Prevent nig emphasis falling on the side of those with whom he
#0uld otherwise disagrea.

Von 3Soden has probanly expressed the position as well as

it , e s
¢ may be," Only then will »aul be completely understood in his

Wh L ) .
°le position as well as in his particular utterances, when we

have learned 4o shink with him always of the glorified Lord, where

he 4
. doss nog expressly glance for an instant at His earthly appearance
ag -

o U%%us. " (pL13g).
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It may be here nqted how infrequehtly the name of Jesus
alone is quoted. In Col. it does not occur at all: in Gal,, Phil.

1 Cor. only once; in 1 Thes. twice: in Rom. three times: in 2 Cor.
twice, The formula "the Lord Jesus Christ' occurs in the undisputed
opistles seventy~three times:"The Lord Jesus" alone a little over

a dozen times: "Kurios" alone, where the reference is to Christ,

is found about one hurdred and thirty times, "Christ"” alone, one
hundred and eighty (Somerville p.10).

WWhen we come to examine the dependence of Paul upon sayings
of Jesus much the same picture presents itself. While he repeatedly
Quotes the 0ld Testament (in Gal. ten times, and in Rom. fifty) it
is a very rare occasion on which he cites actual words of Jesus.

It is undeniable that much of his ethical teaching is in agreement
‘ﬁ‘Wiﬂltha gospels although perhaps not enough to warrant the judge-
1Hlent of Paret that "he was conscious that he was in perfect harmony
- With the ming of Christ so that he did not need support or proof
from individqual quotations”. Nowadays, it 1s recognised that the
ifference in terminology and thought between the gospels and
pistles ig not so lightly to be brushed aside. There is agreement
fombined with difrerence and the explanation lies deeper than the
‘mplacency or payl,

The questlon is not so nuch, how far does Paul's moral
teaﬁﬁng Compare with the gospels? as, how far does Paul show
finse) ¢ Consciously dependent upon sayings of Jesus? There is
Meh thay might pass for evangelieal influence in his work (e.g.

C - . . N
°+3° Every man shall receive his own reward according to his
L




84.

own labour; 1 Thes.4® He therefore that despiseth despiseth not
man but God who hath also given unto us His Holy Spirit (Luke 1016);
Rom.lz14 Bless them which persecute you, bless and curse not;
Rom, 1410 yhy dost thou judge thy - brother?) but where no direct ‘
acknowledgment 4s made it is impossible to say whether Paul used
current traditions of Jesus! words, misquoted from memory, or simply
employed moral precepts which were in circulation at the time and not
necesgarily dependent on Jesus at all,

Those cases where he cites the actual words of Jesus present
an interesting problem. 1 Cor.710-12 Unto the married I command
Y6t not I but the Lord. Let not the wife depart from her husband ...
b to the rest speak I, not the Lord. 1 Cor.9+% Even so hath the
Lorg ordained that they which preach the gospel should live of the
gspel, 1 Gop,11° For I have received of the Lord that which also
Ldelivered wunto you (Institution of Lord's Supper). 1 Thes.41® ror
this we Say unto you by the word of the Lord that we which are alive
*d remain unto tne coming of the Lord shall not prevent them which

2 .
' asleep. @al.62 poar ye one another's burdens and so fulfil the

1% of ghpg 5t (ef.51%y,

In the first place the suggestion may be dismissed that the

kn . . e
°Wledge 18 here revelational: 1 O"pr.'?lO is a sufficient refutation
of ‘ .
this, 1n the second place the fact that only in one of these
fuo e
tationg (1 cor.112%) is a previous knowledge on the part of the

I‘eci
Plents aSsumed, and that in a case where ritual would make it

Vap
y 1ik91Y leads to the question whetner such sayings, as authori-

tatyy
® words of Jesus, would be in fact known to his readers. Then

b'}lrd
v, it is remarkable that these are not great problems of vital

1/
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importance which are to be settled by adducing words of Jesus.

