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INTRODUCTION

The Christian religion is grounded in something given. Christian faith
has its origin not in general religious éxperience, not in some particular

esoteric mysticism, not in a dogma but in a particular series of events in

“history. The Church knows that she is f ounded upon the "foundation of the

Ap@stles and Prophets," who point beyond themselves to a "revelation" which
has taken piace in andnthrough history. The Church, theréfore, is founded
upon the message of the Bible. |

- The centrality of the ﬁible in the life of the Church is not just some-

thing to be desired, It is also a fact. Wﬁerenthe Church is, there is the

Bible in the centre. Or perhaps it would be even more tree to say, where the

Bible is in the centre, there is the Church! This is not to say that the
Bible replaces Christ as the head of the Church., The fundamentalist churches
which adhere to a radical Biblicism have not in fact put the Bible at the

head; they are merely using the Bible to buttress saomething they have already

' created. Christ truly becomes the Lord of His people when they put the Bible

at the centre, because the Bible never points to itself but always beyénd
itself to the revelation of the Creator and Redeemer.

.Biblical_éuthority has been takén more seriously by the ?rotestant Church .
than it has béen by Rome. It is true that 3ome says.the Sceriptures must be
taken literally, dut for thén final authority rests not wiéh the Scripturés'

but with the Church. For Protestants, the Bible, as it points to God's




2
2]
]
]
]
L]
)
»
o
J
o
]
]
]
]
»
>
]
»
]
®
)
D
»
)
)
]
)
9
S
o
D
9
2
o
)
)
)
)
s
3
3
)
s
)
2
-
3
)
-3
=

iv

revelation, is the content of the'Church's message. It is true that
Protestant Churches, some more than others, have all fallen into a
false Biblicism, but this occurs because of'théir ingistence on the
BiblefS»authqrity for‘the total life of the Body of Christ. The Bible
is the Word of God for the Church, and through the Church for the whole
worid. The Church does not create the»authorityiof the Bible but merely
acknowledges and gratifies it.

The Biblical message is authoritatiﬁe becauge through it the Wofd

of God is spoken to men. But the Biblical message has to be interpreted.

God's revelation is not a static thing, given’through lifeless propositions

recérded in a book. It is a living revelation, given,in and through con-
crete historicai events which share in all the particularity that‘other
events do. The Bible in witnessing (it not only'records"vbut also"witnessesg")
to these events éhares in its livingness, its concreteness, and its parti-
cularity. This dynamic witness, then, must not be merely repeated, but in-
terpreted; Only in thisyway will the Bibliéal message séeak to men in the
t&entieth century. |

The task of interpretation has been taken up by scholars in evé:y
communion, Men f;om both the Protestant‘and Roman communions have spent
their lives setting forth the meaning of the Scriptures., It isbnot a

modern phenomenon; this has been the case since the beginning of the Church.
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But in the past two centuries somethigg has happened in the field of
3ihlica1 interpretation which is‘quite new: ",... a precise method of
handling historical evidence and an unshakeable confidence in the
adequacy of the new method."l @his method includes the establishment
of the text, philological investigation, study of literary}forns, and

a plaéing of the documents in their proper historical setting. It also
includes the termination of authorship of the various docuﬁents as well
ag when, whére, and why they~&ere written. All this is to be done with
scientific accuracy and objectivity.

Thus iﬁ the modepn.period we have entered upon a new methbd of
dealing with the Scriptures. The results of this new literary-historicél
criticism were at first so shocking that the critics looked upon previous
Biblical interpretation as being the result of primi#ive pre judice only.
They became convinced that only the literary-historical.method was adequate
to discover the real message of the Bible. They severed thémselvés from
former Biblical scholarship and they worked independently of the discipline

of systemétic theology. Approximately thirty years ago, however, a great

change began to take place in critiéal gcholarship, a change which has had

tremendous consequences in the relation of Biblical scholarship to the other

theologicél disciplines and to the Church. "he purpose of this thesis is to -

examine thig change and to assess its meaning.
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1. Hoskyns and Davey, Riddle of The New Testament, P. 10.
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Chapter 1.

.The Liberal Period

2

The critical approach to the Bible did not occur in a vacuum,

but forms part of a great change in the thought and outlook of men

in modern Western culture. We will properly understand contemporary

New Testament study only when we examine it in the light of this great:

change. Let us, therefore, examine briefly the history of the past
few hundred years in order to discover the reasons for this -change.
The period after 1450, for a century or more, was one of un- ;

paralleled geographical discovery. These discoveries led to.contacts

wiph peoples hitherto unknown, to new relationships in trade and
eeonomics, and to a wider outlook generally; theybrevealed new
horizoné, of which the authorities, both secular and religious, had
not taken aécount, and‘for which they were unprepared.

The close of the sixteenth century saw the bgginning of a great N 4?
development in the natural sciences, which gradually revolutionized ;
|
i

the old interpretation of the universe. On one side, a new interest

arose in the study of physics and mathematics. On the other side,

through fhe.discoveries of Copérnicusvit became clear for the firsg
time that this earth is not the centre of the universe. This had : , ?
momentous repercussioné in theology,'for, in general, the statements

of the Bible had been in accord witﬂrthe older, Ptolemaicrexplanation

of the universe.,

Partly as a result of the two changes we have just considered,

the principle of authority found itself challenged in many unexpected

ways. Until this time authofity in every sphere of life was unquestioned.
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Chapter 1.

It was assumed that authefity had provided answers to every problem

that ceuld arise, If they found themselves confrontlng a new sltuatlon
the questlon asked was not, Shall we examine it and learn how to deal
with i$? but, What is the!authority for it? The Bible was one of these
unquestioned authorities. But the Renaissence, and to a lesser degree
the Reformation, undermined the Medieval veneration for authori%y, and

a new spirit of enquiry spread from one discipline to another. The Bible
also came under the scrutiny of the new method, but not until the latter
half of the Eighteenth century did critical stuﬂy of the Scriptures begin
in earnest. Until that tlme the Bibllcism of both Protestantism and
Cathollclsm kept 1t away from the eyes of the new sclentlflc-crltlcal
scholars., There can be llttle ‘doubt that the study had its roots in the
revolt against the unquestioning acceptance of established authority

which goes back to the Renaissance. R. H, Lightfoot says that "The

revolt was accompanied by a corresponding belief in the humen capacity

to deal with any situation with which a man might be confronted, and

therewith in his ability to test and prove all things, even the oracles
1

of God."

The old conviction\that the Bible was a divine Book which must not

.be profaned by critical investigation was discarded by many New Testament

'scholars. Powerful conservative forces reacted agalnst this, but in

Germany especxally the - 51tuatlon wag such as to enable the critical spirit

to grow strong. She had numerous theological faculties with a spirit of

1. The Critical ‘Approach to the Bible in the Nineteenth Century, in
The Interpretation of the Bible, ed. by C.W. Dugmore, Society for Promotlng
Christian Knowledge, London, 1944, P. 78.
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research such as no other country could exhibit. They insisted that the
Bible, too, be submitted for critical investiéation. Thus the Book which
has been subject to so much study and interpretation came under the

scrutiny of a new method.

The aim of this discipline was to examine the Biblical documents

without being bound by creedel prejudice. The Bible, the new critics

maintained, is a book written by human beings, and although it may be
inspired, still it must be sub jected to the same critical study es any
other human documents. It was their concerh to examine the Books of thé‘
Bible as t5 their authorship, date, place of composition, readers,-
‘occasion and purpose, and, finaliy, content, and to do this honestly

and objectively. If the results of such study did not conform to

- traditional beliefs, they insisted that the beliefs be modified and not

the critical results. They further insisted that within its own domain

criticism has the right-to work hy its own laws and reach-its own results,

without suhmittiﬁg to the demand that its resulfs conform to arétandard‘

imposed from fhe outside, As A, S, Peake says, thé ideal of’priticiém

is to bé "a passionless inquiry controlled saimply by the desire to

ascertainbﬁruth through the application of rigid scientific method."” .
Within the confines of thié thesis wé will deal notywith critical

scholarship as maﬁifgsted in Biblical studies generally, but only as we

gee it dealing with the New Tegtament. The title of Albert Schweitzer‘s

1. The Nature of Scripture; Hodder & Stoughton Ltd., London, 1922, P,18,.




po
-]
e
50
e
)
.
2
]
9
=]
9
.
e
e
.
=
2
=
—J
=
.
-
=3
-0
=
=
=
>
2
=
=]
-9
=)
0
=
-9
9
=)
=3
=
9
0
.
2
=
0
)
=)
.0

4,
Chapter 1.

epoch-making book is a perfect definition of the aim of Nineteenth

-century New Testement criticism: The Quest of the Historical Jesus.

It is true that all the books of- the New Testament were subtmitted %o
the literary-historical method, but the great concern of New Testament
scholars was with the Gospels; they wanted to dis cover the Jesus of

history! It need hardly be said that the very phrases "the Jesus of

history," and "the historical Jesus," are distinctively modern, and

would have beeh'unintelligible to e%flier geherations. They are a
natural producﬁ of the neﬁ consciousness that it might be péssible to
get behind creed and tradition and gospel, to penetrate the misfs of
ecclesiastical dogmé, and to find the simple historical tfuth about
Jesus of Nazareth. This whole criticel movement sometimes carried

with it an‘appearance of dbuht and denial which wés idtimidating fo

some Churchmen and often caused bitter opposition. But there can be

no duestion that‘in an age when Christian faith had become fo; many
reasons difficult, and when many earnest souls seemed to feel the ground
giving way beneéth their feet, an age ' in which religious doubt was a
wide-spread and painful éxperience, the rediscovery of the Jesus of
history came as a new revelation. ‘The Christ of the Creéds might be a
baffliﬁg and mysterious figure, but, after all, the Christological state-
memts in the Creeds professed to refer to an actual higtorical person,
who lived in Palestihe at a particular time and "suffered under Pontius

Pilate." Therefore, it must be possible to aporoach the figure of Jesus
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by historical methods, and thus at-leasﬁ make a beginning in the‘under-j.
standing of His,significance. Moreover, when this was attémpted, it
éppeared'to be marvellously successful., The figure of Jesus seemed ;o
stand out as it had never done before. The mists ggzg_penetrated, aﬁd

there appeared the winﬁing and commanding personality of the Man of

Nazareth, They could now see Him as His contemporary sew Him, and they

could feel the throbbing vitality of Hig human voice and touch. It
gseemed to be a rediscovery of the right starting point for an understanding
of the Christian faith, which had become so obscured; for it was like

beginning where the original disciples began.

It is almost universally agreed among present—day New Tegtament
scholars that these men were not as successful in their quest for the
historical Jesus as they héd at first thought. The Jesus of history
turned out to be a very elusive figure. As Liberal scholarship continued
the amount of material tﬁat could be honestly trusted as poiﬁting to tﬁe
Jesus of history (as they conceived Him) greatly décreased; and they came
to despai: of ever being able to write a life of Jesus. R, H; Lighffobt's
words are already famous: "For all the inestimable value of the Gospels,
thej yield us little more than a whisper of His voice; we trace in them

1 : : :
but the outskirts of His ways." We must remember, though, that when they

1. History and Interpretation in the Gospelﬁ, Hodder & Stoughton Ltd.,
London, 1935, P.225.
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used the termm "Jesus of'histofy," they usually meént a figure who could
be described and authenticated by a cold and detached crﬁtibism. But
they had also already formed a picture in their minds of the Person that
would appear as a result of\their‘criticgl igvestigation. Jegus must be
consistent; He must have the same me;sage in much the seme terms for
everyone: Above all, He must be a pépular teacher Whom thé cémmon people

hear gladly, beoause His message is so simple that ali can understand it.

‘ All is perfectly easy of comprehension by rich and poor, learned and un-

learned, young and old. ‘“he parable was thus a»pedagogic deviqe to make
these ultimate simplicities simpler still, ' The Liberal scholars did not
figd such a Person, ?ut the fact that‘they did not discover the Jesus they
expected does in no wey destroy their tremendous contribution to New Testa-

megt study. fThere are four points we could mention in connection with the

Liberal critics.

