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CHAPTER ONE

v

THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM, AND EMERGENCE OF FORM CRITICISM

— "‘/i’ffl»ﬁ

The publication of Bavid FPriedrich Strauss's book, “"Life of J'esns“,
. : 7

in 1835, marked & growing interest in the historicity of the

gospelss This book, &s typical of the; theology of its time, was

based on the prférity of Matthew's gospels While Strauss's

_work was still being acclaimed, Carl Lachmenn set about the

task of c:t')”'mpe.zl.'i.i:tg~ the gospel ‘reoords, Thus began the study
of what has been cailed the "Synoptic Problem.” This study
transferred priority from Matthew to Merk. For eighty lyéars
the Markan.hypothesis prevalled, and Mark was generally ored-
ited with a true historical account of the life of Jesuse
Papias was clalmed to have shown“ the basis of Mark's gospgl,
when he 1s quoted by Eusebiua as stating that Mark was an
assoclate of Peter's and received from him the material which
he set down in his gospel. This was done, so Papias went on
to say, not in ¢hromologicel.order, but rether as. the 1nc1dénts
chanced to be nmérrated by Peter. |
Willien Wrede, of ‘Breslau,b'was the first one, in 1901,
ser!.ouslyj__'to, eha’llénge the authenticity of Bﬁ‘ark'sfgospel as
historye. »Ba‘.sing his pos;tion on the premise that a decided
editorial element is present throughout the gospel, to frame
it in keeping with the authoi*'s doctrine of "The Messianioc
Secret", Wrede made some ata.rtiing statements relative to the

historieity of the bgo,spel. Thet the gospel contained good

"~ traditionsihe did not deny, dbut these were for the most part

only of isolated events. The frame-work imposed on the




incidents is the a.uthor.‘.'ﬂs own‘creation, and it 152 Bhﬁ"pg%‘by
his c}octrine. " According to Mark, Jesus, even when on ea%h,
was & supernatural Being, who wag recognized and acclaimed
by demons, although unrecognized by mene In 'spite of the

demons crying out, and in spite of Jesus' indications by

miracles of his éupernatdral nature, he is unacclaimed by
_his a.,ssociateé; ‘Tl,us: appearedlto Wredfto be highly 1mposs-_
ible, &and ‘his‘oonclu.eion was that Mark was responsible for
imposing the claim to Messiahship on the tradition, Jesus
never held himself to be the Messieh at all.

| . Wirede's positiqn was new and nct_ wi(_lely accepteds It
was charact‘erized _in England by Br.»' Sanday ! as "nqt only
very wrong but also distinctly wr&ng-.-headed", and "so far

\ | &8 I know, Wrede's ;econstruction of the gospel history is

accepted by no ones" Other scholars were more favorable in

their reactions. Johannes Welss conceded that MeTk had edit-
! ed, had edited.sometix;ea rather freely, yet he was »convinced
'} that a historic basis could be found behind the narrative in
| every section. Jg;;gsﬁellhauxn, ‘whose noted documentary

,," ' theory of the 0ld i‘esea.mént, Je Eo Do Po, effected suéh con=-
apié{uous results in that ﬁeld, broﬁght e.seentialiy the'

same approach to the stuéy of the gospel tradition. He is
R eredited by R. H. Lightfoot : wi’éh having laid down three

lmportent propositions which were decidedly in keeping with

Wrede's approach to Mark; firstly, "the book is largely

made up of little marratives or sections which at first had
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& separate existence, and were later joined together, mot
neoegsdrily in t‘l;eir histbrioal 6rdef; bu;h'“ often z;ather by
Similarity of theme. Seooﬁdly. the book has been subd:aeteﬁ
to revision,' or revisions, before it reached its present
forme Its contents 'belong to different stages of development.
And thirdly, it has 1nformation to give, not only of the life
of Jesus Christ, but also, to some extent, of the beliefs and
olrcumstances of the early church, et the time whenm it was
wittens |
o Wrede and Wellhausen's work was not followed up until
in 1919 Martin Dii:elius published hia first findings in thql
study which has become known as Egmgeschichte, "Form Criticism®, .
or sometimes, "Form Eistorye" Outstanding with Dibellus in
the early stages of ¥Yorm Oriticism study wes R Bultmenne In

recent years the influence of their work has been widespread.

Mre Ho G. Wood, in the Sum‘ lément to Peeke's Commentery lists

' & number of English pu'plieations which have been influenced

by this novel approache ~ They include Bishop Ra.wliﬁson's
Mark, (Westminstéf Commentary Series.)j He J. Cadbury's The

E;gg of Luke-dogs. B S. Easton's The Qosgelv Before the

Gospels; Hoskins end Devies' ZThe Riddle of the New mgsg-
amenta Added to these, Re He Lightfoot in his History an

| nte_:;gretagion in the Gospels, embodying the Bampton Lectures

for 1935, bases his whole study on the findings and work of
Form @riticssm. C. He Dodd, in his Parebles of the EKingdom,

assumes the méthod of:Form Critieism as reliable. Branscomb,




4o

in his commentary on l;daz‘k. (Moffatt New Testament series),
uses. the method of rorm Criticism througﬁout. The nnmbar

of additional dbooks and articles dealing with the subject

~are too numerous to mention.

The clue for staigihg the wori was the conviction that,
during the years following the erucifixion of our Lord end
the time when the goepel records were coxmnitted to writing.
there was, e period when the words and deeds of Jeaus were
preserved in accounts which wez_-e handed on from month to mouth.
The Church, lit is oclaimed, would not have concerned itself
with writing history for later generations, s\::lnc‘_e it expeet.;ed'
an ee.rly. c_onsum;nation of hisf.ory in the iminent coming of
the Kingdoms While the Form Critics diffei‘ in their anal-
during this early period the sayings and deeds of Jesus were
preserved in oral tra.dition. It is the basis qf their con=
tention,too, that this traditiom, in being preserved orally,
was orystallized into ocertain forms. These forms were de-
femined by the use made of the material in the churches.
This orel tradition, and its method of _developmenf is com-
pared to the normael growth of a sage or poem 1n primitive
commnnities. ‘ '

mrti.n Dibelius, the pioneer exponent of Form critioium
as applied to qu Testament study, lays down what he terms
"Fundamenﬁal Hm;ot,heéis of Form Critviclsmx’ ® As he is the

i:ionéer, and proba_blﬁ the foremost exponezit. it is worth
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noting his "fundemental h&fotheaiﬁ." First, "When we trage
the tradition back to its initial stege we £ind no desorips.
tions of the life of Jesus, but ahorﬁ? separate pe.ra.gré.pha‘
or perioopee.” Substantisting this hypothesis, he olaims
that, "Mark shows elée,ﬂ?y 1t is re#lly 8 composition of dif-
ferent Suall unitss” So also, he claims, is the Sermon on
the Mount.  Second, writers of the fiset tredition bad mo
historical interest, since they did not think in terus of
posterity, due to their eschatalogical oonvictions, ‘butl wrote
for purposes of prea.cl?ingq These. purposes included;

A.”’ Missionary preaching to the unsonverted,

. Be RAification of believersy »

Ce. Imstruotion to catachumenss ” ]
Ste. Luke's prologue is cited to show this last clasaiﬂeat,ion',:
where Luke refers 'tb the things in which his reader, rheophnus;
bas been instruoteds FProm these hypotheses 1t 15 concluded that
the trva.d_ifion‘ cireulated at first chiefly iﬁ two forms, in thé
form of separate stories, and of sayings of the Lorde Regaxrd-
ing the effect of the uses made of the material on the mt§r131
itself, Di'benus says, "The manner in which the doings of Jesus -
were namted was determined. by the requirements of the sermoni"%
and againb. "the teaching materialy was ’"sh_a_vped end directed
fox:v\‘the purposes which 1t should servee.e with the 'eubjiét
of the sermon, and the actual interests of the 1ife of the
Church introduced.” ° |

It will thus be seen that Form Criticism, &s Lightfoot
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points out, has "to work backwards, analyticelly, from our

-

the early Charch, for the origin of thejlittlewm/nts, the
needs they were designed to servé, end - & poi;t of great
importance - the developniants they underwent, until they
found their final form as part of f.he structure of the
gogpels,"‘e The '"analyﬁioalﬂ approach and the"constructive®
a.ppraaoh'would séem to_ be eios,el_y interwoven and insepar-
| able, yet it is in the constructive area where the widest -
differences appear f It has been urged by some that ,Form
Criticlsm has & velld field in the enmslytical work of
"form eriticism*; but in the constructive field, which
‘builda upon this analysis, and attempts to discover the
\ developments through which the tradition went, or its
| historicity, we have & new field, that of "form history.”
| In this field, it u_vclaime\’d, the Form Critice, with their
| method of examining and breaking up the records into these
‘separate forms, have an inadequate zéethod. The fact that
e gospel, that of Mark for instance, can be broken up into.
units doqs not give the Form Critic the oriterion to make
jndgement bn the historloity of the units. “