On the contrary they deal largely with trivial matters of discipline

and organisation, while on the other hand where the question of

5 0 .
holy days is raised (Rom.14 ; Gal.l):l : Col.216) the attitude or

words of Jesus with regard to Sabbath Observance are never mentioned,
Finally there is no direct correspondence of text between

Paul and the gospels {ef.l Cor. 710 and Mark 109 11, 1 Cor.914 and

’
.2
Luke 107; 1 Cor.llgs'g5 and Mark 1422 5) and of one saying (1 Thes.
15

47) there is no trace whatever in the gospels .

This apparent freedom and particularly the appearance of the
last-namegd might be accounted for by variant traditions in the
Pssession of the apostle. But the disproportionate attention

Pld to the 01d Testement as an authoritative writing - in fact

5_ Y(”“Q"; ~ compared with the meagre reference %o words of Je~
838 significant. There is obviously not yet the same value
Maced op saylngs of Jesus as on 0ld Testament prophecy and wisdom.
fhere they are guoted they have absolute authority but they are
Woted seldqon,

For ail practical purpo.,es the principle holds here which
b4 1p the narration of the life: Paul assumes that tv X(hc"no a
"8 Wil know what is right and proper without any definite words
" Mmonition op exhortation, The historic Jesus has not so much
"8 to the Christians as the risen Christ: "be transformed by

? onewing of your mind that you may discover what is that good
d\a(“cep"?able and perfect will of God"Rom.12¢ . He can therefore

8lve
5 then Commandments himself in the name of the Lord Jesus (1 Thes.

vhi
**h deal witn questions not touched on by Jesus (cf.also 1 Thes.
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517). The preaching about Jesus and the teaching of Jesus become
intermingled. While that was so, he assumed throughout that the
01d Testament morality held: the most vital ethical problems are
based on 01d Testament teaching rather than on Jesus - adultery,
mirder, theft, covetousness, idolatry. ' The conflict between Jesus
and the Jewish law does not seem to have been apparent to0 him,

But granting that acceptance of the presuppositions of the
law which he regarded according to Rom.2%Y "as the embodiment of
knowledge and truth", together with a sense of what was "fitting "
(Rom.lgs) or "becoming" (001.518), his emphasis throughout is that
vithout the experience of Christ all precepts are valueless, Thus
the nett result is that where sayings of Jesus are quoted they are
treated with freedom, and one might almost say only introduced where
the 014 Testament fails to give guidance. They are always subsidiary
| %o the Christians' communion with the exalted Lord. Once again,
therefore the historic Jesus gives place to the Christ of faith.

43 for barables they simply do not occur.

As has been already suggested there was even more behind
Paulrg neglect of wbrds or deeds of Jesus than merely an experience
o the risen Christ. TFor if his interests were solely centred upon
that 13 could be well argued that neglect amounted to indifference

an : :
d indlfferent Paul could not by nature be. If he makes no refer-

Sne s .
® to incidents or sayings from the Galilean ministry it is not

% we .
| have seen because he was not, at all events at some time in
1

hig 4
|9 e, apape of them: nor is it because he substituted something

for t
\ hem, collection of ideas from the mystery religions, for

P -
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example; it was neither of these but rather a change of emphasis,

a diverting of the axis to another position.
That new position as has been seen was his conversion experi-
~ ence ev Kgm-rc; : G0 say with Delssmann that thenceforth theology
disappsared into mysticism is to exaggerate unduly the effect of
that experience. It might change his outlook, might give him a
hew point of view from which to judge all other experiences, but
% could not eradicate the mental background. There still remalined
the dialectic of the theologian : redemption, justification, and
salvation were still concepts based on objéctive happenings, not
®xpressions for the one great mystic consciousness of Christ.
True they were experienced, but they had their basis in history.
That is to say that Paul's theology was not entirely other-
"rldly: the divine impinged upon the human, God intervened in man's
' falrs. The 1ife in Christ wgs not conceived of as a Nirvansah.
Chri g4 Wwas a vital personal power whose work among men did not
836 when He was made man for their salvation, nor when He died
| *d roge again: nor yet when He was ever present with His faithful
‘ be1ievers. He was much more than all that the Christ who was in
nodhtaNStime coming to judge the world and complete the work
Bs hag begun,

Jesus for ‘Paul was one with Christ: the Christ who was from

9 bt s . .
beglnnlng and who would be until the end. Of His preexistence

Not,
hing Need be gaig except that He had left His high estate and

L
™ man: of g life among men it was enough that He had been
hcm .
of ¥oman,  endured - the cross of humiliation for the sins of