1. . They proved conclusively the human-historical cheracter of the New
Testament documents. They are nﬁt divine gifts from>heaven, nor are they
the result of divine dictation. Whe writers are reai historical figures
concerned with their historical situation, colored by their environment,
Adopting the iiterary methods of ﬁheir day, borrowing from their pre-
decessors, shaping;their gources ?fora their own purposes, calculating and
making m;stakeaa this is as érue of Mark's Gosbel as it is for First

1. cof. ¥.W.Manson's treatment of thisvin his book, The Teaching of Jesus,
Cambridge University Press, 1935, P.16. o
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Cori@thians. They arose out of the needs and experiences of the early
Church. Kor instance, by setting ;he Gospels in their proper hisforical
context, we are able to see the reflections of historical events ;hich
occurred long after Jésus' death and which had taken on great meaning for
them (like the fall of Jerusslem in 70 AD.). If it is true that God
reveals Himgelf through the New Testament, then He does so through this

kind of book a human book containing the normal ignorance, prejudice,

and provincialism of fallible human beings. ‘fhe evidence shows that there

has been a misconception as to the manner of God's revelation. Y“he demon-

stration that absolute iherrancy can no longer be claimed for the Biblical

" records has compelled a salutary wrestling with the problems of inspiration

and revelation. If today it is commonplace for us to think of revelation
as given through events rather than propositions, that is largely due to
the work of the critics,

2e But Liberalghistorical scholaiship attackedanother significant mig-
conception; the uniqueness of Jesus' téachings and the formulafionsof the
New Testament theologians. Study of the environment of both Jéwish and
the Christian religions has patiently accﬁmulated parallel after parallel,
antecedent upon antecedent, until the word "unique", as it has been some-
timgs applied to the New Testament affirmations, hés lost ﬁuch of its
significange. The historians have shown how extensiveiy the New Testament
writers inherit, borrow, adopt, and adapt. Even in the concepts of Jesus
Himself, aésuming that we have sone of Jesus' actual teaching recorded in
the Gospels, we can see the direct inheritanée from the Hebrew 0ld Testament

religion, Christian theology still maintains the uni@ueness of the Christian
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3

gospel, but it has been forced by Liberal scholarship to rest ité,case

on different grounds than it has sometimes done.

3 Literary~historical criticism has shown that the Gospel records

are not historical documents in the normal sense of the‘word "historical."”

Tﬁe Gospels do not provide an ordinary biography of a man. Modern
critical analysis has conclusively proved not only}that.the Gospals are
not eye-witness biographies, but that they are the work of Christians
removed‘by at least one fu11 éeneration from the death of Jesus. Whether
or not the Gospels’presérve eye-&itness material is a questibn with which

we will deal later. But it is evident that the Gospeis do not always

¢

" record the actual words of Jesus, but sometimes put into His mouth

teachings ﬁhibh will meet the need of the Church contemporary to the
Gospel writers. The New Testament scholars were not, and are not yet,

agreed ag to what parts are genuinely the words and actions of Jesus,

‘and what is the work and interpretation of the early Churchg but they

have been forced, and they have forced the theologians, to consider and |
wrestle with the problem of the relation of the gospel to history.

4, Finelly, we must remember the contribution that Liberal criticism

| hag made in the ideas'of Christian theology about the unity of the New

Testament. Prior to the birth ofrliterary-hisﬁorical scholarship,

Christian theology often assumed that the New Testament contained a

"hnifdrm theological formulation. ¥rom Matthew to Revelation it was

thought that the New Testament supported one theological understanding,
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which, by the way, the intérprgter often had wheﬁ he went to study the-
New Testament. It is true that many men before modern criticism were
aware of great differences in the New Testament documents. Martin
Luther, for instance; saw how James' epistle differed from those of -
Paul, and he did not hesitate to call it "the epistle‘of straw;“ But

the New Testament was, for churchmen, a unity and this unity waé usually -

~conceived of in a very static way. Uhe analytical work of criticism soon

made the old position untenable as the diversity of the New Testament
documents became apparent.v Not only are they different in literary form
but they also vary in theological expression and content. The old static
view of New Testament uniformity hes had to be abandoned and it has
forced New Testament scholars and theologians, who are convinced of 1ts

-

unity, to reconsider the nature of that unityes

These are some of the contributions of Liberal-critical scholarship, °
contributions which we have not, and will not, outgrow. It is true, as
some are quick to point oﬁt, that many of the critical theories have been
very untrustworthy, and have sonetimes been proven to be false as soon as
they were bubliéhed. But, as John Lowe points out, "the fact that the
course of Biblical criticism is strewn with the wreckage of abandoned
theories no more condemns the method than the history of rejecting

. 1 . . -
gcientific hypotheses condemn science." - Some present-day critics and

1. 'The Recovery of the Theological Interpretation of the Bible, in
Interpretation of the Bible, ed. by C. W. Dugmore, Society for the
Preservation of Christian Knowledge, London, 1944, P. 113.
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thgologfana, :eélizing the inadequacy_of the conclﬁéions of many of the
Lihera1 critics, have dismissed thgm.with defision. Suéh an unérateful
attitudé forgets the immense debt we all owe to the work of the great
Liberal scholars: indeed, without their labors - and'théii errors - we
could not properly see\our path today. A. 3. Peecke is right when he
says, "..... the generally accepted results of criticism ..... rest on
a’numbér of phenomena\actually present4in the documents themselves which
the traditiongl view fails to éxplain'..... Even were the critical
theory wrong or defective, the facts would still remain to bte explained."1
This has been but a brief examination of tﬁe aims and accomplish-
ments of the literary-historical school during the nineteenth, and the
first few years in the twentieth, centurieé. In citing its accompiish—
ments; we have ment ioned ohly those which.are felevant to this particular
study. For want of a better name, we have called this period the Liberal
Period.{note capital "L"). This must not be inperpreﬁgd to mean we think
liberal scholarship (éméil "1v) gtopped théré; We are convinced that it
did not, and sincerely hope it never does, The word liberal (small nyn)

indicates the attitude of one whose mind is open to receive new truth;

it describes a man who knows that 1life is dynamic and cannot be contained

~in a static systems But critical scholars of this period just mentioned

approached the New Testament with certain definite concerns and pre-
auppositiohs, and we designate the period in which these men worked the

Liberal Periode
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1. The Nature of Scripture, Hodder & Stoughton Litd., London, 1922, P.38.
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Present-day New Testament scholars and theologians appreciate the
work of the men in the Liberal period; they are also very critical of it.

But their criticism focuses mainly on the presuppositions of the Liveral

critics. One great fallacy of the critics who maintained the rigorous
scientific method was their belief that they had no presuppositions. They
were convinced that they brought no an§wérs, but only questions, to the
investigation of the New Testament. But the truth was that they had im-
plicitly given the answer to-several extremely important questions, Amos
Wilder, when dealing with this proh%em, gays, "When at the end of the
Eighteenth,Century Gabler invokes a‘strictlylhistorical procedure, he is
likewise engaged in excluding a formulation viewed as dogmatic, though
his own supposedly non-dogmatic approach'wasuqugliﬂiéd by presuppositions
which characterized‘all the historical workuof the new period which was to

1 _
follow." The Liberals unconsciously supported certain assumptions:

(1)° the working hypotheses of natural science, (2) the assumptions of

modern anthropology, and (3) the modern philosophy of history, all became

for them dogmas of theology. There can be no question that these assumptions

‘not only affected to a large extent what they looked for, but also determined

their interpretation of the faéts discovered. 'he assumptions were as

follows:

- @ wn em WE am e Es e M Gm R TR em e R AR e e e R e Gh MR WR AR B e G SE @R @ . e @ s

l. New Testament Theology in Transition, in The Study of the Bible Today

and Tomorrow, ed. by H, R, Willoughby, University of Chicago Press, Chicago,

1947, P.423,
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1. God is immesnent in nature and history.

This is not to be interpreted as pantheism., Nature énd history were
not in themselvesg God but rather moved completely in accordanc; with
eternél(laws which God had placed into- their very nature. It was in this
way that God waé immanent. Any interference on God's part in the settled
order of nature is harred,‘so the éssential;thing about God's sovereignty
is that it should be acknowledged by men. God does not personally exercise
that sovereignty by direct action in tﬁe world. The next step from that
was that it was the business of men to buildiﬁhe Kingdom of God. God's
Fatherhood is cénceived only in tefms of the eyé of faith discerning Him %o
be such., Faith sees Him behind the order of nature and history as the

Creator, and through the order of nature and history garing for us and

detemining vws., "..... we are fimmly convinced that what happens in space

and time is subject to the general lines of motion and that in this sense,

as an interruption of the order of Nature, there can be no such things as
1 ‘ :

'miracles!ﬂ Thus Liberal scholarship had no place for events which did

“not arise naturaily out of the historic process and did not know what to

make of eschatology in its Biblical form.
2. Human history is rising to ever greater heights through the operation

of forces inherent in creation.
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1. Harnack, Adolf, What is Chrigtianity, G. P. Putneam's Sons, New York,
1904, P.28f. - o
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: This theory was given imp etus by the great scientific discoveries
and industrial advances that took bkice ih the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. But it was Darwin's theory of the evolution of the speciés
which gave to the doctrine of progress tremendous apologetic bower, and
it captured the thoughf and the imagination of the West. According to
the doctrine of progress, life is getting inevitahly better through»fhe

working of natural forces.

" 3, Men in their inmost nature are essentially good.

If given the proper education and oppbrtunity people wiil'seek the
Good as against the Evil, There was a general optimiém about manﬁs nature
which led them to attfibute evil either %o ignoran;e or to wrong environ-
ment. The Biblical assertions about sin were treated in one of two ways:
(1) as an expréssién'of primitive religion which we have no outgrown; or
(2) they were iﬁterpreted to make them more congenial to modern hhmahistic
ideas. They recognized the existence of sin but always conceived of it in
moralistic terms only.
4, Because God is present with men only through the natural wofking of
history (He doés not'persanally intrmie); there is no Divine revelation but
ohly human discovery. Hevelation hqume4 the "other side" of discovery.

The conception that the Bible wgs Holy Secripture because it is the record

"of, and wifness to, God's dealing with men for their’redémption tended‘to

give»way'before'the conception of the Bible as the greatest of the classics

of religious literature. Like other classics it was often recommended for
: . . 1 ,
its insights and spirituwal appeal. The consequences of revelation being

1. For an exemple of this see E. F. Scott's book, The New Testament Today,
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)

turned into discovery was that Jesus becomes a moment in the religious
evolution of man, a stagé in the upward growth, important as ihtroducing a
new era and as a religious genius, but nb mare. Wé‘know, of course, that
mo st of tﬁe Libveral critiés thought of Jesus as being the very peak of the
mountain up which éll ﬁen climb, but to be conéistent they could oﬁly say
that he was the greatest‘zgs_knqﬁn; c.c. McCown in his book, The Search

For the Real Jesus,iwhich was published only thirteen yéars ago, says,

‘"Until a better than Jesus appears, he is the ultiﬁate."No one can predict

) , 1
that a better never will appear.”

if in‘Jésus we have no£ God éntering the human aéehe, then Hié unique-
ness is destroyed. And if the assumnption is that God does not personaily act
in the human scene, then it is cleaf'tq us whj Paul, John, and Peter merg
igno;ed. These thiee focug on the Pefson of Jesus beéausé they believe that
in Him God became Incarnate., Their writings were treated as beiﬁg later
accretions which are foreign to the teaching of Jesus. The focus of
attenfion was placed almést exclusively on the Gospels in'ordar to make
Jeéus, as a gfeat religious personality, stend forth"clgarly.r They tried
t6 picturé Him clearly, to make Him live in their owﬁ time, to éppropriate
His religionvand through it to see God. |

MacMillan Company, New York, 1921. It is true that B, P, Scott is not a
nineteenth century .scholar, but we see in him many of the presuppositions -
of the Liberal period coming to focus,

1, Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, 1940, P.300f.
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Chap ter 2.3

Forces Toward Change

During thé nineteénth century the Yook mgrket wag flooded Qith a
geemingly infinite number of works on‘the life of Jesus. The New Testament
scholars eagerly attempted historical reconstruetions of His careef, His
personality, and His teaching.. But in 1901 the Liberal scholars who shared

this interest received a staggering blow by a book written by Wilhelm Wrede,

‘entitled The Messianic Secret in the Gospels. Wrede tried to prove that

the Jésushof history cannot be discovered and that the only attitude we can
take t§ the whole thing is one pf "thoroughgoing scepticism.”" However,
Liveral scholarship was soon to receive a blow which would stagger it even

more than Wrede's. This came from Albert Schweitzer's great work, The Quest

of the Historical Jesus, which appeared in 1906. Sphweﬁzer lashed out at

the cla;m of Libersa) interpretation that we can make Jesus live in owr own

‘ time, He pursued‘criticismjto a point which startled even Liberal Protestants.