But let us proceed next to see the amalytical work,

b , the forms &s given by their differ;ent\ ‘exponents, before we

go on to an appraisal of the conclusions.about those formse.
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CHAPTER TWO
AN OUTLINE OF THE "FORMS® OF PORM CRITICISM,

Ag we hafre seen, the 'baekground of M, Dibelius' divisions |

is afforded by his oonvietion that the "missionary purpose X
wes the ocsuse and preaching the means® + of the guppel
material being preserved., - His ,classifioation of forms will
be undei‘stood better if his outline of preaching is recorded.
He cla:lms that the form of the sermon consisted of; (1)
Kerygma or message; (2) Exhortation to repentence.z Not omnly
is this the matural a.nd effective constmction, but he
supports 1t by comparison with the sermons of Peter and Paul |
to the Gentiles in the book of Actse. These consist of the |

three elements, Ke » Seriptural proof. and exhortation.

the e'xparience;of salvation .brouighﬁ in Jesuss The gospel .

stories,' then, are to be regarded as units, or pericopae, '
used in mission preaching and confirming that preaching. |
One large unit will be comsidered separately, i.e., the
Pa.ssi‘on. Narrarive. | A |

- ‘The first of these units Dibelius names the Peradigm
or models Originally the paradigm existed in isolation,
thgrefore ‘1ts connection in thé gospel record 18’; the result
of the editor's work. Charecteristics of the paradigm in-
oclude, brevity énd simplicity, and & lack of portraiture of
ch&mcte:s except where absolutely necessarye. "What we learn,

and are lntended to learn, 1s how Jesus acted on these
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occasions.” ' Many & paradigm reaches its point in, and at

the same time conclndeax_with, a word of Jesuse These would
be useful for. preaching pufposes. Frequently the pe.radigm’
ends with an "exola.nﬁéion of the qnicoker_a praising the act.” ¢
While mnyparadigms are to be found in thé gospels,
most of them are edited and not in their adr11e5£ forme
Dibelius finds seven in relatively pure form in Mark, They
are; Healing the paralytic. 2:1-12; Festing,2:18-223 Plyuck—
ing grein on the Sabbath, 2:23-28; Sabbath healing, 3:1—6;_
Jesus' relstives, 3:20£f, 51-85; the children, 10:13-163
the tribute money, 12:18-17; and possibly the anointing et
Betheny, 14:3£f, We gain the impression that the chief

characteristic of the paradigm is that the scene described

U

spx-ves as the setting for an important dt’tera.hce of Jesus.
In their earlieét form/ﬂibelius believes, these uttvera:_zces
of Jesus were of & pértioular naturee They have been
geneislized by the ed;ters. |

Qh@ aeqond form discovered in the gospel marratives
by Di_belius 18 th,e Tale of Kovéugg These are _s%ories.

told with desor:ljﬁon and & certain pleasure in the narrat-

(o | ive itself, Characteristics of the tales as set forth by .
i | ] DPidelius include; . |

0 « i{(l) They ars individual stories cqgplete in themselves.

) ‘ (2) ’Evangelists included tales with remarks of & pragmatic
e : J eharaéter, 1.00, 88 gxa;nplea for wonder-workers and miracles

i of the apostjlic age.

e

4
i
i
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(8) 4 lack of devotional motives and the gradual retreat
of any words of Jesus of a genersl value. '
(4) Qales deal with Jesus the miracle—worker. This accord-

ing to Dibelius is the key to. understanding thase stories.

, (5) ' Conclusions contain no didactic.

(6) Desoription of the technique of the miracle-worker and
11temry style in reporting the mi:facle.

Altogether ninq'm'ales are ‘disqo‘\r;evred in Mark; the leper,
1:40-45; the storm,4:35~41; demons and swine, 5:1-10;

 daughter of Jeirus and the women wWith the issue, 5321-43;

feeding the £1ve thousend, 6:35-44i wWalking on the ses,
6:45-52; man desf and dumb, "'zéaae-ava the blind man of
Bethsaida, 8;22-25; and the epileptic boy, 9:14-29, _

- Dibelius estimates their significence for the £irst
century thr:lstlan community, _elgim;ng, "t,hgy were toé long
and partly too secular for.., sermons as illustrations. éhey
were intended to préve the miracle-worker as a epiphany of
God, and this was done ':;y. the tale as such apart from inclus-
ion in the sermon. ® . .

Among muather rorms whioh Bibelius discovers iam the
"Legend." -;El;e_se are "Interested. :1’,“ secondary things and persons
coe 411 sez;té of people .sﬁrro,und‘ingcesusv are put forward, the

guture significance of Jesus is shown during Eis childhood,
and exemplav,ry‘thqughts_‘__sﬁd.. deeds of religlous men are brought
out, But legends leave it in the background that Jesus had

waged war upon Jewish religiousness, that His appearance
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simply did not correspond to the wishes of pifma Jews, and
that He was attacked raether than admired.” Examples of

" this c'lasslification are numerous. Some of them will be con-

sidered later in the cﬁapter dealing with the constructive

‘approach of Form Criticism.

Dibelius believes an abbreviated for of "Q" existed at
an early date. These sjéyinge ‘of Jesus had been collected to
form & 'ipare.nesis" or moral codes These sayings, he claims,

were cdileqted foi‘ paranetic or hortatory purposes. He

' ghows how, in the writings of Paul, Peter, and James, €tC.,

there are occasions when we come{ on short pithy sayings or
precepts which are obviously based on this "paranesis." Paul,
in I<;§ox".‘ 71:25. explicitly states that on the matter concern-
ed he ﬁas "Qb commandmént of the Lord.'?

Furtl;er minor forms include the cese where a saying is
dramgtized. as he believes, into an event, thus, the answer
to the.ques:"cion‘aa to which is the greatest commandmente An
ngpiphany" is the name given tb stories where Jesus is pict~
ured as revealing himself to the chosen few, wWhile unident=
ified by the public, @.g8s, the miraculous feedings; wishing
to pass by the disciples when walking on the water; and
sppearing to the disciples on the road to Brmens.

Finally, Dibelius allows for "myths", which tell of
the deeds of divine persons, and thaz:eby explain some gosmio
phenomenon, or observance of & cults Some of these may have been

transferred from current literature to Jesuse In this class
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and
are the Baptilm. the temptation. q\1;113 Transfiguratlon storiea.

Here "he (Jesua)‘ is to be regarded not a&s & magiclan able to
'do this or thatees things which other ﬁeople camnot doee. but
&s & man in'whom God decomes . *epiphthanous? ——-revealed."' |
Such 1s the analytical approach and findings of Dibelius.. -
Such are his divisions and forms, ta.ken without appraisal of {
their historical valuee 'rhia will 'be considered later.. —
R Bultmenn comes even to the emalytical study with &
different approsch. His contention is that the gospel
records. should be appr;aached without "hypothesis" a.ndv;'wi;th-
out any preconceived ideas about the ~us;s mede of the gospel
material in the early.church‘. Bultmenn's method is based on
the conviction thgt all oconclusions must A’be founded on the
actual forms found’r in the gospels.