P -
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mankind: but vital for men and wbmen- who were seeking the truth

was this, that here and now they could live in Christ and would

by the grace of God see Him face to face. The Christ to come and,
a3 a pledge of that, the Christ in experience: there was the emphasis,
there was the reality. The goépel of the salvation of the world
could not be content with an unknown preé‘xistence, or an unrecog-
nised ministry in the byways of Judea: the soaring thoughts of

the apostle - busied themselves with faith and hope rather than with
remembrance, with the history of salvation rather than with the
history of a.mission. Paul's line was drawn through the Crucifixionm,
"hat went before was past: for the world history began on Easter
Sunday and the tale would be complete before many of them were

Prépared. Then would begin the liessianic reign: Jesus Christ the

Lord, the King.

How could the Galilean ministry fail to dwindle into insié-
Mficance beside such a conception of coming glory? Then let
Mstory pe recorded, then let men dwell upon the wonder and majesty
°f the rule of Christ, but surely not upon the prosaic happenings
% the Jorgan and the Lake. What were the earthly baptism, the
miracles, the journeyings, the whole history until the Cross,

‘Opared wity the wonder that was yet to be?

How great 2 part this eschatelogical hope played in the
Iy Chupen and especially in Paul had been recognised largely
;thm“gh the initiay work of R.Kabitsch: Eschatelogie des Paulus 1893,

b g ot the burpose here to examine the content of Paul's eschate-
1°gi°a1 belief 50 much as to assess the importance of that belief

T hi
'S attitude to the historic Jesus. Our attention will therefore

-
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be concentrated on the question whether there is svidence for
maintaining that Paul lookéd to the future erVChrist rather

than to the past, that his eyes were upon the coming of the Savieur,
rather than turmed wistfully and lovingly upon the years that lay
behingd,

e are aware through the work of Charles of the tremendous
aMmalyytic expectation that saturated the later Judaism, Within
the two éenturies preceding the Christian era, an age of crises
¥here the miseries of the present world seemed to find their only
Plliative in catastrophic termination, it is safe to say that
Popular religion concerned itself more with hopes and féars of
this kind than with the morality of the Church (cf. Dewick p.55).

The Rabbis were hostile to this manifestation but they
tould not‘themselves avoid subscription to the llessianic ideas of
the prophets; such expectations were common to all. The Deliverer
of Israsl was waitedupon by gentle and simple at times with more
& times wlth less eagarness and anticipation. In the latter days
°fJudaism the religious consciousness concentrated on the hope of
the future, Tne better times which were awaited form the real end

¥hi .
"R all religious motives subserve. "They eagerly obeyed the

Lay

In orger to take part in the reward" (Schiirer, quoted by
Bhltaen 19
| e mugt assume for Paul a similar outlook: and just as before
his e
¥ ‘Iversion the Law was his means of attaining blessedness in the
Kinudom

\by dig
Terent paths., What indications do Paul's writings give that

-

> 80 after his experience the same goal would attract him but
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this was the case? It is clear that it is not enough to show that
In a few passages Paul is expectant of the caming of Christ in
glory, but if it can be shown that this expectation lay behind his
Wole thought his references to the Parousia will have the more .
weight,

It has been seen that there were two aspects to Paul's think-
ng: firstly, the act of Jesus in reconciling man to God by His
dsath and secondly, the life of the believer in the risen Christ;
Le. Justification and life"en Christo" are the vital elements in
his theology. Can these be shown to have an eschatelogical back-
fround then it may be taken that his whole outlook was directed to
the future,

For this purpose the passage Phi1,3® ff. is gignificant:
"Tea doubtless and I count all things but loss for the excellency
o the knowledge of Christ Jesus my Lord for whom I have suffered
e logs of all things and do count them but dung that I may win

Carigt, and be found in Him not having mine own righteousness, which

b og the law, but that which 1is through the faith of Christ, the

T ' .
'i\gh-ti??.‘i@ess which is of God by faith ..... for our conversation

* in Hoaven from whence also we look for the Saviour the Lord Jesus

e , . .
»hliig Who shalj change our vile body that it may be fashioned like
Uy s

% Hig glorious body etc."