His historicai conclugion is clear: all presentations of the preaching of
Jesus that seek the kernél elsewheré than in His eschatology are reinterpre-
tafions which do violence to the historical truth. He saw that modern~ .
higtorical crities always pushed the eschatological élemenp agside as being

the wcrk’of later and lesser minds than Jesus. Schweitzer challenged their
ability to separate the true from the faise, to be able to extract the
"historicél kerne;." He’ingisﬁed that-they were faced with only two alter-
natives: if théy pérsiSted in trying to weed out thevtfue from the false

tpey wouid have to accept the thorougp—going skepticiem of Wrede; if they took
the Gospels as they were then they must accept a position_of ﬁhorough—going

eschatology. Most New Testament scholars did not like either alternative.
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They were still trying to cope with Schweitzer when World War I
ﬁegan, Thig world-shattering event challenged two fundamentsl aﬁsumptions
of the philosophy and theology in that period in which Liberal écholarship
shared: the belief in inevitable progress, and in the essentlal goodness
of man., The horrors of that war mede it possible for men to appreciate t&
a greater extent the Biblical statements about evil forces in our worldzv
And they could not so easily pass over Paul's insistence that men are lost
except for God's grace. Many men did got loge faith in the possibility of
progress but’the optimistic doctrine of the world Beéoming naturally and
inevifably»better'wﬁs glmost completely shattered, |

Another influence toward chanée came much more indirectly; we refer to

the influence of the so-called "dialectical theology." In the thirty years

since the publication of the second edition to Karl Barth's Epistle to the

Homans, the theological climate has campletely changed. ''heology has been
canpelled to grapple anew with the Biblical kerygma; Now it is true that

Néw Testament scholarship has in germeral proceeded indepéndently of the
theologicai disciplines, ButiBarth's mighty declaration about God's tran-
scendence and man's gi nfulness, which have radically affected theologians in
the West, have also had their influence in New Testament study. New Testament
critics were not quite so ready to discount the sections that referred to
God's sovereign intervention in human affairs. Still we must remember that
Barth and other so-called neo-orthodox théélogians did not generally influence
New Testément study directly but mainly through their influence on the whole

theological climste, Barth's influence can be seen most in the works of the

|
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- great form-criﬁiq,,ﬁudolf Bultmann,

But libergl schblarship.did not end wixh.Alhert Schweitze;,“or:
with £he World War, or with Karl Barth, It was put through thg fires
but withstood them and continved its wrk, burged of many of its false
assunptions., One of the first manifestations of change was the reneweq
interest in the rest of the Neﬁ Tegtament, Paul and John'especially,
who had been somewhat geglected, again ceme under critical study. The
Synoptics remained the centre of inte;est but did not daninate the
discipline the way fhey did before.

Ip Germany two men began tovfight their way through the old
presubbositions and the old critical resulfs, and thgy iﬁitiated a
new_literary—historical me thod qélled Fonnicriticism. These men were
Martin Dibelius and Eudolf Bultmann. This.method assumes that befare the

Gospels were drawn up in their present state, the tradition about Jesus

was circulated in stories that had very definite forms. For instance, .

there was the Hativity Story, the Passion Story, the Parable, each. of
which had very definite literary characteristics which were, the form
critics maintained, created by a definite social situation, Dibelius and

Bultmann ﬁelieved thét by discovering the exact form of the different units

of tradition they can evaluate their historical worth., The result of their

work was to prove that as far back as you can go in gospel tradition, you
can trace a continual process of theological interpretation permeating and

informing the tradition. Through the rigorous execution of the scientific

method they discovered tha£ theological interpretation was not smmething
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addgd to a tradition of "pure" historical material, Theology is no late
accretion but is at the very heart of the gospel. For Bultmenn especial-
ly, this resulted in almost complete historical scepticism. He wrote in
1926, "I do indeed think that we can now know almost nothing concerning
the 1ifé and personality of Jesus, since the early Chfistian.aaurces'show'
no interest in either, are moreover fragmentary and often legendary; and
other sources about Jesus do not exist."% Bultménn argues thaf the church
did not live by history nor did it preserve real history. |

Bultmann is not without opposition. In Gennaﬁy dscar Cullmann has
made very severe and very effective criticisms of Bultmam's statanents..
In Englahd the latter's position has been questioned most éffebtively by
four men: C. H, qud; William Mansbﬁ, and Hosk&hé and Davey. Hoskyns and
Davey set the issue squarely before hs with the terse question, "Is the
Jesus of History wholly suhmerged in the New Testament or does that
higstory rigorously control all our New Testament documents?"zf Their answer,
and the answer of both Dodd and Manson ié that the history does control
the New Testement documents. F. C. Grant, who is also a form critic, would
agree with the English.scholara. We will deal with these questions in a
momeﬁt,‘but the important thing for us to'realizevat this point is that the
concern ig changed., The gritics have not a purely historical interest

l1s Jesus and the Word, trans. by Smith & Huntress, Ivor Nicholson % Watson

"~ Ltd., London, 1935, P.8.

2. .Riddle of the New Testament, Faber & Faber Ltd., London, 1949, P.58.
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but also raise the question of the abiding and normative meéhing of the
New Testament., The prime task of the New Testaméht critic is no longer
to "get behind" the witness of the Gospel writers to discoQér the simple
untheological qesua. They are no longer concerned to merely uncover bare
‘historic facts, but rather to illuminate what thelNew'Testament.says.
This is true of the scholars just mentioned, as well as of menllike
T. W. Manson; Amos Wilder, John Knox, F. C. Grant, Floyd Filson, Paul
Minear, and many others. They are dedicated to thé work of inter—v
preting the meaning of the total New Testament witness.
But this new concern has raised fof these scholars fivé very im-

portant questionss

1. What is the nature of New Testament literature?

2. Vhat is the relation of history and theology?

3;- What is the nature of New Testament unity?

4. What is the nature of Biblical authority?

5, Does Biblical study require "theological' exegesis?

It is to these questions that we now turn our attention,
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Significant Contemporary Problems

Any change of concern raises new questions: everylnew movement
cafries with it fresh problems. This was true of the Liberal movement
in its initial stages, and is certainly evident in the\cqntemporary
"pevolution™ in New Testsment study. It is to these fresh problems
that we turﬁ now.' ‘

A. New Conception of the Nature of New Testament Literature

The unguestioned assumption of ninetéenth century critical study
was that behind the Gospel records stood a simple, untheological, ﬁnf
interpretéd Jesus. They believed that all the New Testsment documents,
other than the Synoptics, were theological treatises, which in trying to
interpret the meaning of_Jéahs' Person in terms of the ocammon religious
conceptions of thatrday, are often guilty of distorting His real meaning.
The Synoptics, except for a féw unfortunate instances, are nbt concerned
to‘intérpret but desire only to set forth the actual Jesus of history.

This assumption has been proven, mainly by the work of the form

-

critics, to be untrue., Nowhere in the New Testament are events referred

to sinply as events. They are always set in a theologicél context and

fheir record serves a theological purpose. Phe older method of criticism,

in its search for bare facts, set out to eliminate whatever in the Gospels

might be attributed to theological interpretation. In doing so, it

deliberately neglected in them just those elements which in the eyes of

their authors made them worth writing. Furthermore, analysis of the

%
;
¢
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tradition preceding the writing of the Gospel stories in their present
fom indicates a steady unity of direction. The Synoptic wfiters did
not impose ideas into the material at hand, but rather they are more
like editors exposing a significance al;eady in the tradition. Thus
the Gospéls are not biographies in the modern sense of the word. We
search vainly in the Gospels for those things which any competent
biographer suppliess details about the early years in educationj the
personal appearance ahd characteristics of his hero; specific notes
of time and place in the story of his ceiebrity's life; a psychological
attempt to unravel motives of action and to trace out his developing
consciousngss of the life work which gives him a place in higtqry.
Of all these, the Gospels tell us next to nothing. ~

But if not biographies, what then afe the Gospels? The answer is
that they are part of the early Christian kerygma, a part of thé procla- .
mation of the caning of salvation. Christianity rests upon the affir-
mation that a éeries of events happened, in which God revealed Himself
in action for the salvation‘of\men. The Gospels professed to tell us
what happened. .They do.not set out to gratify a purely historical
cupiosity‘about past events, but rather to nurture faith upon the
testimony to such events. The writers of -the Gospels are evangelists.
It is imﬁerative that we remember that the Gospels as they stand do not
simply profess to report important historical occurrences, but eschatolo-
gical events, the climax and end of ﬁistory, the revelation of the supra;

historical, the coming of the Son of God. ''he purpose of the Gospels is

e i
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thus to proclaim, to preach. "It is,"” as P. T. ¥orsyth puts it, "history
preaching eeees Thebhistory is history with a purpose, his£ofy unto
salvation, history unto edification, history madeApreacher, history whose
object is to create noﬁ an bpinion on our part but a determination."l

The Synoptic writers are at one with both Paul and»Johﬁ in that

théy proclaim the coming of salvafion. It is trve that they use a

different form and pérhaps do not always agree in their theological

‘positiqn; but the old belief that the Synoptics hold forth an untheo-

“logical Jesus while the other New Testament writers present us a

theological Christ is completely erfoneous. This wasvnot to be taken
to suggest that there are no differences in the New Téstament d ocuments.
These differendes afe fully recognized, but we must still insist that
the New Testament literature as a‘whole is turned toward the one purpose

of setting forth the meaning of Jesus of Nazareth as the Christ of God.

B. - The Relation of History and Gosgpel.

In the preceding chapter the problem of history and gospel was
referred torbriefly when we discussed the results of the new critical
method, F&rm Criticismmr It will now be discussed in greater detail.

The significance of the prohleﬁ is clearly revealed by the question

raigsed by Hoskyns and Davey, whether the Jesus of history is wholly sub-

1. Positive Preaching in the Modern Mind, Hodder & Stoughton, New York,
1907, P.l4. , .
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merged in thé.New Tegtament < or whether the New Teétament is rigorously
controlled'by the Jesgs of history. This question musﬁ still be answere
And it is a question to be answered -not only for the sake of critical
scholarship but also for faith. Was there a strict relationship b?tween
the profound faith of the New Testament:documents and the historical
figure of Jesus of NaQafeth? This is an extremely important concern

which must not be turned aside by the suggestion that the interest in

" the historical Jesus is a mere product of the modern higtorical-criticel

movement, or that in some sense it is a merely "historical™ and not a
truly religious or Christian concerﬁf(Bultmann). It is precisely the
}eligious concern which makes it so very important, and which gives
urgency to the historical task. Christian‘faith will alwsys be forced
to ask whether or not historical material has been invented as a
necessary means of expreséing “theoloéical truths." Even though it is.
true,;as was étatéd previously, that the Synoptic writers do notlimpose

their ideas on the material they use but rather attempt as far as'

23¢

de

possible %o expose‘a significance already in the tradition, the question

remains. Did Jesus do the things the New Testament says He‘did? Did He
actually speak the words it records és coming from ﬁis lips? And.most
important of all, was Jesus the Person it would have us think He was?
Or did those in the primitive Christian tradition, out of a certain

conviction they had about the nature of God and the world, impose upon

Jesus of Nazareth an interpretation of His Person which runs completely
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: counter‘to the historic truth? If an affirmative answer is given to

the latter queetion, then the Christian faith falls to pieees before
our eyes. From beginning to end the New Testament claims to point to

history. It is true that a uhique quality of significance is cla med

for the history to which the New Testament points, but it does not,

because of that, cease to be history. But if the history has been
misconstrued, if it will not bear the interpfetatien claimed for it
by the New Téstament, then the Christian faith becomes dust and ashes
in our hands and the witneas of the early Church can be explainea;away

in terms of the psychology of religious experience.

