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JESUS THE HISTORICAL Ren

Outlihe el

Thesis -

To examine some of the data offered as proof that Jesus

was an historical character; likewise the chief arguments
presented by those who deny such historicity and to observe
some answers to these negative arguments; also to show,in

some measure, the kind of Character. Jesus was.

Introduction
I. Purpose to examine evidence of belief in the Historical
Jesus. _ ' 1

A. Evidences.
l. Scriptural.

2. Non=-scriptural.
II. The practical importance seen in new emphases on Jesus
in modern Christianity. 1.

III. It is not a.ridiculous question. 1.

Main Body of the Thesis
I. The Evidence for the historical Jesus. . ‘ 3;
A. Evidence of early writers outside the canon. 3.
1. Material is scanty.
2. Testimony found in Roman writers.
a. Tacitus.
, b. Suetonius.

~c. Pliny.
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'B. Pauline evidence for the historicity of Jesus.

3. Testimony of Jewish writings. 8.

a. The Talmud. e
Be TOl'dOth YeShu. 100
c. Antiquities of Josephus. 10.

4. Testbmony of Agrapha, Apocrypha, and
Apostolic Fathers. 12,

S« Value of the testimony to the historicity

of Jesus.
a. Not contradictory.

b. As valid as evidence for other characters

not questioned.
16.
l. Genuineness of the letters.
a. External Evidence.
(1) clement.
(2) Marcion.
(3) Ignatius.

b. Internal evidence. 17,

(1) No marks of being written by a
pPseudonymous person. 18.
(2) The minute details of biography
naturally given.
”_(5) Paul's peréonality rings true.
2; The knowledge of Jesus betrayed in the letterf/iQ.

a. Few references to birth, suffering, cruci-

fixion and resurrection. 20.

b. Not necessary for Paul to give more in his

age.




¢« Paul had had intimate reaations with
the Master's disciples. 21,
d. Not likely that Paul would deliberately
create the character of Jesus. 22,
Se Cﬁarges against Pauline evidence. 23,
8. No adequate proof for denial of authenticity.
b. Some hold that the letters are a result of
reworking. v
¢c. Paul's Christianity said to be nothing more
than an Adonis cult.
4. Conclusion - Historicity of Jesus was a prerequiaite
to Paul's Christian 1ife and work.
C. The evidence for Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels, 24,
1. Radicals conbtend that gospels are worthless.
2. Examination of evidence for génuimeness of gospels,
a. Internal proof. 25,
b. External proof. 27.
3+ The historical connection in which gospel materialg
took shape. 30,

a. The Synoptic Problem.

b. Approximate dates of Gospels. 33,
Ce The Setting. 34.
4. The testimony concerning Jesus. 35.

8. Representation of Jesus realistic.

(1) Especially in earlier stages of

tradition.
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(2) Jesus does not make the impression
on contemporaries that later writers'
would have wished.
(3) Some things not creditable to Jesus
were recorded.
b. Jesus historicity never doubted by early
crities. ’ 37.
¢. Purther evidence of Jesus' existence may
be revealed in character of teaching. 37.
d. Existence of group of believers is a stpong
argument . 39.
5. Conclusion - The historical Jesus is necessary
to the new religion- Christianity. , 40.
D. Gospel of John of no vital importance to discussion. 41.
1. Historical character too much a matter of debate.
2, 1t adds nothing of vital importance.
II. Portraits of Jesus. 44.
A. Even though Jesus' historicity established question
still remains, what kind of a character do we have.
B. Specific pictures.
1. Traditional Jesus. 46,
a. Chief emphasis here on his divinity.

b. Result a miracle working, pre-existent

all~knowing Christ.




2. The Jesus of the Radical Critic. 48.
a. Created by application of scientific-
historical methods to gospels and re-
ligious léterature.
b. Characteristic Pictures.
(1) The Mythical Jesus. 49,
(2) ‘he Jesus of the Pathographer. 55.
(3) The purely human Jesmus. 60,
3. The Jesus of the liberal theologian. 6l.
d. The supernatural elements of gospel story
not considered fundamental.
b. Not supernatural in traditional sense- God-
consciousness a growth.
Summary
I. Historical Evidence valid. _ 64.
A. Extra-canonical evidence bears out gospel records.64.
B. Pauline works historical and based on historical figure.
C. Gospels are historical documents.
1. Substantiated by internal and external evidence.
II. Portraits of Jesus. 66 .
A. Depend on point of view.
1. Supernatural where emphasis put oh supernatural
elements of gospels.
B. More human where documents are viewed critically. 67.

III. Evidence while scanty as complete as might be expected.67.
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JESUS THE HISTORICAL.

Introduction.