Here are clearly the two main conceptions of Paul's theology,
mstific<'=‘\’('»ion by faith and life in Christ considered as preliminaries
t >
0 the greay day when the Lord will come in person and reign upon

e N . - >
2rth, In Christ we are made heirs of God through faith in His
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atoning death: reconciled indeed, but. thef'-w;c‘)rz"k‘ nas just begun.

The consummation is yet to come. Peace with Goé, is ’assured, the. .
life in Christ secures that, but it is a 1ife which has a forward
gaze; there is the goal to be reached, the prize of "gﬁe’ high

calling in Christ Jesus (Phil.314). "Hueh mojr_‘:”é.having»‘been

Justified now by His blood, we shall be saved through Him from
the wrath" Rom, 5°

This is not to say that raul minimises‘,i.«I.l_isti'fi.cgltion (thepg

1s now no condemnation to them that are in ChrlstJesusRomBI), |
o comminion with the exalted Christ (who shall ‘separate us; frOm
the love of Christ); those two quotations alone d'isipxjov'e that.. BUJ‘-
through it all there was this hope of the futbu;'e“-wh'ich ShOUld S
%5tablish the veign of Christ. "Justification may truljr be céiied
the anticipation of salvation, the anticipation of the final judge=
0. But St Paul craves the realisation of that blissful future

Whon sin and death and judgement are no more to be reckoned with, ...
8 knows himself to belong to thel «w{o}uve: but the salvation

( LTI ) is a process which culminates when the exalted
rdst shall return in glory and both the dead and the living shall
® transformeq into perfect fitness for his fellowship." (XKennedy
P.9,19, )

¢ Paults conception of wTa E’«Xna has many facets, but

ther 3 -
| > are only two points which concern our investigation, firstly,

Tt
fer he believed in the coming of Christ and secondly, whether
\

8 b ;

J "eveq 14 to be imminent. What his ideas of Resurrection and

“dgement were
s

. (3 - o
) as also the manner of Christ's coming, are not to
o Doing,

) -

If in the light of the above emphasis upon the Christ of
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the future as the crown of faith and experience it can be shown
that throughout his epistles the apostle had that belief ever
before him, then the justification for his cursory treatment of
the Jesus of the past will be apparent.

And here it may be said with 3Schweitzer (p.52) that from
his first letter to his last Paul's thought is always uniformly
dominated by the expectation of the immediate return of Jesus and
of the Messianic glory. 1 Thes.110 Ye turned unto God .... to wait -
for His Son from Heaven, even Jesus which delivereth us from the
ath to come. In reply to the Thessalonlans' anxisty about ‘those
%ho had alread;} died he tells them 414-17 that "we who are alive,
"o survive t111 the coming of the Lord, shall in nowise precede -
- them ete,", He may in 52’3 tell them that the time of the Lord's
“ming is "like a thief in the night" but it is still to come within
e present generat ion.

80 with the other references in this letter thers is the

i
i3istence an the Parousia in the ir lifetime, e.g. 5°° lay your

Pirlt ang Soul and body be preserved entire without blame at the

to

iing of Our Lord Jesus christ (cf., also 219 315). It appears
] t\
% 8% in the interval betwsen the receipt of the first letter and

the .
W”tlng of the second an unhealthy excitement had risen over
|

he . ,
| immedlateness of the Advent: in the later epistle Paul's effort

+
»

d

trected o correcting this, but by no means to change the tone
of g

Xpe%anc}/‘ or postpone it indefinitely. 110 "ihen He comes to
glc’l‘ified in His saints and to be wondered at in all who have

be 1
8
. "8d on that day" is still within the lifetime of his readers.

-




And at the beginning of that passage where he narrates the course
of events which must precede the Goming he affirms it as strongly

as ever (21) and concludes wilth an exhortation to awailt it with

5]
patience (3 ).

|

If there is any difference in the eschatalogy in the early
epistles from those of the third missionary journey it lies in
8xpression more than emphasis. In the five years that intervene

the ‘tension with the Jews was increased and the tone becomes

80vernmental affairs form the main themes of the Corinthian and

Is stind there and as strong asbefore.