There is a most profound debate gbing on at the preéent tine over
this question. Although the American New Testaﬂent scholars are verj
much aware of it, still they do not seem to share in it with the depth

of understanding exhibited by the English and German critics. Rudolf

‘Bultmann is the outstanding representative of the school of thought

which maintaing the relaﬁive unimportance of the history of Jesus of
Nazareth; that is, he would hold that the Gospel of the Church rests
historicelly upon the spirifual needs - of fhe,early Church and upon the
existential encounter with the resurrected Christ and not upon the 1life
and death of Jesus of Nazareth, There may be many'other German New

Testaneﬁt critics who agree with Bultmann, but the only important New

Testament works in‘English are some of those by Dr. Edwyn Bevan and
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R. H. Lightfoot of Britain, and those translated from another German
author, Martin Dibelius. The other scholars who have entered this
debate do not necessarily stand together, but they have one thing in

¢ ommon - they all stépd against Bultmann's conception of the relation
between the history of Jesus 6f Nagareth and the faith and formulations
of the Chufch. The men who will be dealt with in connection with this
problem are Bultmann, Dibelius, Cullmann, Dodd, William Manson, and
Hoskyns and Davey. | )

Bultmann and Dibeliung, when they initiated the technique of Fdrm
Criticism, brought not merely a new method or a néﬁ set of results in
Gospel study, but a relatively fresh approach to the whole historical
problem of the Gospels, It is partly a matter of asking different
questiogs of the Gospel records. Form Criticism is a movement which
studies the Gospels historically, not by analyzing them into their
various source-documents, but by distinguishing the various "forms,"
the various types of anecdote, parable, apothegm, wonder-story, that

were used in the preaching of the early Church about Jegsus and grew

'into Gospel tradition, in ordgr to agsegs the age and significance of

the individusal fragmenfs that make up our Gospels. In this process
Form Criticism often seems to throw far more light_oh the question,
"What was the early Christian éreaching and message like?" +than on

the question "What did Jesus actually say and do and mean?" In fact

Bultmann definitely expresses the opinion that "we can now know almost

§

25,
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nothing concerning the life and personality of Jesus." Not 1ong'ago
those who adhered te an orthodox Christian position were often able to
ignore the extreme negative criticism of the\Gospel harrative because
the cr}tics seemed to be controlled by certain false assumptions, same
of which have heep enumerated in Chapter 1.' But the Form Critics are
not so easily ignored.‘ If they leave it doubtful whether it is possible
fron the sources to gain any substantial knowledge of the career and
persoﬁality of Jesus, they agsure us that it is because the Gospels were
not writﬁen out of any such biographical or historical interesf,’but

in the interests of.Christian faith,l which has nothing to do with the
moderh desire to reconstruct the Jesus of history. In the pre-critical
period fheologians believed all the material in the Gospels to be
historically true. When historical criticism appeared, this was |
questioned in a wﬁoleaale way, but even the Liberals assumed that at
least it was possible from the evidence of the Gospels to reconstruct
the 1ife of Jesug and recapture His personality. In fact they were con-

1. It should be mentioned here that the Form Critics were not the first
to recognize that the Gospel writers were evangelists (interpreters).
Harnack, in his book What is Christianlty? P.22, mentions the fact. But
what the Form Critics had discovered, which is much the more significant,
is that the Gospel writers do not impose on a bare narrative a certain
interpretation, but merely expose the meaning or interpretation already
in the tradition.
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vinced that modern criticism had made this moz§ poas;ble than ever.

The Fom Cfitics say this is not true because the Gospels do not

lend themselves to such invéstigation. The interest of the New

Testament ﬁriters in the Person of Christ has never had anything

in common with the modern humanistic and biographical interest in

the pefsohality of'Jegus. The latter, the Form Critiés say, beiongs

to a different worid, the world in which human personality is re-

garded as the supremely ihteresting thing.’ Intimate persdnal diaries,

volumes of confessions, character studies, and all the talk about self-

express ion and development of personality is a part of our modern con-

cern aboutlhuman biography which is quite alien to the Bible; VWhen we

in the modern world discover in the Gospel story a remarkable personality,

a heroic character or a religious genius, we are reading into the story

gsomething which is not there, éomethingywhich the evangelist, or their

sources,‘or the ﬁradition they used, or their réaders, hadlnot the

faintest interest. They were concerned about a di#iné drama, not a

human personality. The Form Critics thus conclude that it is illegiti-

mate to use the Gospels as s ources for the historical reconstruction of

the personality of Jesus. |
Bultmagn would agree if it was pointed out that the Gospels seem.

fo tell the story, or sane of the story, of:Jesus' life., But he maintains

that this story is so overléden Qith the beliefs,vexperiences, and hopes

of the early Church that it is not a reliable source for the knowledge of
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the history of Jesus. There are ﬁndodbtedly many gemine ineidents from
Jesgs' life contained in the Gospels, butvthey are so entangled with
materisl that is the precipitate of the experience of the Church that

it is an impossible:taak.to try to isolate these incidents. The encounter
of the Church with the resurrected Christ was such an overpowefing ex-
perience that everything fheyvseid about the'historical Jésﬁs wag hope~
lessly colored by it. As a matter of fact, their main coscern wasvnat
with the histofical Jesus.et ail,rhut with the resurrected Christ who

had confronted them. It is true that the One who was resurrected was the
One who lived in Nazarefh, but to give an outline of the life of this

Man from Nazareth would not be really helpful for faith. The early

. Chrigstians wished to proclaim the message of salvation through Christ.

They wanted stories abeuf Jesus which would be suitable for mreaching

and propaganda purposes. Confronted by opponents, they requifed material

to give an apologia for the Faith. They desired guidahce on many preblems
of Christian faith and practice. It was to meet these needs and desires
that led to the preservation and shaping of the Gospel tradition. If by

chance some genuine historical information about Jesus of Nazareth is

‘retained it is more by accident than design. For Bultmann this is just

as it should be, because actually history is of llttle consequence for

faith in Jesus Christ. That he takes this fact seriously is quite

apparent when we find him putting quotation marks around the name "Jesus"

to indicate its symbolic reference.
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This position has been received favourably in some quarters and
unfavourably in others, but no matter what the éttitude taken to it
New'Testament scholarship has been universally affected. The fact

that the last quarter-century has produced only one big cfitical life

of Jesus (Goguel) is due in no small meﬁaure to fhe Fdrmgeschichte of
Bultmann.‘ But Bﬁltmann haé not been content to work only in the realm
of Form Criticism. :He sees his o&n task (and he believes it is fhe
task of all New Testament scholars) as being to make the New Testament
understandable to the ﬁodern world, It is evident to him that‘modern
man is génerally estrangéd from the Church and its language. Why, he
asks, does the Church not speak intélligentlyAto this modern man? He
answers, because the interpreters of the New Testament leave off in-
terpreting at jﬁst the critical point where real interpfetation ought
to begin. That point is: New Tegtament mythology.

Adcording to Bultmann the primitive Church preached about an
‘ eschatological event. The Resﬁrfection of Jesus Christ, which they
epprehended, was an eschatological deed, and i% revealed that the life
and death of Jesus had a supra-historical meaning for them. In
attémpting fo get forth the meaning of these eschatological events,
the early Christians wrote and spoke in mythological ferms. It was

their way of showing"forthvsomething which had a supra-historical

 dimension. But the difficulty is, these myths are understandable only

29.
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in terms of the world-view of the first century; which is entirely
foreign to our own. The Kerygme of the Church must remain true to

the primitive message but that does not mean that it must acéept the
mythoiogical getting by which that message was preached. Thé Church
will only communicate to this age when it extracts the supra-historical
kernelyfrom therprimitive world-view in which it is clothed and correlate
it with mo@efn philosophic and scientifié thought. Bultmann says that
modern maﬁ dogs not and cannot think mythologicaliy as‘does the New
Testament. What the theologians and preachers must d§ is to interpret
the ﬁyfhological elements in a thorough-going way and establish a point
of vieﬁ from which the whole can be interpreted soithat the modern man
‘can feel himself addressed by it, and see it as a message concerning him.
In other wordg, the mythos, which isvnothing elée than an expressi;n of
a certain understanding of maﬁ's existence, must be interpreted exiéten—
tially. The/Kerygma of the modern Church must be grounded in such work;
that is, it must proclaim the kernel of the New Testament proclamation
in modern terms, so that Jesus Christ becomes a present reality, chal-
lenging man to decide forlor agaihst Him. ’Christ's Cross and sufferings
are present realitieé, btut the myﬁhological trappings by which they are
gset forth in the New Téstament prevent them from becoming meaningfullin

the present to modiern man, Bultmann maintains that it is only in the

‘ Kerygma of the Church that there is actually meeting with the Lord Cﬁrist.
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His central confention is that we meet Christ now, when in the pro-

clamation of the Church He is presented to us and when we have %o

decide for or against Him, But if Church proclamation is not free

from New Testament myths; then Christ will never bve prgéented 80
that men can see thgt He is relevant for them in ‘the twentieth
century the éame way He was for men in the first.

We must now ask the questions, What does Buitmann méan by
"egchatological?" and, What does he mean by "myth?" We will under-

stand Dest when we see that Bultmann thinks of Christianity as

.speaking of the fact of Christ in three different ways.

1. Historically: It speaks of Christ as a Being who lived at a

certain time and a certain placé here on earth (e.g. "suffered under

' Pontius Pilate").

2. Mythologicélly: Christianity conceives of Jesus &s being the Lamb

of God which taketh away the sin of the world{ His death is thbught of
in terms of the Jewish metaphor of saérifiee; it is thought of as having
in itself certain characteristics which mark it of f from all instences
of natural death.

3 Eschatologically: It is the way in which the Church speaks of

Christ's life and death as being - though they occurred nearly two
thousaﬁd years ago - not only relevant but all-important for the lives

of our.contemporaries today. To say bf Christ's death that it happened
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in A.D. 30 is one'thing; to say fhat it is of basic importénce to us
in 1953 is quite aﬁother. '/'

Bultmanp's concern is above all with the eschatological, It is
true that he insists that Christianity is baéically éﬁvevent.‘ In Christ
something has héppened; But it is questionable Qhether he takes serious-
lyvthe_historical eienent in Christianity, It seems that the'really.
fundamental chénge brought about by Christ is a change.in our way of
understand ing ourselves. Of course ﬁultmann holds that unless Jesus
had been born we Qouid not have come to this new and true understanding
of ourseives; Butbit geems that once we have that knowledge the
histérical factors by which it was bréught about are irrelevant. It is
for this reason that there is groﬁnd for Barth's charge that, according
to it, the real Egster event is not something which happened to Jesus

‘ 1
but something which happened to the faith of the disciples.

Bultmann's desire that the New Testament be demythologized stems
from his conviétion that these myths rest on an outmoded world-view.
Not only have we outgrown this cosmology but we moderns do not think
“in mythological terms at all. It is therefo?e impossible for us to
read the New Testament and apprehend the eschatological message that

is there for us. The eschatological kernel, wrapped or clothed in the

1. In this gection we have drawn much from Ian Henderson's interpre-
tation of Bultmann in his valuable little book, Myth and the New
Prestament, S.C.M. Press Ltd., London, 1952.
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myths, will nét gspeak to us until these myths are existentially inﬁer—
preted, Until this work'is done we will not hear the true Christian
message. But let w rehemher that Bultmann would never say‘that the
New Testament‘;yths are to be transiated into other myths. He rejects
myth as suéh as being unablé.to do justice to the eschatological fact
of Jesus Christ.