Hg discovers among ghe forms, first the A_,gephthg@_ ta,
ﬁhis name being teken from Greek literary history. éhé epoph-
t!.ieg:ata or "epophthegm", &8s it has been called, is dé;qribed
as "portraying & minor écene whicﬁ furnishes the framework
for an important utterance... the 1mportant ‘thing is the
utterance itself." '7 E!he apophthegm corresponds to Dibenus
paradigm, a.lthough Bultmnn goes further than Dibelius and )
d&:ferent;ates; (1) ma.].ogues 1ntroducad_ by enemiesi (2)
dialogues 1ntroduo§d by frie‘zidly inquirerss (5) diai’oguea
introduced by an incident. In this ‘group Bultmami lists

twenty-four stories, among them; the parelytio, Mark2:3ff.;

eating with publicans and sinners, 11:15£f.3 the question
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of fasting, 2:18yff.; cornfields on the Sabbath. 2:p30, ;
elean and unoiean. 7:5L%e 5 divo:oe, 10;2:?.3 rich man,
10:17ffs5 sons of Zebedee, 10:35£f.; the great command.-
ment, 12:28£f.; The chief oharactgristic of these is that
the stories\chlminﬁte»in & saying of Jesus, which expresses
some ethicel or religlous precepte The stories are marked
by lack of interest in 1né;6.ental featuress Although thié
is essentially tvhe same charagteristic as Dibelius parsd-
ignm, Bultmann includes & larger nﬁmber in his Alist. '
Corresponding to B;belius' Novellen,or Tales, Bultmann
£inds "Miracle Stortes.® While Dibelius sets d,own their use
in preaéhing. i.9¢, %0 ghow Jesus as worker of supernatural
deeds and Jesus the miracleq‘wgrker. Bnlt_mnn gtaya with his
own method of approach. He takes the miracle stories as
they are in the gospels, snd finds them similar to Palestin-
jan and Hellenistic miracle stories. He points out that
their strubtura is parallel in the following respects; (1)
the nature of the illness is described and reference msy be
made to its grievous nature, end to previous effoi'ts at a
cure, which have failed, and frequently mention is made of
doubt or scorm displayed by the onlookers towarﬁ the heeler;
(2) In the account of the healing' itself, which forms the
climax of the story, great interest may be shown in its
method, whether it be by laying on of han@s, or the uae of
some substance, such as spittle, or the use of a formula of

words; (%) Emphasis is frequently laid in the comclusion
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on the completeness of the cures Bultmann's view 1s that
the miracle stories were designed as proofs . of the Messianie
power of Jesuse They were !'unmof;vqted" v lees, they were
not done out of plty or to awaken faith. _

Corresponding to the material which _,Dibeliﬁs classifies
as the "parenesis" Bultmamn discovers & groﬁp of sayings
which he‘subdivides into five classes; (1) Parables; (2)
Logla brvwisdom words; ,(3): Prlophetic and Apocalyptic words;‘
(4) iaw words and conmun;ty rules; (5) "I-wprds.",

" & fourth large group acoording to Bultmam s the group
he calls "legends." He adds to the instances of the Baptism,
?ransfigui-atgien, and Resurrection, which Dibelius 1lists as
myths, such narratives as the activity of ﬁhe Baptist, the
Baptism, the ‘reﬁptation, the Pransfiguration, the entry into
Jerﬁsalem, most of the Passion stories, the Resurrection
narratives, and Matthew and Luke'g acoounts of the birth.

Bultmann agrees with Dibelius in the conclusion that
the P;asion narrative must have been a continuous whole from
én early date. ‘ .

Such in brief is the analytical work of these.two chief
exponents of Form Criticismh, as they seek to examine the
gospel records, and find the“forms in which the earliest
traditions were expresseds Other invest;igato:s and writers
have oconfined themselves largely to the divisions, or forms
suggested by these pioneers. Eor that reason we can proceed

to the conclusions drawn from the breaking up of the gospel

j
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records into these separate units or forms.
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THE FORMATION AND HISTORY OF THE FORMS. |

[

o - The comstructive aspect of the form critic’s woi'kb, might
| | be described as an attempt to arrive at the historical
vé,iue of the forms. Itptherefore includes, on the part
of Dibelius, with his predilection for the preaching needs
of the Church, an effort to discover the uses made of the - B )
nnitsin preaching, changes and developments likely to
take place in the light of theses For both Bultmann and
Dibelius there is the work of oomparing the development
of the tradition with parallel literature.  And from all .
this evidence, conjectures are made as to 'the historical
value of the units, as well as of the 'gOsﬁ'els as & wholees
 Remembering that the basis of the study is that the
forms and units circulated in isolation, and that the .
connecting links are editorial, We may note the estimate
of the historical value of the forms. Dibelius is inclined
to regard the paradigm, or the central saylng of the 7
paradigm, as of degided historical value, claiming : that
the-historicity of the paradigm is illustrated frequently ‘
by additional editorial notei*econoiling" the contents with |
thrch practice, edig., Mark 2:18, where after the state-

ment explaining why his disciples do not fast, the just-

ification of the Church's prectice of fasting is given in
Ve 20+ Dibelius also points out that the saying of Jesus,

or the core of the paradigm, is very likely to be authentic,
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J

since it _is not contradicted by the "eyewitnesses", whom
Luke mentions, as we;l aal th_e "Preachers", who kept the par-
adign in circulatione - }Bi‘neliﬁs, as already noted, alam’
that some pronouncements of Jesus, which must have been of
a perticular nature, have in théir present form been altered
to form & general rule. But behindk thé paradigms he believes
we ‘ca.n;ﬁ_epévnd on some Word or incident in the lifé, of Jesus |
which is authent;oa -

~ Bultmam's qdnclusions regarding the historical ﬁasis
of the apophthegmate are complicated by his sub-divisions,
and ere to some extent frejudicéd by his preoccupation with
comparisons with Jewish and Hellen’.isti‘c. parallelsg He agrees
with Dibelius ivn. cleiting that frequently the saying of Jesus
has peen elaborated to Justify Church practice, thus, "We
therefore conclude that... where the answer receives further
elaboration, the elaborating words are & secondary comtrib-
ution. This is undoubtedly the ocase in Mark 2:19;20; where
the questibn...' is elaborated as follows, 'So long as they
bave the bridegroom with them they cannot fasts bdut the days
will come when the bride groom shall be taken from them, and
then will they fast in thet day.' The Acon'tent o2l these ‘wbrds
reenforces this conclusion, for thgy c_dntain an allegoricé»l
prophecy of the death of Jebns and a justification of the
later custom of fasting in the Christian oonmunity.'_f 2

Bultman sees the form of the controversial ’diélogt;es

showing "that this part of the tradition originated in the
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J

. 3
primitive Palestinien communitye" Reverting to his practice

of drawing conclusions from compérieons,' ‘he writes, "These
oontroversis._l‘pa.ssa:.ges, then, precisely as in the case of
rabbinical. utterances, were transmitted, not as historical
narraetives, but as polemic and apologetic material. It is
therefore incorrect to. regard these controversial utteranceslr
as accounts of actual scenmes in the life of Jesusg“'4ﬁie
conclusion is, . "There is no reason to doubt that many gen-

uine utterances aftribut’ed to Jesus in these discourseé rest

‘bagk upon accurate historical recollection; but -1t must also

be admltted that the scenes depicted in them are ndt to be
taken as narratives of actual events." -5

The "biological'apophthegmta can no more be taken as
ectual hié_torical scenes. . !'Ehése are pictarial creations
of the Christian bomunit‘y; in which is broughﬁ to clear ex-
pression what the conimunity held to be -the_éharacter of their
Master, what they experienged in relation to Him, or how he:
fared in popnlé.;:‘ eétim&ionq" ¢ Thus, fo:; instance, the stories
of the calling of the disciples from thefr- oc/cupatipn as ﬁshé
ermen, "lack entirely any portrayal of adequate motives. or
historical verisimilitude.” ! ‘Thus toé the preaching and re-
Jection at Nazareth "is & symbolic picture which vividly rep-
resents the attitude éf the people a8 & whole to the preaching
of Jesuse" °

Dibelj.us'appraiaal; of the the paredigms would seem to

be a falr ones Evidences are not lacking to show that
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statements were added to to Justify Church prectice, and to
exélain & saying, es in the case of the sign regarding the
"Son of Man" being in the grave. We have every reasbn to
believe, too, iIn the presence of eyewitnessess Besidgs the
faot that the sayings in the paradigms had to be added to,
to Justify Church practice, argues for tpeir- historical
suthenticitys |