1 Cor. l'7 Ye are waiting for the coming of Our Lord Jesus

) ‘ 5 '3
trist; 4 Therefore judge nothing before the time until the Lord

“me who both wiil bring to light the hidden things of darkness
i i1l make manifest the counsels of the heartsy 729.51 Bug this
L say brethern the time is short .... for the fashion of this world

| Passety aways; in 1011 he speaks of this as the generation which is

£0 ws 5 .
°"itness the eng or the world of. also 5 15°°; as the epistle

H

b : 22 ’
%8an with tpe Advent hope so it ends with it,16 ~ Maranatha (come
Lorgy )

In the second letter to the Corinthians we find similar

Pefe
Tences, 714 We are your rejoicing even as ye also are ours
n 4 e :
he day of the Lord Jesus. The words of Isaish that "now is

t
be Accep

Yed tims, now is the day of salvation "are quoted in 6%

‘
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definitely less Jewish, besides which the occasion lent itself less to

#xpansive treatment of the question. The Law, faith, and incidental

Roman letters and the epistle to the Galatlans. But the expectation




4.
with obvious conclusions for the present, while 11° speaks of
espousing them to one husband that he may present them as a chaste
virgin to Christ, |

16

Rom, 2 looks for the day when God shall judge the secrets

of men by Jesus Christ according to Paul's gospel. "The earnest
expectation of the creation waiteth for the manifestation of the
sons of God"8l9, for "the glory which shall be revealed to us"818;
wiile "we ourselves groan within ourselves waiting for the adoption,
to wit the redemption of our body"820 . "Now it is high time to
tmake out of sleep for now is our salvation nearer than when we
(tirst) believean13l, "the night is far spent and the day is at

. 12
| hand"13 when "we shall all stand before the Judgement seat of

 Cirisgnyg 0 to give an account of ourselves to God 141%.

Less striking are the allusions in the Galatian epistle but
none the less convincing; Jesus who gave Himself for our sins that

B night deliver us from this present evil world 1%. We through

the Spipit walt for the hope of righteousness by faith 59, In due

%ason we shall reap if we faint not, therefore so long as we have

Hne 1ot yg do good to all men 69 10

The epistles of the captivity betray no diminution of imminent
expectatioﬁ, Phil, 16, He which hath begun a good work in you will
¥HOm 1% wntil the day of Jesus Christ; 10 That ye may be

1 .
"9 and without offence till the day of Christ; 21 That I mey

9 :
0108 in the day of Christ that I have not run in vain; 320 For
‘onversation ig in Heaven: from whence also we look for the
S
Tour ghg Lord Jesus Christ who shall change our vile body that it

T be fashioned 1ike unto His glorious body;4° Let your moderation be

-
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known wunto all men: The Lord is at hand. Similar allusions are

28 17

to be found in Ephesians (114'2:‘-2”743’O ) and Colossians (1 2

34.24)'

It cannot be argued in face of this evidence that as Paul
grew older his belief in the Parousia was either dimmed or diminish-~
8d: there is the same assumption in his last words as in his first,
- without development, without reaction, that the Christ was on the
point of appea‘tring. Dewick (pp.280~1) is surely misinterpreting
ICor.1522"28 when he sees in it a contradiction of the usual early
8xpected Parousia. The thought is that Christ will come and go-
after which when He has put all His enemies including death under
fls feet e will restore the Kingdom to His Father i.e. the Kingdom
| of Christ is not the present world era up to0 the consummation, but
| the time between the Parousia and the final act of unification.

That is to say that here too Paul shares the current belief that
Jesus wasg at that time reigning as Messiah but that his reign would
hortly become visible on earth. If Paul's thought underwent a
development it certainly did not consist in the slackening of his
“Schatologiga) expsctation as time went on (3chweitzer p.54).

It is of little use to investigate the sources for Paul's
eschatQlogical belief and to claim thereby to have explained away
hig theories; a cursory glance, almost as much as detalled investiga-

on, Sh‘ows that his framework for the Day of Judgement is as spare
® n i Other fundamental doctrines. He is here as always content
0 assepy Primary truths: the development of them into a logical

system .
) Was far from hig thoughts. His attitude towards the second
Avsny, i

| -

Vastly different from that of his environment: partly by
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reason’ of his emphasis on the central fact of Christ and partly by
the vitality of his religiou.s nature.