It wauld_therefore be legitimate fo gay that both history and
myth are significant only because they bear in thé NeW‘Testa@enﬁ the
eschatological "kernel.ﬁ They both become for him the external frame-
work which houses the very important eschatological meésage of salvation,\
a salvation which men have to decide for or against when they meet it
in the kerygma of the Church.

These views concerning New Testament history are to be found

primarily in his book Jesus and the Word. Those concerning myth have

not yet been translated. They were presented first in an essay called
"Neues Testament Und Mythologie: Das Problem Der Entmythologisierung

der Neutestamentlichen Verkundigung," which was published'as mrt of his

book, Offenbarung Und Heilsgesthehen (1941), and was later reprinted in

the volume edited by Hans Werner Bartsch, Kerygma und lMythos. These works

have caused a.commotioﬁ in the theological world comparable‘to Karl Barth's

Epistle to the Romané. The ma jor part of this theological discussion

however, has been confined to continental Eufdpe and Britain,
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A most significant objection to Bultmann's position has been made

by Oscar Cullmamn in his recent work Christ and Time. He says, "The

'Biblical history, ' which we «..... can also designate as trevelatory

 history' or - since indeed all revelation is God's love - as *redemptive

. 1 .
nistory, is the heart of all New Testament theology." Cullmann insists

that iﬁ is not true to say that one can give up .the entire redemptive
history of the New Testament and yet hold fast ﬁo the Christian faith.

The redemptive history is no external framework which theChristian

. faith can unhesitatingly discard, because the "kernel" that remains

is not at all a particularly characteristic feature of the Christian
revelation. A brief outline of Cullmann's thought concerning what he

calls Heilsgeschichte (redemptive histor&) will clearly indicate his

" position on the relation of history and theology.

The work of Christ is the mid-point of a special happeningyor
process which extends the length of the time-line; this process can be
designated as the Christ-procgss. The primitive Christian nérm congists
not only in a single hiétorical fact, but in a temporaliy connected
historical geries of a special kind, namely, the Biblical history. The
facts of which the normative Biblical history is composéd - not all, but

a great number - are'capabie of being established by the historian.

1, Christ and Time, trans. by F. Filson, Westminster Press, Philadelphisa,

\

1950, P.26f, Italics mine.

{
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Nevertheless, this normative Biblicél history must as a whole appéar

to the "pure" historian a quite quéer construction, a completely
arbitrafy éoﬁpilation. The\real problem.qf.the Biblical history is
theological, not historical. That is, although individusl baéic facts
of this Biblical history are sub ject to historical investigétion, 8till
as a whole, in its grouping, interpretation, and joining of evénts with
the historical action of Jesus; it pakes on meaning only when tﬂe central
histor;cal action of Jesus of Nazareth is recogniged asrthe abgolute
revelation of God., That history wil; appear to have no meaning without
this faith. But where this faithAis'present this Bibiical history is
designaﬁed as the history of revelation and redemption. Here the close .
connection between Christian revelation and history comes to life; all
Christian theolégy,in its innermost essence is Bibl?cal hisﬁory. On a
straight line of an of@inary process in time God here reveals Himself,
and from that line He controls not only the whole of history, but also

that which happens in nature. Cullmann concludes by saying that there is

here no roam for épeculétions concerning God that ignore time and history.-

God revealed Kimsélf concretely in and through history. Primitive
Christian theology treats this fact with great earnestness; It ésserts |
that the climax and central poiﬁt of a1 revelation-is the fact that God
once entered so completely into humen life that this unique entrance

can be dated like ay other historical event. He entered history in all

its particularity.
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The consequences of Cullmann's position are obvious. This history
is not something of which the New Testament can be unclothed. The speci-

fically Christian kernel, as we derive it from all the primitive Chriétian

‘gources, stands -“or falls with the redemptive history. He would use

Schwpitzer's words and say that all presentations of the preaching of thé
primitive church that seek the kemel elsewhere than in its view of

redemptive history do violence %o the_historical truth. According to him

. Bultmann a priori regards the temporal and historical element as a mytho- -

logical covering that can be separated fram a kernel, and Cullmann suggests
that the existence philosophy of Heidegger, with which the kernel is found

to agree, may be Bultmann's starting point. Cullmann agrees with-the Form

Critics when they ssay fhat the Gospels are not biographies, but witnesses

of faith, However, this'very witness of faith’which canés to éxpression
in the Gospel tradition has history itself as its object, since indeéd it
declares that Jesus of Nazareth is‘the Christ of Israéls
The problem of the reiation between‘history andrgospel is ve?y’mnch
alive in England at the presentvtime, ﬁot just among New Testament sCholgrs~‘
1

per se, but also among the theologians., The men in the New Testament

field that have done the most outstanding work are C. H. Dodd, William Manson,

1. Cf. D,M,Bailey in his very significant work, God was in Christ, PP20-58.
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and Hoskyns and Davey.

Dodd has given us a full-blown statement of his theéis_concerning
1
this quesﬁion in his book published in 1638, History and the Gospel.

He leaves us in no doubt about his position on the matter for:he declares

at the;outget that historical events are the medium by which God's(self-
revelation takes place. For Christianity the eternal God is :evealed in
history. This does npt mean thaf any striking episodegwhichkappeals to
the imaginétion of an individual or a people may be indifferehtly regarded
as the gself-revealing act of God. Nor does it mean that ° the truth about
God can be discovered g&vtreat;pg history as a ﬁniform fieid of dbaervatioh.

This would be the case if God were to be identified with a tendency

immanent in the historical process.' The task of theology would then be %o

understand that process by‘purely ”scientific" methods, for it assumes the

process is homogereous throughout, and that if is possible to collect data
from all parts of the field and to arrive‘hy induction at a conclusion.
Dodd disagrees'with the original presupposition, that Gpd is only immanent
in the "world" process, and therefore maintains that Christian theology
cannot attach itself to the whole temporal series indifferently. Rather it
must be bound by a particular series of events in which a unique intensity
of significénce resides.: "Christianity takes the series of events recorded
or reflected in the Bible, from the call of Abrsham to the emergence of the

l, Nisbet and Co. Ltd., London, 1938.




G353 B DS DIDDODDIDDDEPDODE S D O EDPSDDIOIEEPEPIIIEEPIEPDESPOPEEIPTIPBIVY

Chapter 3.

Church, and declares that in this gseries fhe ult imate reality of all -
history, which is the purpose of God, is révealed, becausé the series
is itself controlled by the supreme event of all - the life, death, and
resurrection of Jesus Christ. ‘Thig valuation of the series is not im-
poséd upon it from without, but is an integral part of the history
itself."l. But Dodd does not ége the 1ife, death, and resurrectioﬁ bf-

Christ as being merely the most important event in thé series; for him

they are the unique and final events in which the God beyond history

‘intervened conclusively to reveal his kingdum on earth. In the higstory

itself is to be fpundba supra-higtorical dimension. Dodd defines history
as consisfing of ‘events (occurrence) plus meaning, ani then describes the'
story of the Gospels as a narrative of events whose meaging ié eschato-
loéical. That is, in the events to which the Gospels poiﬁt is to be dis~
cerned the mighty aét of a transcendent God whiéh hrings'history to ité
fulfilment. There'iq, thén, a historical and a supra-historical aspect
of the Gqspel story.

Dodd admits thaflit is quite likely that certain elements in £he
primitive tradition may havé been the résult‘of an imaginative searéh
for‘fulfilled ?rophecy. But he points out that the New Testament’writers,
for all their anxiety to discover‘fulfilments of prépheoy and all their

ingenuity in doing so, do not try to use the whole corpus of messianic

prediction. The question is then: what was the principle of selection?

1. History and the Gospel, P.30.

38.
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Dodd says that historical memory must have controlled their selection.
Those elements of messianic prediction which claimed the hopes and
imagination of the Jewish people of Jesus ! time play little part in

primitive Christian and New Testament theblogy. Rather they exploit

gections of prophecy that by the Jews were not even considéred to be

megsianic. The phenomenon of a'suffering, crucified Messiah was an
impossible scandal to the Jews, and Dodd insists that we can gﬁly

explain its presence in the Christian tradition by saying that it

arose out of history.
William Manson is in essential agreement with Dodd. He says

that the messianic interpretation is not something tacked on later

“$0 a non-messianic tradition. There is no stratum of tradition

capable of being isolated by literary-hisﬁorical analysis that reveals
a non-messianic basis. He therefore concludes that since the Messiahe

ship was attributed to a Jéwish teacher who died a death of shame on

~ the cross, it could only have originated in the life of the Crucified

- Himself, If a principle of sufficient force to transform the 01ld

Pestament and Jewish ideas of the Messiah has thus to be postulated as
a condition of Christian history from the beginning, Manson sees no
Justification for locating it in the mind of the Christian canmunity

after Jesus' death., He agrees with the Form Critics that the tradition

is a‘function-of the Church's faith and life, but renounces their idea
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that it is only a myth Which\the Church had woven out of a few un-

certain traditions out of the life of Jesus. The tradition of the

primitive Church took history, genuine history, up into itself and

preserved it,

Ih the remarkable little book, The Riddle of the New Testament,

Hoskyns and Davey deal with this knotty problem. ﬁy means of very

effectiveiy worded questions they set the issue at stake clearly

vefore the reader. They see that the question which the scholars

are irying to answer is thisis "does the New Testmnent ultimately rest

upon human spiritual ‘and mystlcal experxence, or does it rest upon a
particular individual history whlch gave a peculiar dlrectlon to the
knowledge and behaviour of the primitive Christians?"l‘ Their analysis
of/the Gospels reveals a steédy un{ty,of direction and~fhe writérs are
found to bve mainly engﬁged in exposing a significance already contained
in the material at hand and they conclude that this unlty of dlrectlon
was set in motion, not by the creative faith of the primitive chnrch

but by the teaching and actions of Jesus of Nezareth.

But it is in Hoskyns' book, The Fourth Gospel, that we have the .

best treatment of this problem. He exhibits a profundity of understanding

not'to_be found in the work of any other New Testament scholar we have yet

read., He is concerned-primafily to illuminate what the author .6f the Fourth
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Gospel has done, bﬁt his conclusions are perfectly relevant to the
Synoptics and give invaluable help for any study of the whole of the
New Testament.

Hoskyns, in the tradition of the ¥orm Critics, says that the
writers‘of the Gospels are évanéelisfs. They are not recording pri-
marily what the crowd’of eye-witnesses saw of the Jesus of hisfory,
but what the disciples saw of the glory'of the Word of God; what they
apprehendéd, as believers, when Jesus was risen froﬁ the dead. They
are 1ess‘witnesses to history than witnesses to tﬁat which is beyond

history, but which is, nevertheless, the meaning of the "Jesus of

_history." To demand that these evangelists should narrate nothing but

observébie history would be demanding of them that‘they should not be
evangelists. They are not describing the outstandipg events of a hero's
1ife, even if he be religious hero, but rather attempt to convey to their
readers that'Jesﬁs was and is thevSon of God, and that He was so becéuse

God had declared Him so to be. ‘o this point, we think, Hoskyns md

~ Bultmann could walk tbgether. But now comes the parting of the ways.

Whereags Bultmann would treat as relatively insignificant the details of
the Jesus of history, and would advocate that we turn solely to the glory
of the Word of God which was revealed to believers through the resurrection,

Hoskyns ingists that the visible, historical Jesus is the place in history

where it is demanded that men should believe. He says that the Gosbelss
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far from evacuating the osservable world of any but secondary im-
portance, establishes it as the place where men, living in the flesh,
are confronted by the "eschaton." The whole intention of the Gospels

is to force their readers back upon the life of Jesus in the flesh

and upon His death in the flesh, as the place of understanding. But
this seems inconsistent. If the Gospels are witnessing to that which

is beyond history how can he say that their intention is to force

their readers back to the life and death of Jesus in the flesh? It

calls for a more lengthy and systematic explanation.