Bultmenn's more 'extrén;e position with regerd to the
controv\ersial apophthegmata leaves out of -account the like~'
lihood of. éyewitnesaea who ' would have knéwledge of the
cirouxistances surrounding the controversye. As Vinocent
Té.ylor puts it, Bultmann's radicalism prompts him "frequently
to be‘“kinder fo the possiblilty than to the proba‘bﬂit;lz_eg" of
thingsé" ’ His position with regard to the blogrephical apoph-

themta is rather overdone. fo relegate such an acobunt
es the rejection st Nazareth to & ploture of how Jesus fared
with his fellow-men, is hard to accepte ﬁscher'a criticism
of Bultmemm, quoted by Vincent Paylor, hes weight at this
point; oclaiming "It is really & question of what demsnds we
make in respect of & historical report" Teylor quotes Pascher,
"If it must look like & legel formula, or e registration of
evidence which oataloghes with exaggeratéd precision every
trivial detail, there is no historical account in the entire
New Testament;, or indeed in most of our other historical
sourcess But if we are of the opinion that & report is

historical, which records that which is essential, we shall
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recognoze many of theme" vi’aylor asks some pertinent

questions relative to Bﬁltma.nn's claim that the controv-
ersial spophthegmata were tranax#itted; B0t as historical
narratives, but as polemic and apoioge'tic materiali "Why
"do they not increase in number as time passes, aad'aa.new’
problems confront the gi-owing Church?® Why is there no
'pronounoement-sto‘ry' aboﬁt the nee_.essity.of the oross, or
the Gentile missiﬁn, ‘or the foundation or organization of -
the Ghurch... If Bultmenn is right, Christien imagination
" was potent where it was least needed, igg'eble or wanting
ﬁhere silence oall for its Nexerqise; it left undone the
things 1t ought to heve done, and did the things it hed no
need to dout Taylor 1s of the opsnion, and Tightly o I
believe, that "far then from acquiescing:in eny demial of
the historical element in these ‘»stories. we ought rather to
esteem them among the strongest and most ptable elements in
the gospel t'radltviona‘.. they are those which met immediate
needs and were most easily remembered; yet mone the less
they give & singularly living portraiture of Jesus the
Teacher, and Prophet; anﬂi ‘for us as for the first Christians,
preserve words final for guldance among thorny probléms of .
conduct end faith.” #

The novelleﬁ, or tales, Dibelius believes, as & whole
are"less historical than the paradigme.. Nevertheléss hist-

oricel foundations or commencements may be presupposed when

& Paradigm is the dasis of & Qale, and only when & non-Christian
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et'qry geems to v'be probable as the original of a Christian
tale, 1s the reliebility of the Christian marrative brought
into question.® 13, As examples of this last, Dibelius cités
the cases of casting out the dem(_ma‘ into the swine, and the
marriege at Cends Dibelius holds that the tales Wwere the
stock-in-trade of story-gellérsg rether than preachers, and
~ sees "historical significance® in the tales in the senée
thet they represent the idea of Christ as worshipped by the
- first céntury'christian community, also that exan:plés. of his
"~ oures and m:l:acleg of healing served as examples to Christian
miracle~workers. ‘ ‘ |
in,preaenting Bql’trham'-e ‘constructive study of the
miracle stories, we must a’nticii:ate & future consideration,
and state that he accepts Wrede's theory of the dootrinal
basls of the "Messianic Secret.” Bultnia'm‘; is prepared tp :
accept Jesus 88 & prophet and & lawgiver, but belleves the
Messienic role wes the concept of the Christian commmity.
m mirecle stories were to.ld',\' then, to awaken and strengthen
faith in Jesus the mi:acle-Workipg Messiéh. He finds most
of the mirécle stories taking fom in nelle’z};st“ic soil, al-
though & few may be chare.cterized.a.s‘_ Palestinian. His
numerous comparisons with Hellenistic ;hd Palestinian mirecle
stories are ;:ﬁ‘eﬂ as gﬁhawing;' the ati;zoaphere in which the
synoptioc qge_ongts tbok shapee . The ques_tion of their historio,al
value he does not deal with, except by showing the parallels

in ourrent iiterature, and presumebly essuming that they can
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be attributed entirely to the dootrinal motive of the
Messianic secret, and therefore are of little or no
historical value. '.

Dibelius agein is more conservative, snd more plaus-
idbles His Judgement that some of the miracle stories, such
es the Demoniacs and the swine, end the Wedding of Cans,
have been transferred from non-chlri‘stian éources is 1n
keeping with a suspicion which we have entertained for
some time. But it does seem likely that >whe1fe paradigms”

" are the ba'sis,‘ of a ta,lé. -t‘hen some histor:lqal foundation
may dbe supposede - Bultmann does less tha.n Justice, when he
infers no histori‘fcal value after he has completed his practice
of OOWISOB ﬁ;th Hellenistio and Rabbinic parallelss

. In appraising the historical value, of that bdody of
material, the sayings, or an abbreviated "Qf'_, Dibelius sees
different ‘reliabluty,‘in those sayings‘,.whiévh are haita.tory
and those which are paranstic; "We must first of all point

~out that tradition preserved p@emua works of an'horta,tpry
contents Thls corresponds doubtless to a large extéﬁt to .
the nature 62 Jesus preachinge "14 Included in these are . "
mexime (proverys), metaphor, parabolic narretive, prophetic
call (beatitude, woe, eschatalogical preaching)}, short
commandment, extended commandment given with a basis like
Matthew 5:44!1’./ #"The paranetic value placed on the words
of Jesus has occcasionally altered thei:icontent..' The pro--

hibition of divorce in the Gospel, as the saylngs of Mark 10:9,
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and Luke 16:18 show, is redical end uncondi{ional, but is
o be ‘understood as & fundamental requirement from the
eschatalogical standpointe In Matthew it stands as a rule
for the Church, and therefore an exception is foreseen.

Adultery of one partner makes divorce possible even for
15

' Christiens. (Matthew 5:32; 9:9)®  Doubtless this is the

ocase, and repestedly the chu,i'oh‘wou_ld have to deal with

the attempt to meke an impossible ethical ideal into &

practical and morel exhortation.

T The great parables in I.uke, the Good SGmsritan.

Prodigan Son, Unjust Steward, ‘Pharisee and Publican, Great

Peast; and in Matthew,~ the Laborers in the Vineyard, and

the Talents, &re contrasted by mbslius wi.th the short

didectic -ns.mtivess In this they a.ppear as "populer com~
positions with a well deﬂned style, and the epic laws of
folk poetry can be observed in them in large measures.". 1

It 18 conceded as likely that Jesus sometimes took an

' elready known story and gave 1t new meaning. On the whole,

though, & comparison of the para'bles with Ja‘wj.sh ones reveals,
not that they depend upon them, but ths.t they had & "comon
life and view point." Y Dibelius holds that, on the ohe:r |
mnd.‘. there was the %endency of #he church to derive as much
exhortation as possibls from the words of Jesus, and this
tendency must have affected the handing down of the psre.blea;
On the other hand, we owe their prssemtion to the fact that

there were these hortstory possidbilities, and they were




consequently used in preaching. One group of sayings are

oomp_arat:lvely free from paranetic transformation. These axie
the prophetic ‘exclanat,iona, and certain words in the first
person. A .
‘ mbelius'p_:olonstmotive epproach does add consideradly
to a true estimate of the historicity of the 'sayings of Jesuse
The tranafoming influence of the Ghurch is generally conceded,
éné. indeed it is apparent in mny cases, ©.g¢, the Parable
of the Sower in Mark 4:2£f., and of the ﬁeceitml Steward,
“- Buke 16:1#f. On the other hand, kernels of the ssyings are
not to be accounted for by relegating them to the status of
community productions. ' |
Bultnﬁnn'%s more clearly defined classification of the
sayings of a;esué dogs not lead him far from mbellﬁs in his
comclusions. Regarding the Parebles he egrees, adding that
comparison of the gospel with Rabbinic parables demonstrates
that the Interpretation o/f them a8 "predictive allegories is
& false one." 1 e ‘} |
Regarding the "Proverbs", such as Matthew 12:34b, "Out
of the é.bundance of the heart the mouth spea.keth,"ss Matthew
6:34b, "Suffiolent unto the day 1s the evil thereof,” etce,
Bnltmami. after comparing them §o Jewish wisdom literature,
concludes; "It is maturally possible thAt Jesus himgelf
originated some of the wisdom~sayings which the gospels reooi-d
&8 spoken by him... But 1}1'; is quite clear thatA we must reckon

- with the possibility that the primitive conmunity placed in




his mouth meny & beautiful saying that was really derived
from the treasure of Jewiah proverbial lore... it is -
these Wisdom-sayings that are least guarenteed to be suthen-
tic words of Jesuse" ;9 Here Bultmamm is much more extreme
than Dibeliuss Admitting Bis contemtion that thelr context
or oonnectién was oreated by the later tredition, ?e may

st111l question whether he is mot approaching them with & .