When detalls are proffered theyare treated as subsidiary: it
was ﬁot_ in his interests to give a closely worked out programme
for tﬁe Last Days in the manner of the Jewish apocalyptists.
Schwédtzer's résumé therefore (63-69) of the events following upon
‘the Day, '‘while true to chapter and verse is not true to Paul. . The
impression he gives is that Paul's interests were in creating a
ptchwork of imagery and extravagamce, like any Baruch or Ezra.
Whereas it is much more correct to say that just as his terminology
of salvation was secondary to the fact itself, so his conception of
the Parousia was not an integral part of his belief in its imminence.

We are probably trusr to Paul when we recognise the Jewisr
°3°hatalogica1 strain in his writing, one among many heritages from
his training ang environment, but at the same time recognise that
th Teally significant fact for him is that it is Christ who is
ming, that He is coming soon, and that He 1s that same Christ
"0 omptied Himself to become man. It is abackground for all his
thinking, o basis for all his hopes until the very end, that he

¥
W yet See face to face the Lord whom he has glorified since his

9xpe
PBrience opn the Damascus road.

Matever there may be of judgement, of conflict, of angels,

ang

ot Feésurrection, of men of sin in the mind of the apostle there
fs £y

}, s and foremost the triumph of Christ: the perfect union,

Salvaty
' on ang peace. ‘Then he would know even as he was known,

mOI' a
Uty Would put on immortality. The transformation which was

-
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begun here would be completed hereafter: the life in the Spirit
which he enjojed now was the foretaste of what was to come,
(ef. Headlam p.33).

Under the light of this "summing up of all things in Christ,
the things in Heaven and the things in earth"Eph.1%°  which lies
before him,the apostle keeps his syes forever fixed upon that con-
Sumation when redeemed humanity reaches its final assimilation in
Christ, "His 1life circulates through them in Unimpeded richness,

- They have now attained to the measure of the stature of the fulness

| Of Christ"Eph.413  (Kennedy 333).

Speaking of the final stage of Paul's thought Kennedy says;

"It would be useless to speculate on the manner
in which St. Paul conceived this great consummation to
be fulfilled, Unquestionably he would have regarded
8ll philosophical categories as inapplicable to his
momentous theme. TFor his mind, its interest and im-
P°Ptaﬁce are wholly religious. He could not realise
& more glorious issue for the wondrous process which
germinated fop humanity with the Incarnation, blossomed
in the Atoning Passion and came to full maturity in the
Ekaltation, than a reentrance of the glorified Lord into
the depths of the Godhead, so that His own words should
TeCelive their profoundest significance: I and my Father
8¢ one. In that crowniné end, the Consummation of the

Mngdom of God is accomplished," (341)
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It is impossible not to sse in this conception of‘ a cosmic
Christ a factor which accounts completely for Paul's disregard of
the historic Jesus: for him religion did not consist in fneditation
upon the ways and words of a past Redeemer but in life in a present
Lord and hope for a greater and fuller existence in the Coming

Kingdom. Jesus the man could not but become a minor figure beside

Christ the Judge and King. The Day of the Lord was not in the past

bt in the future: His work was yet to be done. As ruler and Messiah
how could His status be compared with that of a wandering rabbi; His
acts of mercy and charity, and healing, His words of wisdom and
Insight, wﬁat were these compared with the majesty and the power of
Hs coming glory?

The only light in which the earthly ministry could be regarded
s as a Necessary humiliation, a brief though essential chapter in
“d's plan for tne redemption of the world. The Jesus who had died

s the Christ, but it is only in His Death and Resurrection that He
bcomeg Significant for mankind. It cannot be expected that the same
N who Writes in =Eph. 215 of Jesus having abolished in His flesh

e *hmity, even the law of commandments, where the earthly life

t thing mopg Oor less than a dogmatic symbol, should dwell with

ot
788t upon its details:; for Paul the real life of Jesus began

0
toron the grayve Rom, 510, It was something that should be borne

Doy, 0.11
b them in theip experience of union with Him 2 Cor.4t ,
0% o
Sumary of 010graohlcal events. ‘hat Jesus did and said was
iy

it
fe consequence beside what He is and will be.