If_we examine Hoskyn's thesis concerning the purpose of the Fourth

.Gospel we will then understand his position on history and gospel. He

says that in this Gospel Spirit and History are inseparably joined. .
There were some Christians who were becoming unsatisfied with the Jesus.
of the oral and written tradition, who desired %to be rid of his flesh and

blood, and move out into the unhampered realm of the Spirit. They believed

that it must be a choice between Spirit and History or Spirit and Flesh,

If you held to the one then you were separated from the other. But the
authoflof the Fourth Gospel believed otherwise., He agreed that flesh,

history, was of no meaning for faith if it be mere observable history, the

history which was seen by the Pharisees, Pilate, and many other eye-witnesses,

none of whom saw in Him the activity of God. If the faith of the Christian
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‘turns vpon, and is exhausted in, a series of historical episodes, it is a

faith or piety from below, and is the same kind as the knowledge of the
Pharigees or the Jews. If the flesh of Jesus was exhausted in histbry
and was to be understood as information to be collected together,‘then

the Jews were right, and the claims He made for Himself were only self-
made. The author of the rourth Gospel was determined to rescue the’Church
from aﬁy such misunderstandings. But he did not do this by throwing thé
Jesug of history to the winds; rather he insisted that the whole tradition
concerning the historidal Jesus had a meaning peering out of it at every
point, a meaning which is beyond higtory, and which alone makes sense of
the history. The purpose of his Gosp;I was to disclose this underlying
meaning, Hoskyns grants that what was done is an offence to us whg are

so insistent on hccurate historicity, but it could be done no other wﬁy.
The rourth evangelist was attempting to set forth the non-historical

truth that underlies all history and which was the whole meaning and
purpose of thé Jesus of history. However, he did not invent historical -
material to set forth non=historical truths, but it is ne#ertheless'true
that non—histoyical truth musﬁ be set forth in non~-historic form,

At first sight we might think Hoskyns is here saying the same thing-

as Mr, Bultmann, only in a slightly different way. This non-historic truth

sounds much like the "eschatological kernel," of which Bultmann speaks,
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But there is this significant difference. Bultmann says the New Testament
is primarily concerned with the risen glorified Christ who meets men in
the "now". Hoskyns says the scandal and problem.that canplicates the whole

New Testament, and whiéh forced itself upon John, is the‘factrthat “the

history of Jesus has been spprehended by the apostles and by the apostolic

church as the essential and unique basis of the preaching and understanding
1

of the Gospel of God."  John did not "make up" a history to preach his

Gospel; he has weaved together genuine historical material which can also
be found in the Synoptics. It is also believed by Hoskyns that John'pre-
supposed in his readers a knowledge of the material that we find in the |
Synoptics. But even the traditions in which.the Syﬂoptics stood did not
preserve the kind of history that would please the "pure" historian. I%
not only speaks of the things that any eyes were abie to‘obsefve, though

it might seem to have done only that. It intended that people should come
to understand that Jesus was and ié the Son of God., 3But ordinary descrip-
tion of history cannot portray this fact, " The deséription of history in
simple terms of cause and effect, and of observable values; cannot do
justice to events of which the significance was not limited to their
obgservable fact, or to their observable relation to other observable facts.
"In spite of the almost unanimous convention of orthodox modern hiétorians,’
such events must be described in non-historical language, and their detaiis,

selection and arrangement, must be controlled by their theological signi-

1s P.117. Italics mine.
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ficance, unless their meaning as events.in history is to be depressed
into identity with their observable actuality."l

But how does one come to discern the theological significance 6f
the history? How does one come to know that one is confronted in thig
Person with the "end," that His word involves an ultimate Judgment on
the world and an ultimate manifestation offthe love o% God? VHoskyns

would begin again by saying that the knowledge of God through belief

in the historical Jesus is never itself a knowledge separable franvthe'

history through which God" confronts men. There is no room here for
mysticism, if by mysticism is meant an escape from the particular history;
or a symbolizing of history; or an evaluation of history on the basis of

personal and individual experience; or a free-moving exercising of reli-~

‘glous imegination. This knowledge of God is an immediate aporehension,

not of the Father, but of Jesus as en historic phenomenon. The humanity
of Jegus is the focus of revelation, yet even so, men do not see God~
merely in observing his humanity, but only through that perception of it
which comes through His ﬁeath and which is God given to gg_thrbugh His
ﬁesurrection. A1l knowledge of God, hangs not just 6n the Life and Death

of Jesus but on His Resurrection. Insight into the true meaning of the

flesh of Jesus, its meaning for the world and its meaning for us, is given
only by the Spirit., By itself the flesh is meaningless and unprofitable -
it is the Spirit who giveth life.
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We thus conclude our considerations of history and the gospéllas"
it has been treated by six outstanding contemporary scholars. A more
comprehensive thesis would have to include other men, Martih Dibelius,
F. C, Grant, Amos Wilder, and John-Knoxt to name only four, and it
would be alsc necessary to deal with the problem with the profundity
which it deserves. But as was asserted at the beginning of this
gsection it is not a question which is to be answered only for scholarly
curiogity but most important of all for faith. It is evident that the
non~-historical factor penetrates our sqpposed historical material and
the hisﬁorical is woven into what seemsvto be non~historical. The
question is, is this non—historical interpretation superimpéséd on the
history? It is the conviction of the present writer that it is not. It
is,'rather, the very meaning of the history that has been set forth.
The meaning of the life of Jesus is not something which is added by én
interpreter,)at a8 later date, to an already existing naked historical
narratife, ganething that can be removed by the critics., The meaning
of the history of Jesus precedes and conditions its occurrence.‘ Paul
Tillich, in sone unpublished lectures, campares the presenﬁation of

Jesus in the New Testament with a "picture." This picture is not,

1. Knox's latest work, Criticism and Faith, Abingdon=Cokesbury Press,
Nashville, 1952, deals almost wholly with this question and is extremely
good.
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however, the product of}religious imégination, .It is a histdrical
"picture" which means it is not an invention but interpreted réality.
The pictﬁre of Jesus as the Christ, which is given to us by the Hew
Testament, is nothing else than reality interpreted by faith. If is

for this reaéon that in the New Testament history and gospel are united.
¥We have there only interpreted facts and we cannot get behind that in-
terpreted fact. And Tillich, in a published article, tries to show the
mistake of supposing that the picture of the New Being in Jesus as the
Christ is the creation of existential thought or expérience. "If this
were the case, it would be as distorted, tragic and sinful as existence

itgelf, and would not be able to overcome existence. The religious

picture of the New Being in Jesus is a result of a new being: it repre-

sents the victory over existence which has taken place and thus created
1 . :
the picture."

_The fact that we cannot get behind the interpreted Jesus should not
make us. feel cheated. It is the event of Jesus Christ which brings to us
galvation. But the event consists of two things: the fact and the re-
cention of the féct. If you do not haye the reception‘of thelfact, you

1. Quoted by A, T, Mollegen in his Essay, Christology and Biblical
Criticism in Tillich, found in, The Theology of Paul Tillich, ed. by
Kegley and Bretall, MacMillan Co., New York, 1952, P.232.
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have only a very questionable legendary report about a man of the past,
with whom wevcan do what we want, as we can do with every man of the

past. It is therefore the "picture" (union of fact and faith) which is
of ultimate importance and ﬁhich bears to mankind God's redemption., To
look upbn this picture as being.an impoging of an alién interpretation

upon Jesus is to campletely misunderstand., But it is no less a mis-

‘understanding to pretend to agree with the picture and yet consider it

unfortunate that we are unable to see more clearly through it to the

Pfact." History and\gospel are in the New Testament made one., What God

hath joined together, let not man put asunder.
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Significant Contemporary Problems (Continued)

Ca The Nature of the Unity of the New Testament.,

Modern qritical schoiafship has brought to light many problems which
were almost unknown before the nineteenth centufy. Its unlimited capacity
to‘duestion, examine, and analyze, has taken it into areas which have been
almost unexplored, and it has consequently made many significant discoveries.
One of thése was the fact'of the-gredt diversity of the New Testament docu~

ment. That is not to say that variety of expression and theological content

‘were overlooked Before, but it never occurred to the pre-critical scholars

‘that the variety or diversity, and not the unity, might actually be the chief

characteristic of thé New Testament. Although Liheral gcholarship nresupposed
a certain unity, still it emphasized greatly the differences in the various
writings.l The KGW"Testament_was conceived %o contain several different
"religiong," the religioms of Jesus, Paull»and John being the most outstaﬁdingf

The whole of the New Testaﬁent, of course, claims to point to Jesus but in

reality, they said, the portions which come after the Synoptics distort the

~religion and the person of Jesus, manufabturing, in a sense, religions of

their own around a mystical Christ, whom they ﬁssociated with (or at times
imposed upon)'the'figure of Jesus of Nazaretﬁ. We are presegted, then, with
diverse méaségeé in the New Testament.

| We are ﬁuch indebted to Liberal scholarship for this'insight,‘and at

first we might think they have said the final word on the matter. There are

twenty-seven documents in ail,_written over a period of not less than two

—————————————————————— Jom e e am as er em W en e @s @ ws == @ =

1. Cf. E. r. Scott, The New Testament Today, MacMillan Co., New York, 1921.
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generations by almost a dozen hanis. There are Gospeis; there is‘a history
of a type; there are episties, although that term covers many literary types,
from a theological treatise (Romans)kto aAprivatékletter (Philemon), and in-
cludes a rhetorical homily (Hebrews) and an ethical scrap-book (ﬁames); then
the whole collectionvis rounded off with a series of apocalyptic visibns
(Revelétions). And if we leave form and comsider content, the diversity is
more étrikiné. The aominant theme of fhe Synoptic Gospels seems fp be Jesus
with His message about the "Kingdom of GQd;" of the Kourth Géspel, "eternal
life;" of Saint Paul, being "invdhr?st;" of Hebrews, "the Priésthood of
Chrisﬁ;"‘and 80 on. Eschatoiogy, mystiéish, and ethiés are interwoven in
the documents. Jesus is called "Son of Man," the "Son of God," the "Second
Adam," the "eternal High Priest after the order of Melchizedek," and the
"Logos Incafnate." There is no question, then, about whether the critical
écholars were right about the variety in the New Téstament, and who could
biane them for trying to push through all this to find the simple, unin-
terpreted Jesus? Suoh,a Jesus was not to be found and scholars are stiil
left with the very impoftant task of diécovering if there is any unity
amidst the diversity. |

Very able men have already taken up this task and have proved theni-
selveé eqgual to it., Such scholars’as C. H, Dodd, John Knox, F. C. Grant,
Oscar Cullmann; and A. M, Hunter, to name only a few, have done very con- |

structive work toward the solution of this particular problem. George
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. Ernest Wright, although an 014 Testament scholar, has an article on

1
Biblical unity which is very relevant to our consideration of New Testament

unity. He maintains that part of our difficﬁlty lies in our conception
of where the unity ought to be. This, he points out, was illustrated by
our'understandingvof’the word "theology." Theology to us too often means
oniy propositional dogmétics. ;It is trué that the New Testamént'does not
articulate a common dogmatic'theology.' If/we are prepgred honestly to
recognize the differences between Paul, John, and the‘Synoptiés, then‘we
are faced with a serious d%iemma; there is no formulated system of theo-
Jogical thought which is common to the New Testament writers.

But that was not their concern. The authons-of’tpe New Testament
bookskwere not systematic theologians; they were preachers, and what they
wrote was a part of their great proclamation’qf the gcod‘newa.‘ The Form
Critics were perhaps the first to show that the Gospel writers were
preachers, and that their "biographies" ﬁere'the means by which they
preached the messaée of redemption. But it is C. H. Dodd who has mod
?ffectively proved that the early preaching (kerygma) is basic to the New
Testement tradition. By the word kerygma Dodd means sonething very definite.