' predilaction to doubting, and embraging the pespi‘h;lity

rether then the probability. Dibelius' opimion that

““wghey correspond doubtless to e large extent to the mature

_ ‘ : 20 : S
of Jesus preaching” = admits bhe likelihood of additioms,

dut doea fiud'kiagorical va.i;\pe in the. proverbs. . I would
choose to be absoqi'ateavwithv D‘ﬂpei_ipsj more gemerous amd
Teasonable position. R

Some of the prophatio*//a.ﬁd a.po‘oa.iyptic gayings are
found by Bultmann té be '!_obviousiy not typical products of
spooalyptic fanoy, but o:;éiml- utteranses of & prophetic .
personality.® & But still the prophetic spirit was alive
in the ea.rly‘church, and mﬁch'has been #ddeé‘ in this wa.j,
Thus Revela.t.ton 3320, "Behold, I stand at the door and
knodka" Revela.tian 16: 15. "Behold, I come as a thief.”
In the gospels, simile.r exa.mples are to be found in
Matthew 10:16a, "Behold, I send you forth as sheep in the
midst of wolves,"; Luke 10:19,20, "Behold, I give you
power to tread oz‘x‘agbrpj.ons.‘" Some saylngs have been

supplemented, such ee the benediction of the persecuted,




Luke 6:22,230 Be’pides these, pfl_course, a -group of sayings
have beén taken over from Jewish tradition, thus Mark 13:5:-27.
the"Little Apocalypse", is & chi-istia.nized Jewish passage.
Luke 11849-52 an& its para.llel in l&atthew 23: 34-56, together
with I.uke 13:54 »35, and the pa.ra.llell 121 Ma.tthew 232 37-39,

are cited as having probably originated in ‘some Je_wish wru__ing.

The first case, Luke 11:49ff, “ﬂ!l_xfepefore also said).tvhe wisdom

‘of God, I Will send them prophets ehd apostles, and some of

them 'they shall slay and persscute: that' the blood of all the

" prophetSse.s may be reguired of this gemeration, etc." does

éeem likaly as having 1ts origin in current Jewish writing,
But the second _1ng$a.nce',\l.nka 13:34,35, the lament over
Jérnsalep, would Appea.r to be rather the work of the Christ-
ian community, based on a rec_olleqtioﬁ of a saying of Jesus.

However, in Bultmann's searching analysis of the
prophetic sayings, we have to admit fairness. Dibeiius does
not give a;dstailed examimation, and his rebults are not so
dofinites | |

In sayings regarding the law, such as Mark 7:15, with
respect to purity; Metthew 5:21,22,27,28,33-37; Matthew
6:218,with resp_eét to 'alm‘sgf;iving, preyer aﬁd fasting, -
Bultmann cleims we have eay_iﬁga( with true parellels in the
preaching of the o0ld proﬁheta. He ‘se"ea no 1likelihood that
they could have originated in contemporary Judaism, and
therefore concludes, "As e whole these words of conflict

with legalism, and expressing & spiritual obedience to the




will of® God, go back fo the prophetic persomality to whom
the church owed 1ta existence, that 1g to the personality
of JesusVe. 2 With less confidence, he claims, can some
of the 0ld Testament citetions supporting the controversies
with the law, be attridbuted to Jesna. So also sayings

which contain rules for the discipune of the comnunity and

for its mission, (matthew 16,18,'19) res_pectlng Peter and the

keys; and Matthew 10:5016, directions for the Church's
mission; would appear to have arisen first in the Christien
coimunitys - Here again Bultmann's appreisal of the sayings
conserning the law and Church pré.ctioé is almost self evidente

Whﬂe we must admit ‘the possibility of his conclusions

.about the "I-words" tha&' they axpress the reﬂeotive and retro-

speot’ivev point 'of'vview, ‘and are therefore to be attributed
to the Church, we may quéstionthether there is nof; another
possibllity as well, Bultmann " £inds the "I-words" to be cases
in which the "Ghurch expresaed :lts faith ln Jeaus, hls work,
his- deetiny, and his migsion." 25 Age,in, this is revealihg
the fact that Bultmann attributes to Jesus no Messianic
consciousness, end, in essigning all the “I-words" to the
Church, he is denying the possibility that Jesus revesled
any préphatic conéciousness. It appears to ﬁé more 1ikely
that we have in tﬁe "»Iewdrdé" a’géih, sayings which do go
back to sayings of Jesus, but which have been elaborated
and shaped by the Church in the light of its subsequent

understanding of his work, his destiny, and his person.
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m'beliu' "Legend" covers & large renge of stories,,
a.'botit ﬁﬁy in ali ‘the gospels. These "religious nerratives
of & saintly man in whose works interest is taken™ me.y be
d_ivié.ed 1nﬁo ae,t!fological legends proper to the cultuse, and
pei"sonal legends. Dibelius gives meny desoriptions of the
legends, but the self evident truth is that these stories |
conform to no one £ixed form; they are simply "religlous™
s,t_ories. Somé. gltﬁoqgh compa;'ativaly few, deal with

miraculous da;ivere.nbes (in Hé_.za‘reth at the outset of his

"’mimst'ry).. st1ll othefs are cult ,l'egenda‘ (story of the

Last Supper), showing preoepts for Church practice. In

this sense they are characterized. as aetiological. Dﬂleuus'
e.ppre.isal of the historical va.lue of legends is given in
general and does not an'iva at any particular oonolusionl

He speaks of the legends of the records a,s.con,'eaponding
olosely to the nature of legendary blography in other
qua.rters. ‘ont. although striking a.tmilarities are to be

_found, ‘he concludes, "On the other hand it would be wrong-

to deny historic_al.cbntenﬁ to every legends 4 narretor of
legends 1:-‘o§rta1n1y not’ interested in historical confirmetion,

nor does he offer any opposition to incressing the mat_erl_al

by analogies. - But how much historical tradition he hands on

in a legend depends on the character of his traditionecee

A legendary form &s such is in eny case no decisive objection

against the historioity of the hero, or gven of an event,

although again it ia no guarantee for the faithfulness of the
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resord t0 the truthe® Suop is Di'be].:lus' unsettled settle-~

ment of ths historicity of legende. However, the very choice

“w of mame for this cless suggests & lack of historioazsvalue.

o yincent Taylor's objection to the use of this name is a
E Just one. His caption, "Staries about Jesus," 18 an
ok i ’ wovement. ‘
' Ineluded in Bultmann's 1egenaa are the Baptism,
O , ’j ‘ !mgguon, a.nd. 'rra.nsﬁguration, whioh Dibalius ola.saifies
T | as nmm" The 1egends are to be accounted for, aoeording
cei 1 | v h 'to "Bultmanm, as the creationa of faith. .26 The !raaniguration
tal ‘ 13 seen as probably originally one of the Beameetion stories.
2P } 80 also 1s Peter's conregs;qn. He sees the "Oreation” of the
' legends as, the re‘suit‘- of‘;. t'ﬁr‘a.::\'ié‘.;y of motivés derived from
SHGT " the Jewish Messianic hope,: e.nd. from Hellenistic beliefs in
el a aavior Go&. 27 Kot even the possibility of historical
20k va.lue. which is coneeded by m'belius, is a.llowed here. Again

, one camot ascape the impression that thils Judgemant of

| Bubtmann's 1s determined to & large extemt by his denial of
Y any Eeésia.pio consciousness on the part of Ohr1§fv_~. ’But,
ad oonoedlng this possiblilfity of such & oonsclousness, what is
i more naiéurgl than to hold that & basis in historical faot is
o to be sdmitted here, and that the myths have been highly
SRS coibred by the faiéh of the Church, Probably nothing definite
L can be decided, dbut thé likellfl;oo,dv bas to be dqtemined on the
A basis of one's oninion as to whether Jesus thought of hierIf as
I Messiah or nots This question will be considered in a later

chapter.
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We may proceed now with the large block of mteria.l.