L
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It is this point of view which must be -stressed- in regarding
the thought of the epistles. Not that Paul did no’g knbw -~ though
how mich, and how and where he acquired his inforr'natioﬁ, is unecertain,
| There is no attempt to deny the fact that those around Jesus must have
- kad something to say of His life and that that may have bezn communi-
 cated to Paul, TNor is the question here under what influence the
 earliest narrators would transmit their facts, Bather is the need
 furdemental to recognise that Paul, presumably knowing of these
Sveryday events, writes as though he had no interest in the Jesus
; of the bast and conc'entrates on the Jésus of thie present and future.
Thus Johannes Jeiss' effort to prove that Paul did know facts
B00ut Jesus (Jesus and Zaul 17-22) apart from straining the texture

f the letters establishes in fach nothing. Iuch more truth lies

o Wrede's = emphasis (Paul 147 £f.) when he asks, what was the

igin of the Pauline conception of Christ? For it 1s obvious that
e Zurios Christos is not derived from Jesus of Iiazareth but was in

the P0stle's mind before he believed that Jesus was that Kurios.

" 1, & - . s
Tothing is furtner aloof from him than religious veneration for a
hero

The moral majesty of Jesus, His purity and piety, His ministry
B0,
O0Z the bPeople, His manner as a prophet, the whole concrete ethical

M religioug content of the earthly life signifies for Paul!s Christ-

1om
s/ nothing whatever." (Wrede 89).

It is nog as if the Christ of the epistles is a transformed
iesuS: thas
iy

the details of Jesus' ministry have been raised to
ko

i
}

tal
| " %%8%us and transmuted into eternal principles. On the contrary

18 r s .
preeustent, dying and rising 3aviour, who will shortly come to

[
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judge the world, betrays obvious Judaistic and Hellenestilél in-
fluence. Schweitzer makes out a good case as against Bousset and
Delssmann for deriving Paul's whole theology from late Jewish
eschatelogy (pp. 37 ff.).

It would be untrue to say that Paul had simply adopted the
current mythus, but it is clear that non-gospel influences are
ovidenced in his letters. Where they originated and in how far
they were present in the apostle's mind from the beginning is not
of great moment. The fact is that whatever knowledge of Jesus
he had has been sacrificed in the interests of a larger unity: that
of 1dentifying Jesus with the eternal Christ. Jewish apocalypse,
Hellenistic mystery, and historical fact are blended into an
luposing soteriology and eschatology - in the midst of it what

Toom could there be for the historic Jesus?

(The epistles of doubtful authenticity - 2 Thes. and Eph. =
12V6 been here taken as a portion of Paul's legacy: partly because
there ig not universal agreement on the subject and partly because
*e prosent problem is not affected by their genuineness, On the
Other hand the generally accepted view that the Pastoral Epistles

o9 non Pauline has been adopted - and this largely for convenience.)
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II. oOther New Testament Writings.

Hebrews.

"Wherefore seeing we arlso are compassed about with so
great a cloud of witnesses let us lay aside every weight and
the sin which doth so easily beset us and let us run with patience
the race that 1s set before us, looking unto Jesus the author
and finisher of our faith: who for the joy that was set before
Bm endured the Cross, despising the shame, and is set down at
the right hand of the throne of God." With these words at the
beginning of his twelfth chapter, the author of Hebrews sums
Up his peroration on faith.

It has been often said that Our Lord's humanity has been
better served by this writer than by any other in the New Testa-
ment, yet while there are some slight developments in this direction
1t will be shown that his point of view is largely that of the
remaining authors , and the above quotation represents both the
lnits of the interest and the typbcal attitude of the composer
%0 the life of Jesus.

He is the author and finisher of faith, rather than the
Prophetic healer: He endured the Cross as a correlative to
*htering into glory, rather than as a climax to a life of sacri-
fice, Even when full credit is given to the allusions to Jesus!
"IN1LY 1% 19 seen how much of the motive is dogmatic and not

bi°81‘*3Lphi<:al, and how the emphasis lies elsewhere than on His
%arthly 1ire,
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When it 1s remembered that a knowledge of the existence
of Jesus must be presumed, together with the theological neces-
sity for affirming His Hhumenity in the interests of His High
Priestly calling, the claims that a greater attention is paid
here to the earthly life than in the other eplistles will be seen
to be largely exaggerated.