This early apostolic kerygma was a declaration of certain facts, an exposition

setting forth Jesus in His life, death, resurrection, and exaltation (all con~-

1, Whereln Lies the Unity of the Bible?, Journal of Bible and Religion,
Vol.XX, No. 3, July 1952,
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ceived as one great act of God), the claim that this was the fulfilment of
01d Testament prophecy and that summons to revent and'accept the forgiﬁeness
of sins in Jesus. Dodd maintains that this kerjgma, which can be recovere&
most easily from Acts and from Paul, informs the whole of the New Testament,
With all therdiversity of the HNew Testambqﬁ writings, they form a unity in

their proclamation of one Gospel. As the material is surveyed afresh it has

been found that all lines converge upon one centre, this crucial event of

histdry, in which, by the cammon testimony of all the writers, the eternal

God vigited and redeémed His people. Although éhevlanguage and thought -

forms of these_writers are,vat times, very differént, still they exhibit one
common attitude tdwafds Jesus. He is a man és‘other men, and yet is mysterious-
1y ranked with God. Théy,all deciares Jésus is Lord! -

This does not, however, give the New Testament a "dull and static

wuniformity." {F. C. Grant) As the revelation in Christ was a dynamic event,

and as the Church which was called into being by that event was a community
full pf vitality, so was the New Testament a ﬁli#ing" book. Only when we
recognize that will we be not only free to accept the rich variety of the New
Testament witness, but to welcome it gratefully and joyously. ‘These dispafaté
voices are.all bearing witness to an event whose cqncréte meaning far sur-
passed the power of any words, categories, or myths,fuily to express it, but

which can be apprehehded'the more adequately because so many attempts were

made and made so differently. R. H, Pfeiffer, in a reply to the article by

Wright mentioned above, objeéts to such "reductions of the Bible to a unity."
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He says he "prefers the infinite variety and detail of concrete reality to
) 1
the pale unifommity and abstract unity of theological speculation.” It is

!

obvious from this that he assumes the Biblical unity, of which some scholafs
speak, is necessarily imposeq on the Bible by the scholars themseives. We
cannot deal with the .Bible as a whole right at this point; but this is merely
to illustrate what we do not mean when we speak of New Testament unity. We

N _

do not create that unity by a process of "synthesizing" the originally diverse

elements, The New Testament is a unity. To be sure,’the different writers

~
Q

approoriated the meaﬁing of the event, the Gospel, the kerygma, in different
ways, and they seized on many dif ferent titles and categories to set forth

its significance. But they all saw in the life, death, and resurrection of

.Jesus the activity of God, the climax of a great plan of salvation which

Almighty God had been working out among the Hebrews to reconcile men to
Himself, Jesus Christ is, therefore, the Alpha and the Omega, the centre and
the content, the inspiration and the truth, the power and the glory of the New

Testanent writings. He constitutes the unity of the New Testament.

D. The Nature of Biblical Authority.

We are now in a position to deal with the question of Biblical authority.

The fact of its authority is unquestioned, for the discipline of Biblical

1., Journal of Bible and Religion, Vol. XX, No. 3, July 1952, P. 201.
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scholarship‘as a whole by its vefy exisfence testifies to it. Thefe is
no other documgnt {or sefies éf documents) invthe world that has been
sub ject to such tireless and.meticulous examinétion ag has the Bible,
This in itself gives us legitimate right to say that the Bible has sane
sort of,significancé and authﬁrity. But the nature of that‘aufhorityAié
the‘important question, and every theologian, churchman, énd Biblieal
scholar throughout Christendom (at least any one of them worth his salf)
is wrestling with it continually. The problem-stéhds at the centre of
almost any significant discussion or cohflict»within tﬁe contemporary
Christian Church. The war bétween the two Anglican facfioné is to a
greaﬁer extent all the time centring on the question of where authority
must finally resf.v The Protestant-Roman battle has ever been waged over
the seat of authority. The place of the Bible in the Holy Catholic Church
ig the chief concern of those who share in the_Ecumenical Movement., We
can turn nowhere in the Church ﬁithput meeting this question, and surely
an examination éf the concerns and the\iSSues of modern New Testament
study'would be incanplete withbut mention of i%,

We have just pointed out that the very existence of the Biblical\
disciplines is an indication that the Bible possesses some authority. ihe
Liberal scholars would bte the first to agree with this, for to them the
Bible was définitely’authoritative. However, it is our contention that

Liberal scholarship, by its very presuppositions, undermined Biblical
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authority. As far as they were concerned, God-did not interéene in ﬁhe
natural &orld. It is true that they were convinced that the course of
nature and history served higher ends;;hut this was because the Divine
Purvose was implanted in the general 1sws of the Historic Prbcéss. There
could be no historic deed or occurrence in which men were actﬁally con=- e
fronted by thé end, the égchaton; and consequently all eschatological
passages were weeded out of‘the Biblical corpus as being the result of
primitivé imaginatidn onlys, To say thét a particular people received a
spécial revelation of God through eschatological deeds was a"scandal" to
the Liberals. Thé nature of God could‘be seen by all by diséerniné His
nature and activity through the total process of nature and histofy. Thus
Bousgset could speak oﬁ'a Mfuniversal reveiation."l Aithough Bousset and

others could and did retain the word- M"revelation" it had come to mean

something very different from the Biblical use of that word. T. W, Menson,

in a mos% remarkable paragraph in his essay "Phe Failure of Liberalism to

Interpret the Bible as the Word of God," indicates how Libveralism had

" twisted the meaning of reveletion. "What we are left with in religion

is the views held by all the more or less gifted people who have reflected
on the diviné nature and on human duty and destiny. And when Bousset
declares that 'the revelation vouchsafed to the prophets which/they

announced was an absolute, decisive conviction concerning the meaning and

"1, What is Religion, T. Fisher Unwin, London, 1907, P. 289f.
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nature-of:life, its deepest foundations, its highést aims,' he is merely
miéusing the Qord 'revelation' TFor conviction is ‘one thing and revelafion
anothgr. The prophet spoke with absolute conviction because the Word:ofE
God had come %0 him. But their conviction was not the Word. It Qas the
result\of revelation, not rewvelation itself; and every prophetrknew the
difference between 'Thus saith the Lord' and 'l am absoluteiy convinced.'
Liberalism was predisposed againsﬁ a God who iﬁtervenes ih the world
and as a result came to look to the Bible not as a'witness to revelation
but rather as the ;ecora of'the successive stages b# which the Hehreﬁ-
people gréduélly evolved.religiousiy. The Bible then ceases to be truly
authoritative. ‘It stends with 4he religious literature of the world,
another book reflecting the faithband conviction of a reliéious pe ople.
A valiant sttempt was made to insist that in the matter of religious in-
sight this particular group was definitely more "inspired" than others,
but actually the claim of the uniqueness of the Biblical revelation was
given up. Ve might treat the Bible with a certein authority, and hold it
as our norm, but if God has not iﬁ fact spoken through prophetié oracles

or the words of Jesus and His disciples, then it has no more intrinsic

authority than the Koran or Plato's Republic,.

Modern New Testeament study, which began actuslly with Schweitzer,

1. The Intervretation of the Bible, ed. by C. W, Dugﬁore, P. 95.

56,




PO DD80800008000000000000000000000680830393080933383308833300333439

57.

Chapter 4,

has been forced to acknowledge that if we discard the so~-called "eschato-
logical sections" then we must throw out the whole of the New Testament.

Schweitzer, in his book, The Quest of the Historical Jesus, destroyed the

Liveral idea that the eschatological features were merely unimportant

-additions, He affirmed, and it still holds‘true, that the%eschatological

pagsages" could not be forced out on the margin of the New Testament but
formed an integral and constituent part of the central message of Jesus

and the apostle Paul, and so tobiof the whole primitive Church, }This.had
disastrous consequences from the point of view of the Liberal's untheolo-
gical Jesus: Because of a consistent undervaluing of the eschatologicai
element, the Liberals were in general hostile to theology and the tendency
was to reduce the theology of the New Testament writings to as low propor-
tions as possible. Our Lbrd,-at any rate, must be made quite éimple.and un-
theological; such theology as is found must have been tacked on later by
inferior‘spifits. It was a great cbmfort that Mark, who had been proved

to be the earliesgt Gospel, was also, so it was thought, the least theologiéals
But Schweitzer's book méde this idea untenable. And more recent scholarship,
mainly through the work of the rorm Critics has discovered that the New
Testament écriptures arose out of the apostolic preaching, which preaching

is uniformly Christological in content. No strand of the tradition can be

isolated of which this is not true., If this is the case, then the New

A»TeStament from beginning to endiis a theologicalbbook; that is, it is
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Christological, which means it ig speaking of the historical activity>of
God, nay, even more, of the very Incarnation of God Himself.

The New Testament witnesses to the finality of God's revelation in

.Christ, thé finality of God's act in Christ. There are to be no later

Christs; Hé is not one in a succession of»divine'intérventioné, but the
Eﬂll Son. The Son through ®hom God has fina;ly spoken is the uﬁique and
bnly Son, through Whom He made the Wdrlds, throﬁgh Whom- He sustains them,
and Whom He has appointed to Be thé'"Heir of all things.ﬁ The uniqueness -
and the~finality of the eschaiologicél revelafion in Christ is stated
cleariy and emphatically throughout the New Testament, which means the
revelafibn, and consequently the decisive witness of the revelation,
posgsess a‘unique and final authority.l |

‘But is this Christology of the New Tegtament grounded in history?
In the pfeCeding section this Qas argued to.befthe case., The Neﬁ éestament
interprétat}on of thevJesus of history is not one:which is hnpdéed on Him‘
but rather grows right out of the history. The Church did not place upon
Jesus a meaning which was notvinhereht in His Personj the meaning of Jesus,

finally testified by the Resurrection through the Holy Spirit, created the

Church, Jesus was not forced into a Christological form by His early

1.{ Cf. ¥, C., Grant's treatment of this in his Introduvuction to Néw Testament
Thought , P. 206. ' '
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followers; the fact that He y_ai the Christ called forth from them the
respoﬁse whereiy He made them into the body of whiéh He_wés Lord. The
gontrolling factor here is not the religious imagination of’the followers
of Jesus; the event of revelation, the Word of God, Jesus Christ, is

determinative. God's revelatory deed had captured the mind, heart, will, -

~and imagination of the apoétles and had sent them out %o proclaim the

Gospel of redemption. Asg Sir Edwyn Hoskyns wrote, "Thé Gospel is, as

the earlier evangelists had declared, the Word of Gdd. And Jesus is
Himself the Gospel, is the Word of God; The Fourth BEvangelist does not
pergsonify the Word of\God. ‘he Word had’created him and not he the Word;
and the Word of God had confronted the apostles in the persén of Jesus,
the Son of God. The Word of God, petrified on Mount Sinai, written on

two tablets of stone, was incarnate in Jesus Christ,‘ The Evangelist saw
that this; with its negative and positive implications, was the very heart
of the faith of the apostles. In the course of his Gosbel, the Evangelist

draws out what is involved in Jesus as the Word of God. He is the Light,

the Life, the Truth, the Bread of Heaven, the Way,-the Toor, the Good

Shepherd, and the Resurrection. ‘fhere are in the rourth Gospel no ragged
independent fragmehts, whirling about in their own right and of their own

initiative., "he figure of Jesus as the embodiment of the glory of the Word
: R “ 1
of God controls the whole matter of the Christian religion."

1. 4Yhe rourth Gospel ed. by ¥. ¥. Davey, P. 163,
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It is thus the Word of God that controls the testimony of the New
Pestemert and it is for this reason that the Bible is authoritative. it
is and can be truly=éuthoritative only because it shares in the authority
of God. The permanent and ultimate/guthority under which man's life is
lived, which gives %o man'svlife meaning and purpose, is never énything
other than the authority bf God. Bﬁt the authority of God is not that of
God in the abstract, but that of God as clothed in‘H'is Gospel. God has
mgde Himself known in that gseries of eyents which hag its climax and com-

pletion in Jesus Christ as set forth and interpreted in the Bible. The

Bible is the indispensablé witness to those events; in fact it:is in a
real sense a part of the events. 'he Bible is not only a document of
historical revelation, but is itself the producé qf’divine\revelation, and
tﬁis makes it also a revelation to us;' "The Bible is the only report and
record of revelation of God in‘the histofy of the Hebrew race and in Jesus
Christ ¢e..s Buflrévelatipﬁ itself has an authority that is absolute,
otherwise it would cease to be revelation........ The Bible as the record
of revelation possesses the saﬁe authority as revelation insofa: as that

1

revelation is concerned." God speaks to us His Word in Christ through the

prophets and apostles; through their word He speaks to us His Word of judgment

~and mercy. ‘‘he Bible is therefore our authority not because it is their word,

- ah we ew mn e an mm mw e s e e mr s ws em em mm mm o s mE am R em Am @ e s e e wm e S e o e

1. Cf. V. E. bevadutt's contribution in Biblical Authority for Today ed. by- 
Richardson and schweitzer, Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1950, P. 70.
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but because God Himself speaks to us through their word.