"tl:e Pasalon narrative." Both Dibelius and Bultmann are
agreed that the Passion narretive is an exception to the
Tule tha.t the gospel tradition circulated in sepa.rate units
B o pqr!_._cqpae. It was rather in cirenlation at an early
“date as & connected whole, Eo doubt, in fact quite evid-
endly, edditions were made, as evi&enc,é;i by & cesusl com-
\”parispn'"of'thé gospels, but even in the gospels there is
qtrikixig agreement. The n;sin emphasis in preach;ng wa.s
on the .mglon and Easter ],stories. Bultmann quotes M.
! x'a'.hle‘r a8 showing essentia:lly the nature of the gospelss;
" With some exa.ggeration one might desoribe ‘the gospels
as Passion Kamtivea with extended 1ntrodutions. : A
number of conpiderations argue for the early existence of
this body of material as a connected narra.tive. Dibelius
points ou’c "how the mte@ests of apology, of the most
primitive theolog, and of edification, all served. to
reqwg@ the Passion story &8s & connected wl}ole. . Dibelius -
finds further evidensce in the fact" that, in the introduction
to the Passion in Mark 14:1,2,10,11, the motive of the
seéret aifz"est of Jesus is given as the nearness of the
feast, while the subsequent narretive shows Jesus and his
disciples celebrating the Passover. D;ﬁelius concludes,

#Dhus, Merk cennot have been the author of the introduction
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and, 'therefoire; adso not the originator of the connected
narrativ_e.? : »

Both Bultmann and Dibelius adnit that Me.z‘k'abi»tfi:‘-';:’\:'
conclusion has been loste The present emnding fellowing
Ma.rk 16,:.8‘ 15. jt‘a. later addition. _

: hitel:lu lists whatl he ola.ime_ was certainly not in
the earliest account, but 1s found in Merk, -Phis allen
matetie;' is ma.rlted by its contradiction te the tendencies

of the older acoounte His list mcludeei . the Anointings

the: empty grave; the introdnotion to the Last Supper,

Mark 1_4::12-.-1&; a.nd the second and third prayers of Chriat
in Getheemene. The fact that eyewitnesses are mentioned
ait named in ¥ark indicates: for Dibelius that this record.
gpee"baek to & pre-Marken :eeoord, and would add to the V
nistorical values

' Oii Testament pe,eea,g’ee a.bﬁouel‘y_find ei__cp:eesien in
the vPeseion-nar:tfative. particularly Pealms 22,31,69, end
Isaiah 53. On the whole, Dibelius finds this mot &s
evidence that the narre.tive was' mvent'ed because of these,

but rather .that these were used to show how in the diehon-

o

oring and shameful treatment offered to Jesus, the scripturee

were ,fulﬁlled, and thua things happened e.ccording to Godi's
wille. Indeed, we are reminded by the pioneer of Form
criticiem that the purpose wa.s not hiatorieal, in the sense
of giving the events in hiator:lqal connection, bu_t the

purpose };ere, as in other places, is "to make e],ee.r what




in the Pa.ssion took place by God's bwill. ° ‘
Wlth some weight. it is pointed ont that the reetmin- |
1ng 1nﬂuenoe of hiatoric fact is to 'be seen in the omission - i
of referencef to the pi,._ergipg of the hands and feet 1n‘e.11»
of the eynepties, Thte uiig_ht_he.ve.been_ expected, since it
is contained in Pselm z;z:is, and 1;1 the-Ee.eter narrativese
Ehj.e emiseion e.rgues‘fqr the p,res'enee 0f restrictive influences,
which prevented wandering fwom the historic basis. |
It 18 _not‘eux'pxjising;‘tq f£ind ‘\the,re_o;ord,_efb' the empty
-~ grage referred to as i’legend; so also the Easter appearances
to Peter, and the -e.ppeara_;nge on the Emmaus road. It th_esev
Mark MS d.own wha.t he has received‘..
| - Further considera.tion of the. Pa.ssion namtives. a.s
might be expected, runs along 8 highly ‘sceptical line. ms
sparing lgenero_sity is expressed j.n t'heae words; - "It 19“
duite qeneeiv,able that a continuoue accouﬁt of 1ts ‘events
would be handed down at a very early period, in which Jeena'
e.rrest in Gethaemne, his condemnation by the Jewish court
and byr Pilate, the way ‘to the eross, his crusifixion and
death were trieﬂy teld;," 4 s _ ; ' J

- His position with regard to historical value might

be summed up 1n the statement that he finds the Pa.ssion
e.nd. the Resurrection narratives, other tha.n the a.vae

historical basis, the work of pioua fancy and the evangelist'
a.pologetic interests.

Agein I would choose to be associated more closely
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with 'Divbeliu,s' than’ w;th Bultme.nn's oonclusibns. The fact

that the Passion narrative did oirculate at an early date,
‘a8 evidenced by Paul's mention of the narra.tive as he had |
received it, an‘{i by its incorporation in the symoptics in
. 8triking sigilarity, is a strong argument for its being in
~ essence ﬁaged'on an hié’qe;ical core, rather than being “the
wérk of pious fancy a.nd./’a.polog.etic interests." The early
date of it\sb circulation, plus the suggestion and naming of i
eayewitnesses ‘(.evidegtl,;}r knowx; in the Ghristien community) ' 
“arer enough't;oveonvinee me that, althouighi apologetic e],a.bbr-
ations and connection links are most certainly present (as
in the Last Sﬁpper), yét we ﬁavé some reason to regard the
Pession st@ry‘ag_ ‘;au-bste.ntie.l]_.x .baéec_l on historiq‘evic_iencé. "
'With 1555; confidence can we Velam strong historical value
for the ﬁgsmection appeara.nceé. The lost ending of Maric,
it that gospel did not end at ‘_16'=8=. no doubt conta.ine:d_ _.
record of Jesus; appearance to ‘ratei' in Galilees B_uti,thro, . ,
Resurrection m:-rati_vés do not diapiay any s.tr:lk‘,n‘xg, 'sim:ll#- |
arit;r; anﬁwhat is mare, ‘their differences can Se accounted
for largely by the diffefrent doctrmal.:éotives. Paul's | - ,
understanding of the “Belsurreo,t;ion was not based on any of
the Besurrection appgarahces feéqrded in the goapela; Rather i
it was a.n inner éxperi_ence, of ‘the resurrécﬁd living Christ
which he held ae essentials All of these facts lesve us ;‘

‘11ttle foom for clsiming that the gospel merratives of the 5<

Resurrection appearances are historical ascounts,




We must now ask é_‘ome questi._on_s which have been
suggested previously, but not yet definitely answered.
Prom the enalysis of the Porm G,rifics and the devel;::pments_
they contend took place in the tredition before 1t reached
its px_-esez‘;t for, what;,kl.;xowledge can we have of the Jesus
of hiato‘ry}? How mich can we d;e,pe'nd. on the redords to supply
us with an sdequate ploture of his 1ife and & true account
“of his Words? What was his comoept of his Wwork? Wes it
repre"s’entedhistoi-!,oally in the earliest gospel, Mark, in
perticuler? ""Bces the work of tﬁhe-krbr;r.n,cnti.cs revesl any
diffe.reﬁo,es between the quaitiqns‘heid by the three synoptists
regarding Jegus*® mission and methode?

mmann's views ma,y be atated first. since he has
a clearly deﬁned position which dumisses the questions
raised above 1;; short lorder, .‘In "The Study of the- Synoptic
Proble’n;av;'*l he aliowa some doubt regaxfding the Mesaianiq:.
consciousness of Jesﬁfa:{ "Bega.rding the. origin e.nd. devel-
opment of l;_i's ﬁqsgianic consciousness, we are -gen_e:bally
spealkcing, una.bie to say a.nything definite. Indeed 1t must
r,er;xain guastionable whethei' Jesus regerded himself as
Messiah at all, and did not rather 1f1.rat become liegsieh in
the faith of th,é cémnnity." 1‘ The latter alternative seems

$o him t0 be the necessary consequence of the anslysis of

his wo.r@.a. However, in ,_‘[_eau.g thye W}Wﬁq‘rld,he is quite definite




and would seem to be stating his clear cut position. His
words are; "1 do indeed think We can now know almost nothing
coneeming the life and persohality of Jesus. e.nd, "1 am

personally of the oplnion that Jesus 41d not belleve himsele

‘to be the Messiah, but I do not imsgine that this opinion

{ 2

- gives me a cleasrer picture of his persomality."® For Bultmamm

the ministry of J‘/elsus‘ can be ehara.cterized as that of a prophet.

. Be is pre:pa.red to admit that no eingle word of Jeus oa.n be

eet down with certainty e.s suthentic, but he d.oes find a

eeries of prophetio word.s, eohoing the call to repentenee.

which in hie mind do give a "coneistent representation of

the hietorioal meaaa.ge of Jeaue.
| !h:ls is an extremely elender th:ree.d which Bultmann

1eeves. Probe.bly only the theology of an a.rdent Barthien

‘oould. ex:l.st 1n the light of thia weakening of faith 1n the

reoords. However, simply to ste.te hia position is to regeal
how extreme he :la, and previous deteiled consideration of

h:l.s treetment of foma will leave no doudt Bultmm exceeds

the ‘bounde even of ].eg;timta aoeptieism. v1neent Taylor

probe.bly accouhts for hl,_s, weakness in the best resaible'

ifays ‘I believe that no small part of his 'scepticism' is
'the'pa.inmlla.nxiety of the treined mvestiga.ter in no way
to fe.il 1n doing tull Juetlce to the formative activity of
a.w oomunity which appeals, aulr mnet appeal, to the words
of a revered ﬂ..e,aohe.r-, ?