Milligan (p.79) in an attempt to show that the author makes

repeated reference to the events of Christ!s earthly life can only

Sumion up a meagre skeleton of informaetion: the fact that He sprang

out of Judah'?“ (obvious ly Messianic dogma and not history cf.
Num, 2417); that He preached salvation 29 (mentioned because 1t
¥as salva’ﬁion and therefore their chilef éoncern); the opposition
He encountered 125 (this does seem to have more justificiation as
& non-dogmatic detail , being used to encourage the readers to
bear their own sufferingswith fortitude); the intensity of His
Pérsonal suf ferings 57 £f. (it would be more convincing if the
description of these had been more obviously dependent upon the
®vangelists and less ohviously upon Ps.22 %24 _ cf. v.soden 119).
It will be seen that only one of the above can be called
® Pure biograrphical reference, therefore dictated by an interest
In the life of Jesus Himself, and that that is used rather as an
admonition. Other references not given by Milligan have a purely
theologt cqy significance (29 Jesus made a little lower than the
“891s for the suffering of death; 236 He took on Him the seed
o Abraham; 9l4 Christ offered Himself without spot; 1019.20 Having

th
STrefore boldness by the blood of Jesus to enter into the holiest
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,by a new and living way through the veil, that is to say His
flesh). We can hardly speak of a strong emphasis on His humanityl
when it is capable of being regarded as a veil, i.e. a symbol of
His physical mortal aspect (West. Comm. p.84).

What Milligan calls references which bring out the true
humanity of His inner 1ife are also seen to be dictated not by a
regard for that inner life as such but in it as a facet of the
High Priesthood of Jesus. "We find Him spoken of as exercising
faith or trust in God" but 21°-I will put my trust in Him - is
an 0ld Testament quotation applicable to the Messiah: "as moved
by merey and sympathy towards His brethern on account of His
likeness to them" 217 - wherefore in all things it behoved Him
% be made 1ike unto His brethern that He might be a merciful and
falthful High Priest in things pertaining t o God to make reconcili-
atlon for the sins of the people. The significant word here is
"behoved": not ‘that Jesus was like us and therefore was now a
High ?riést reconciling us with God. Primarily He ‘must be a High
riest - from eternity - therefore had to become man, to be like
s fellows, to share their difficulties, temptations, and sorrows,
'8 0rder that having surfered (218) He might help sinful man by
His intercessions .

That is to say that those characteristics of His earthly
ministry that are introduced are introduced not for themselves
" for their place in the concept of the office of the Christ:

% such M8t be regarded allusions to His being tempted, His

8in
lessness, His obedience, and His suffering.
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His High Priestly work depends upon His absolute oneness
with humanity, except in the matter of sin: only thus could the
0ld Testament prophecies of a Second Covenant be fulfilled, and
the perfect Priest of the order of Melchizedek be conceived of.
The High Priesthood of reconciliation with God is the framework
and Into this the Jesus of history must be fitted. Once more we
have faith not biography, interpretation of history rather than
factual ¥mnowledge.

Just as pre-existence was requisite (12) to His humanity,
80 His humanity was requisite to His exalted life. It may be
admitted that the fact of Jesus in history and faith is the axis
°n which the whole scheme revolves, that the author did not start
out with eternal priesthood in hismind and then proceed to fit
the 1ife of Jesus into that scheme: but on the other hand,
8suming him to start with Jesus, it 1s clear that in meditation
Upon the 01d Testament scriptures he seeks confirmation in them
for almost 811 that has any significance for him in Jesus' life.
The facts of Josus' existence that concern him are those which
how Him as the fulfilment of prophecy or the prilestly office,
"t the nett result that the historic interest is replaced by

the dogmatic,

When Milligan therefore (p.80) says: "Whether we regard
ChI‘istr

8 life from the outside or the inside itis the life of

0 N

" Who 1n the path of actual experience and trial was prepared
by

" B great work", the statement is correct but the emphasis

is
misleading, For it is the "great work" that determines just
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