E. The Need for a Theological Interpretation of the Bible.

The problem of Biblical interpretation has'always been and will
always be the chief concern of the Church. But the problem is raised at

the present time in a rather unique way. - Until the nineteenth century

" the Bible was universally interpreted "theologically" without any

hesitation or any feeling of doing injﬁstice to the Book. With the

coming of the nineteehth and twentieth centuries, some men ob jected to

such a procedure on the grounds that'the Bible was not being allowed to
speak its message freely. These men accused their contemporaries of going‘
to the Scriptures with a complételyAformulated dogmatic systemAand of
reading this syétem ggfg_the Biblical message. They advocated as an alter-
hatife method one which would free the Bible from its dogmatic fetters and
enable it to speak what the original writers meant it to say. They advocated
that scholars go to the Bible and juige it campletely on ité own merits and
to examine it as they would any other literary document, by means of the
strict, scientific, literary-historical method. ‘Ihis method included the
establishment of the true text by means of textual criticism; the deter-
mination of the @eaning of the words and their relationship to each othef;

the gaining of insight into the Biblical world of thought; the investigation

of literary forms; the investigation of circumstances surrounding the creation
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of certain passages; the determination of the experience and’persoﬁality
of the writer.l If all these principles ﬁere carried out objectively to
the best of the ability of the interpreter, then the true meaning of fhe
text would be evident. ‘he Liberal scholars were concerned that the Bible
be allowed to speak for itself, free from the slavery to theqlogical |
systems, and they felt this would be the case if a critic remained faithful
to thegliterafyfhistorical message. |

But if what has been said in the previous sections is true, thgn the
principles as outlined above do not g& far enough. They'are quite valid as
far as they go, and Christians must see thét they do not strey from them,
but if they go no‘further.then they do injustice to the Book itself. The

Biblical revelation is historical, and nothing can liberate us from the task

of coming to terms with the concreteness and uﬁiqueness of historical events.

But the history of the Bible has a supra-historical, a theological, dimension

which demands. from the critic more than a straight historical interpretation.
the history of the Bible is .understood from ité own charécteristic point of
view and it ig impossible for the interpreter to separate the historic events
from the;r‘ﬁheological meaning am interpretation. Therefore p; do Justice
to what the Bible is trying to say, we must interpret as historian égg_as

theologian,

1, COf. James Muilenburg, "The Interpretation of the Bible," in Biblical
Authority for Today PP, 207-213. ' ‘. -
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Until very recently Bibliéal scholars have been loath fo inferpret as
theologians. It is true that they have not all avoided the theology of the
Bible, but they‘have failed to make the distinctive Christian theological
inéerpretation which ié 80 necessary. Cunliffe-Jones illustrétes this
clearly when he says, “It»is a properly theological question to ask: 'What
did God say thrpough Amos to the peoplevof his own time?' i...... but such
a question is not the crucial theological question with reference t0 Amosg.,
The erucial theological question is rather: 'What did.God‘say throuéh Amos

as & witness to the Christian faith?' 'this latter question cannot be

answered by neglect of the fomer quéstion} but it is a different one, and
one which brings out the vital difference between historical and theo logical
study, in spite of the fact that their closerrelationship is so imperatively
demanded."l The New Testament asserts that in the fullness of time God came,
that His éctivity with the ﬁebrews; to which the 01d Testément witnesses,

was fulfilled in Jesus Christ. The end is not only yet to come but it has

also come in Jesus, and Christians live in the power of a completed Gospel,

- They live hy faith in Christ Jesus risen and glorified and it is impossible

for them to return behind Pentecost to think what they might have thought

if the Cross and Resurrection had never happened. It is, then, the task and

»the privilege of the Christian to interpret the 014 Testament, as well as the

New, in temms of Jesus Christ, crucified and risen again. If in truth God was

1. The Authority of the Biblical Revelation, Pilgrim Press, Boston, 1948,P.40,

R ——— - o
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© working with Israel, and if He was Incarnated in Jesus Christ, then Christ is

the detemining principle of the whole Bible., It is true that the 014
Testament writers knew nothing of the historic Perscn, Jesus of Nazareth,
but the ultimate meaning of what they wrote only comes to light when seen .

in the light of Christ of God. A<genuine'"0hristian" theologiéal interpre-

tation of the Bible is therefore a positive necessity and such an interpre=-
tation must be carried on, not merely alongside of, but in conjunction with,
a geruine, honest, historical interpretation,

Particular ob jection to the marriage of the higtorical and theological

interpretations has been made by two modern Biblical scholars, R, H. Pfeiffer _

_ 1 . :
and the late Hans Windisch., Pfeiffer insists that "™facts and faith, history
2
and revelation, historical research and historical speculation," Dbe kept

separate and distinct for their mutual benefit. It is obvious that Pfeiffer
does not see or understand the organic relation between faith and fact,
revelation and hisﬁory. o him revelation is merely saune conviction the

Hebrews came to have about their history. 't'he Biblical view that God had
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1. ¢f, Pfeiffer's Presidential Address to the Society of Biblical Literature
and kxegesis, in J.B.L., Vol. LXX, Part 1, March'1951; and Windisch's book,
The Meaning of the Sermon on the Mount, Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1951,

2 J’.B.L‘.., March 1951, Pol40
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taken hold of their history and was using it for His own purp&ies is subtly
dismissed as being only a matter of M"personal faith." Filson is right mpen
he‘says, "Does not this_imply that the New Testament‘explanatioh of Christian
origin is.nof true, or at least that it is so unimportant or so disconnected
from the aétual operation of life that the movement can be studied, understbui,
and explaiﬁed as a humanistic phenomenon? To raise this point is not to be-
little historical study which is indispensable in dealing with a faith which
hés roots in histo;y. The purpose is rather to point out that to exclude the
New Testament view from the study of (Christian) origins not only results in
a decidedly.incomplete view but must distort the significance of the factors
which are taken into account."l | |
Windisch also advocates a strict separation of historical and theologi-
cal exegesis. His recognition of the neoessity-bf the latter is quite -
apparent but his understénding of its meaniﬁg is faulty; He defines the task
of theological exegesis as being to "relate the religious and theological
coﬁtents oF the Bible, as it has been determined by hlstorlcal exevesis, t§
the individual in his immediate situation, and %o do this in such a wayzthat

it comes home to him as God's message directed to his particular need."

——————-—'——-————--————————--—-—--—-—————

i1, The Central Problem Concerning Christian Origins, in 'he Study of the
Bivle Today and Tomorrow, ed. by H. k. Willoughby, P. 343,

2 Windisch, oD, 01t.,.P. 154.
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We might easily gather from this that the function of the theological

exegete is that of a translator only, translating the message discovered

already by the historian‘into terms understandable to the modern situation.
But in another plabe he makes. it clear that the theologian illuminates the
great ideas of the Bible from a standpoint inaccessible to historiecal sciehce
per se. ' This standpoint, éccording to Windisch, is a~"relig¥oﬁs" one;

the theological interpreter'stands in the "community of faith." We cannot
help but feel, however, that Windisch, when he sayslzég_community of’ faith

means rather a community of faith. Although he does not say it outright,

he implies that the one who interprets from a theoiogical standpoint

necessarily does so from a certain creedal position. ‘“his is a natural

assumption for a Continental, but not necessarily a prover one. It must be

granted, as Windisch says many times, that there is a great danger of

.theological interpretation teing only that; but the danger must be risked.

The Bible will never speak to us what it is, by its very nature, supposed to
speak, unless it is interpreted theologically. (
Theélogical-interpretation‘can be done only by one who lives by faith
in the Living Lord bf the Bible. As tﬁe men of the Bivle only came to see
the hand of God in ﬁhéir history as God Himself revealed it %o ﬁhem oy His
Spirit, so will we coﬁe to understand the meaning of what they wrote only as

. 1. Ipid, P, 159.
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God shall open its méaning to us. This sort of reasoning seems to go in a
circle but that does not mean it is necessarily false. It is true that the
theological exegete (which means every Christian) is depehdent upon the work

1
of the historian who can fulfil the principles outlined above, Dbut the task

of piercing into the true theological mesning must be in the hands of one who

interprets as believer., It is not to say -that our Biblical scholars have not
been believers, but they have to this point generally feared to interpret as

such. The great need is for the great historical scholars to begin to open

’

up the meaning of the Bible by interpreting it 'in terms of a revelation and

redemotion campleted. The. task of such interpretation shovld not be placed
only on the shoulders of the systematic theologian, but should be carried as
well by the men who have done so much thus far in historical studies only.

When this is done, and only when this is done, will the function of the

) Biblical scholar pe realized.

1. See pages 77 and 78,

E
l
|
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. have given themselves unfailingly to their task of establishing'and ex-

68.

Chapter 5.
POSTSCRIPT

This inguiry was undertaken out of the conviction.that‘the Work of
the Biblical critics is of great significance for the life of the Church,
because the 1ife of the Church is a continuous encounter with the meésage
of the Bible and the realities of the world to which it proclaims that
message; As the inquiry proceeded, this‘conviction of/the significance

of the Workfof the critics deepened. '"The painstaking labours of many who

pounding the text of the Bible has not had the result of drawing to them-
selves the acclaim of the world. In many cases their work has not been of
a startling nature, But it has all been necessary in order to free the
Biblical message from superstition and false interpretations that it might
speak its wofﬁ in power., The wider Church owes the critics an‘unpaiable
debt; it can never live without them. Theirs is ; task, though humble,
than Which there is no greater: to protect and to réléase the message of
the saving power of God, of which the Bible is both record and witness.

As we have seen in the course of fhis eggay, Biblizal criticism has
been engaged in many differént tasks and its work is never done. But of
all the periods in which it has done its ﬁork perhaps it is not too much tg

claim that the one in which we are pleced is the most exciting. This is so

because a distinguishing characteristic of theological scholarship in this

present time is the interpenetration of the different disciplines. The
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Chapter 5.

N\

student has the feeling as he worksg in the various disciplinés that he ig
dealing with one subject, and this is as it shoﬁld be., For the'power of
God made manifest in Christ is the one ground of our faith, ouvr life, and
our hope; and to mediate in all ways open to us this saving power fo a
needy world is our ggé'taéka |

There is still another reason ﬁhy Biblical scholarship iﬁ our time
pogsesges both excitement and promise; Whatever may be the stafusﬂof the
Ecumenical Movement at the present time it has become clear that if the
churches are to make their witness effective before the world they can do
so only out of the power of God made manifest in Jes?s the Christ. More-
over, it is only in the power of that reality that the churches can find

their unity. In bringing the churches to their imperfect.awareness#of this

féct the Biblical scholars have playéd, and will continuve to play, a most

significant vart. The fact’that it rarely occurs to us to ask to what
denomination a particulér Biblical séholar belongs is evidenqe, both of
the integrity With which they have.perfonhed their lsbors and the grest
contribution which they are able, by virtue of their integrity and their
sub ject, to make to the Ecumenical task. |

The task of Bibliecal criticism has been performed in the Church and
for the Church., Only as the Church appropriates their labors will she be

enabled freely to.encounter the message of the Bible and meanihgfully to
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Chapter 5. - o
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articulate that message to the present day. Let us hope that this may take

place, for only as it does willuwe Protestants experience again both the

strength and the freedom of being "The People of the Book."

FINIS
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