.Dibelius* general conclusions in the light of his
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form o:itieism are quite 111undnat1ng. He warns us that
"We must remember that the gospels did not intend to and
ought not to describe the story of an exemplary saintly
person,™ but apart from a few' exceptions ;"oﬁr reco:_rds

refuse an answer if we enquire into them ,abb‘u; the éhaz-e

soter, the 'personality’, or the quelities of Jesus."

the other hand, Dibelius finds that his method of

form orit:lc!.am does enable us to- discern those stories

wh:lch have more his_torioal t_rustworthinegs than others.'

The paradigma, he believes, are among our best tradition,"
8ince they were 80 closely connected with preaching, and
thus "possesa & means of protection sgainst unhistorical
extenaions a.nd other corruptions. Just beee.use the simple~
eat preaching of Jesus itself ms.de use of 1t, 1t may be
tmed back as a category to the generation of eyewitnesses." °
Ehe "mea' are only to be uged with greateat cautidm a8
Mstorica.l sourcee, ° a.lthough a general evaluation of the
taiea is not to be achleved, each one need:lng to be weighed
on its own xnerits. He points out tha.t the tales, 1;lumgh,.i :
wquld not have existed had Jesus not h_ad the reputation of
having perfforméd outstanding deeds, "thus, the tales had
their point of origin 1:@ hisipry.'! ’ ‘The legends, too, -
while 1meape.'b1ve’ of being described as emong the most
historicelly reliable, oan be said to "Have their final besis
in Mstpi-ical .rea,.lity." ° Purther, Dibelius pointsbou“t that

the legends are largely free from the favorite theme of
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similar stories in secular literature, 1,.6\. miraculous
self-deliverance. Agein, he concedes the likellhood of
eyewitnesses, who niade 1/1; 1mp,ogsible »qur the 'gecords to
wander too far from the historicai truthe

Then Dibelius finds the element of_‘doqt:jine through~
out the earliest as well as the other goepals; The gospels,
beingvintende‘d to show, not prinnri}y'the historical ' |
oheracter of Jesus (biogrephy), but salvation of God through
Christ, did eo by 0ld Testament quotation showing especially,
ﬁhe.Passlon_askthe fulfilment of Gok's pl&n; although -
Matthew does this throughout the whole gospele  They ‘showed
‘salvation of God'. through Christ further by th_é tales, which
portrayed One with’ supernatural authority at wofk, -and by
‘the legends as wéll, ‘which showed God's act of nevealing.
But confronted mth the vfa.ct that ﬁhe people did not recog-
nize Jesus, bﬁt rather did him to death, Mark solved the
qon_trad.iction by his theory of the Messianlc s,e'cret; "He
put, not only the great miracles, but the whole activity
ofvt Jesus under the standpoint .of a secret epiyhe.ny.’!' ? Maxk's
dootrine of the Messianic secret is compared o John's
dectiine, where the- treétment; meted to Jesus and lack of
acclaim is attributed to the perverse mis_undert.a.nding
of the people. ‘

Dibelius thus builds up & good case. .It appears
quite true that in the paradigms we have the best hist-

oricel tradition. That the legends and tales have a
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basis in historiéal reality, since eyewiti;esaes would
form & 6heck, vdoes lend weight to them even tho‘ugh one .
bears in mind that e,ney/cemmly bave been elaboreted
ta a large extent by Christian faith. The Mesalanic
secret 1s presentéd 8,;,5 & necessary outcome of the pred-
icament thé eompilera of the reéords ‘faceé. and its
evidenoes are too plain to be queationed.

Before comluding this work, with e.n appraiaal of
the contribution of the form critiqs,, mention should be
made t;e:fe of the’ elaberé.te thesis bullt up by Re He Lightfoot
regerding the Messianic :»gecres. He traces this doctrine
and its development in ’,the gospel in great detall, a.nd '
leaveé the impression that this can be attributed entirely

to the-writers doctrinal motive, and is unhistoricels . .

Aooordingly, the gospel Degins With & prologue setting

forth Jesus Christ, the Son of God, baptized of Johm at
Jordan, where @hﬁat is pro,cia.,imed the. figure for the
Messianic rble. 2his is ‘followéd by the temptation in

the wilderness for forty days, this being parallel to the
tempta.tion of old Isre.el for forty years in the wilderness.
But whereas the old Isreel failed, thes Kew 1Israel 1s
v:lcforious. ?hen, the HMessianic secret is carried through,

20nly towards., the ¢lose la it set forth by St. Peter, but

«at once the seme injunction of secrecy or silence is leid

upon the d;se,iples_-as previously upon the demons; and the

only resubt of the insight which the disciples now have,
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is éﬁt‘_they are .ab/ide, to receive imatruction in the meaning
and duties of Messlahship, and in the implications for
themselves. . ’Hq}t until Q;'»l:\‘o t.ria.l,.'a. few hours befoTe the
end, does Jeans in St. Mark é.dmit his Messiashship in the
rresence of the rulers of his ngt,ioﬁ,", 10 In keeping withA
this, the'parabies are seoret revealmgé to those who have
ears to hear, but their mea.ning is hidden from the people.
Mark's doctrine 15 seen to be further -worked out 1n the

development where. after Peter's confession a.t Cae@sarea,

vthera is no. more mention of the confesaion of the demons,

and the acts of. ‘power pmticany eease. Eha entry into
Jemsalam can'zes still ‘further m:.'k'a daotrlnal interests.
Bartimeus addressed Jesus as Son of God, and is grdered, by
the crowd to ‘e sllent. »‘Th,e:':l.ncideﬁtb of sending th'e',d.isé-
iples for the colt snd the. acclaim given as Jesus rode into
Jeruselem... these are all indicated by Lightfoot &s. f,ea]tu‘re.a‘
of the narrative in which Matk works out his doctrine, and

in which the readers would "discern by faith the coming of
the ;.Meaai_ai-nig king prqpl;es-i‘e‘d} 1n soripture.” ‘ .1,1 In ‘the death
of J@Bﬂé?’fqrthe: evidence is discovered. . mina ‘the ‘centurion's
-oonfeséxén becomes the recognition in pﬁﬁlié of the Messish
Jesus. "by a Gentile. the last peraon who might have been
expected to proclaim it; '12 Lightfoot is not certain of the
implication of the rending of the temple velil, except that

it signifies the removal of a barrier, Whatever it may bes

Mark's doctrinal motive in presenting the centurion's
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confession, “ﬁ!ruly \t_i;ils’ma.n was Son of God.", is ‘shown by
oontfaat to Luke's account of the incident, where Luke, |
according to his doctr:lne of christ the martyr. has the
oenturion recorded as saying, "Asanredly this was & right-
eous mene"

Ee Po Scott in his m g g 5 @sgel geoords,

18 altogether too ooneemtive 1n his judgement about

’ Form Criticism, #et»his remarks 1n connection with

Lightfoet's thesis of the Messianie secret are not fa.r
from the mark. "It 1a difeicult to credit Mark with this
‘aﬁetmsé doctrinal purpose, which,'weuld,.ce:tainly be

missed by his early reedere; as by every one since, except.
some ingenious oritics in the tweht;e‘th centirysee If he
sought to introduce & new a.nd more profound Christology

his intention was not perceived by the other two evangelists

18
who apparently thought him defective at this #ery point.?

We may question phether,Seott is right in saying that lthe,

dootrinal purpose would havé been entirely missed by his
earliest readers, but still he is right in suggesting that '
the ingenious critic of the. twentieth -cen\teryf' is the only
one who has seen it so thoroughly predominating the recorde.

L:lghtfeot' 8 thesis oredits the editor of Me.rk's gospel with

literary motives and executions entirely beyond reason.

We mey edmit that Mark has heightened the idea of the
Messianic secret, but still ask whether Jesus did not think

of himself as the Messiah, and did not k‘:eep?it qhiet for a
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‘times Dibelius does not deal with the question of whether

- or not Jesus thought of himself as Messiahe On this he

evidently reé'eﬁes Juds_éme.nt-. Bsxlftmann. 1@11;:’1*:157 in
gome places, and explicitly in other places, denles any
ﬁéasi&mc consciousmess, Persomally I cannét conceive
even of those saa;ingé and events which qu'Glf’eticiam A
gstablig@eg a8 réa,gonalély reliable, unless there was an
a,.g"gumptlipn of thé'lge'sigi_&nic Tole by Ch.riéto - Thet this .
was conceived by him differently to the current Jewish
1dea of it, that the disoiples d1d mot fully understand
it end ‘might have precipitated some unwise action had it

been mown to them sooner, and)the,;t Jesus would therefore

keep 1t secret, do 9,11’ seem likely and fhére’_,fgrg invest

the record of Mark in its treatment of: th.is question,

with something more than just dootrinal motives

40,
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What has the ‘work of the form crities established for
us? Cen we hope to find in the gospels a portraig of the
,J‘esua of hi‘story or only that of the Christ of faith? Have

" the form oritics proved their right to establish either ome?

We may concede that the method. of Porm criucism is
not the only way of arriving at an historical evaluatien of
the gospeié, but it has certainly edded considerably to &
fair unie_rsta.nding of the records as we have thems In the
ﬁ.rat place, it has thrown light on the hinterlands, showing
to some extent the life aad activities of the Christian
community during the years between the crucifixion end the

/'eogmp:lla,t:lon of the gospelss That the tradition was preser-

~-ved through 4ts use in the communities for preaching, con-

troversial a.nd inspirational purposes, 1 think is beyond
question. Beyond queation, too, 1s the evidence supplied
that the Ghristian community has formed the tredition, and
in its fomation has most certainly influenced 1t.

Be Se Easton ! ob;ecte to the attempts of form critics
to show how far the community did influence the traditiom.

His contention is thet here we have the field of Form

History, in which the form critics are not competent.

?meent faylor in a more reserved wa.y urges & similar

P

position, when he questions the form eritics® appraisal
2 .
of Merk 2:19ff., and regards this constructive work
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as veryﬂﬁpeculative._' We may admit Eaét_on'_s elaim to &

plage for Form History, and Taylor's right to sound a.

. ;o = ‘ ‘warning gmgin appraising their material the form critics
PR . are in a speculative area, but to.discover the forms, as

form oritics do; is incidently to invite some attempt to
estimate the alterations and additions. It seems to me -
‘quite reasomable to estimate this work of the community,

and -the. analysis of the form critics given above establishes

i their right to make appreisels in this £isld. Vincemt

. | Taylor does less than justice to Dibelius, when he critic-

~ ises him-en.thg basis of neglectiyng eyewitnesses. His

i charge is against form f;ri_t'ics in general when he states,
’ wIf Porm Critics are right, the disciples must have been

05 » trenslated to heaven immediately afteﬁ: the Regmection‘."s
Bultmann admittedly does dismiss th§"possibility'0f eje-

o : » : witnesses exeroising any curbing effect oh the i;eqorda;

But Dibelius does not. He i.l‘s‘ éf’the-opinion that paradigms

: | ag.‘a.-(:ate'gory.may' be t'rac’ad back to eyewitnesses, and St

B discovers the restreining influence of the eyewitnes,"ses Lh

in keéping the legends and tales from wandering too far h

from realityse

I do believe Bultmamn is too extreme in his work of
enalysing end comparing and then leaving fhe inference, as
he does 80 frequently, that these processes have dismissed
the question: o'ff historical value, exceépt in a ‘few sayings

Df & prophetic personality.
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However, Dib,elius does appear to build on solid

ground, discovering paradigms as most historically relia-

work of Jesus. In these he admits the increased influence

ble, and legends and tales as based on the historical LL‘K'

of the community without dismigging them as entirely un-
reliable as historical matéria.l, ‘ |

Divided as they e.ie in their a.ga.lysié of forms, and
their appraiéal of the ﬁistorical ‘vav.lue of them, the form
oritics have given a ‘valua,b‘le lead., They have not said
the last word, but they have puéhed on in the attempt to
understend the trad;ition. Although I have not chosen t0 be
1d.ent1ﬁad. with him. I think Bultmann has perfomed valuable
service here, as well as his more plausible fellow pionaer
in the field.

1 should say they have established the fact that, much
es we would like it to 'be otherwise,; what We have in the
-,sqqpel:g:i:eeorda is not fhe ;Tésﬁs of history but primarily
the Christ of faith. And a.t the same time it may be a.ddad,
dut thie Christ of f4lth is remarkably close to the Jesus
of history.

) We cannot hold that the gos;pels are biography, or
even that Mark in its entirety is generally- historical, ,
Me.rk is now shown to be a composita, made up of all the
different forms, with their differing historical reliability..
It is demonstrated ag being similar, 1f not parallel %o

John, in setting forth the material in a doctrinal framework.
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- , : 4.

‘Gone, to0o0 ﬁxust be the attempts to show a consec_utj.ive
account of Jéaus' life using the connecting links ag foung
in the gospelse These editorial connections cammot be o
regardgd as of historical importances Vincent Taylor's
attempt to estg‘bli;h some basié for the connecting links
in passages lil;e Merk 4:35-5:43 does not alter the situation,
We may have here an apparent framework, which 18 consistent,
but the ttgth would seem to be that the form critics have
discredited the possibility of setting forth the sayings
and deeds in h_istérical sequence. OCe ﬁ, 1%)6,.&»_4 is not
willing to grent the claim that a_j.l the gospel writers had
was & series of separate pericopae.. Bea;des these, he
believes, the tradiﬁon furnished larger coxizﬁlexgs, sbme

in the form of an itineracy and others strung tc_igether by

& brief aoutline of the whols ministry, designed probably &s
an introduction to the Pf““"’f stbi-y; Be ;gat"as it may,
and it is possible, we s,tl;.ll‘h_a.ve‘” to despair of the old
belief that We cen set down, with any degree of acouracy,

a b‘_‘e‘ sphy of Jesus.

The combined findings of the form crsl.tic.s_,l Tegarding
the docﬁrinal motive of Merk's Meesienic 'secreﬁ, iefwe»
little room for us to deny th_i,svelemenjt in the first gospel.
As shown above, it 1# all too evident. But we may question
whether the a.ooq;;nt, which is thus raga.id.ed as doctrine,

does not correspond to the facte If the presupposition is
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that Jesus did not think of himself as Messish, but only
as & prophet, then obviously the doctrine in Mark is only
dootrine, But if the presapposition is that Christ did |
ass@e the Messianic role, so central in the religion of
his fathers, fhen We may regard the record as something

more than just dootrines But this 1s simply to call

attention %o the fact that our predilection will affect
our underste.nding and appraisal of the records, and

‘further,thatr what we have even in the earliest gospel is

not primarily a portrait of the Jesus of history, but of

-the Christ as he was held in the faith of the early

Ghuroh. _

Considerable injustice has been done by swinging

to extremes in drawing conclusions from the work of the .

form critics. Professor E, P, Scott poses his cricial

question in this fashiOn, . "Is this sccount of Jesus

historical, or must we seck its origin in the pious fancy
A ' 5 o '
of the czmrch?'.' Heedless to say, Scott rejects the

latter a.lternative, and then aceepts the formeres Lightfoot

gives the case away in his eoncluding para.graph of his
Bampton lectures, 1934, when he conc_],ud,es, "It seems, then,
that the form of the earthly, no less than the heavehly
Glhrist is for the ‘mo‘gt' pert hidden from us. For all the
1ne§timab1e value of the go_spge,la.j they yield us little
more than & whisper of his. voice, ih them we trace but the

outskirts of his ways." Extreme positions and alternatives,
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such as these, do not represent the only position left.
| Rather I have stated.that, although we have the Christ

M id
SOV

of faith set forth in the goépels, yet that pleture is

remarkably close to the Jesus of history. Aadditions have

H orept in, the miraculous has been heightened, sayings »ha.ve,»
RSt f been generalized, comnecting links have been supplied,

apologetic interests have been at work; nevertheless what

0 - we bave left 1s a ;'enﬁi'kably consistent picture of & Life
Gy '  whioh has lived in the minds of _millions\of men and women
o 1 as the Word of God, It 18 inconceivable that this is the
DL | work of "pioue fancy", or that the comnunity created ite.
B4 It crea.ted the commnitye

The years which .tnter;vened between the crucifixion

yood ] ; and the gq@ilagion of Mexk's gospel, when the tradition
LG | ciroulated orelly, ﬁ%ﬁ ‘the sdyings and deeds of Jesus

’ cherished and circulated li‘n, a variety of forms, for their
ke | | . value t'o; the Ghﬁrch, not to fQBterityo Wheﬁ_mal‘k wrote

be had to do With the tredition which held Jesus as he

then lived, the Christ of faithe But the very use of the

tredition in the Church, the unliterery cherecter of the

g _ early community, the presenqé of eyewitnesses whos.:w_ouldv
P it ‘ _ prevent wandering trom the truth, a.nd the aingula.rly con-
i - sistent picture of Christ in the gospels, all argue for
O : the Christ of faith being reliably like the Jesus who

lived and walked among men.
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