The purpose of such an expoeition as this 1is to
set forth some data as a reasonable basis for acceptance
of belief in the exiestence of en historical Jesue.
Recognizing that traditional faith 1s not valid evidence,
we approach the problem by an attempt at a fair minded
examination of the chief documents, both scriptural and
non-scriptural, setting forth the figure of Jesus. In
this presentation we ehall be critlical observing the
chief arguments purporting to disqualify the best evidence.
The practical importance of such a consideration is
evident when one thinks of the place of Jesus in modern
Christianity, which is becoming more increasingly Christ-
ocentric. Some of the chief emphases of the Reformation
were Pauline so far as their sources were concerned,
likewise much of the authority'of Modern Christianity
has been found in the 0ld Testament. Today the cry is
“Back to Christ." Jesus becomes our chief authority for
the character of God. All of this gives us a fresh interest
in the question of the Historical Jesus.

Some may think it ridiculous to raise the question
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of Jesus' historicity, but the very fact that scholars do
raise this question, and mean to be taken serilously,
causes us to go into the matter deeply to see what grounds
there are for our belief or these doubts. Drews says
"Since David Frederick Strauss in his 'Life of Jesus!
attempted for the first time to trace the gospel stories
and accounts of miracles back to mytﬁs and pious fictions,
doubts regarding the existence of an historical Jesus have
never been lulled to rest."l. He adds that it has been
reserved to the presentd ay (1910) to attain to more
startling results.

As we have no eye wltness who ever saw Jesus, and
we do not possess the written statement of anyone who dig,
we are forced to rely upon such records of his activities
as seem from the most careful examination to be reliable.
Some of this evidence is indirect or what 1is usually calleg
" circumstantial. It i1s quite generally agreed that circum-
stantial evidence is admiss%ble when the circumstances are
so related to each other as to convince a reasonable men.
The most important element involved is the examination of
the various records. There are 8o many technical fwuestions

here that no untrained person could be competent to offer

1. Drews~The Christ Myth p.7.
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&n opinlion as to what may be relied upon, we must therefore
make use of the most expert testimony we can find.

In criticizing the sources we find we have a double
task§ first, to ascertain what the sources are, from what .
time they date, from whom they come; and second, to form
an opinion as to their value. we shall now consider the

evidence.

The evidence for the historical Jesus.
A. Evidence of early writers outside the canon.

We are somewhat embarassed at the scantiness of
material which we find when we search early writings for
proof of Jesus; earthly existence, and yet after due de-
liberation, we are not surprised. To us, who live almost
2,000 years after Jesus, his 1life because of the resulting
movement of Christianity is the greatest event of all time,
but we must remember that in the early days it was important
only to the Christians themselves, and that the rest of the
people of the Roman world looked upon Christianity as just
en insignificant sect within Judaism itself, not worthy of

o

mentions  The secular historians had no interest in writing

about the various religlons of the time unless the adherents

were perticularly hostile to the state, therefore the casual




Roman observers did not perceive any necdssity for treatment
of the Christians whose attitude was about the same as the
Jewish position and the Jews for some time had been viewed
with suspicion for refusal to identify themselves with
Roman society.l.

2. Testimony found in Roman writers.

Thbugh the references here are féw, they are worthy
of our attention. Burkitt would give to Tacitus the honor
of belng the only one, independently of Christian tradition,
to glve us any information about the life and career of
Jésus of Nazareth. ) More recent wrilters have mentioned
others, some of whom we ﬁill consider later, but Taciltus
at least seems to bear unequivocal testimony to the
existence of the Jesus of gospel history even though by
his test imony he shows his unfriendliness toward the
Christians. Rhees says "The Roman's scornful judgment fail-
ed to grasp the nature and power of the movement whose
unpopularity invited Nero's lying accusation, yet it
emphasizes the significance of him who did not strive,
nor cry, nor cause his voice to be heard in the street,
whose_influence, nevertheless, was working as leaven

De
throughout the empire." A translation of Tacitus'

1. Case-Historicity of Jesus p.242.
2. Burkitt-Earliest Sources for the Life of Jesus p.l.
3. Rhees-The Life of Jesus of Nazareth p.3.
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definite statement in his Annals written sbout 115-117

reads thus:

"The originator of that name, one Christus,
hed been executed in the reign of Tiberius by 1
order of the administrator - Pontius Pilate." ~*

Here Pontius Pilate occupies the same place that he ogou~ .

- piegs in the church's creed, he marks the date of the

Crucifixion.

Before we can accept this as proof of Jesus' exist-
ence we must determine whether it can be condidered as a
genuine part of the oﬁiginal author's work, or whether it
is an interpolation by the hands of some Christian copier.
Hochart, one French scholar, who is very skeptical would
éssign not only the sentence and chapter here in question
but a much greater portion of the Annals to the pén~of
Poggio Bacclolini who brought to the light owr most impor-
tant manuscript of the annals:z. Hochart, with his extreme
skepticism, has failed to win any substantial following.

The definite arguments against the genuineness of
the statement quoted above are: that in writing of Tiber=
ius, Tachtus would have been expected to use the word
princeps and not 1mper1tantg; and also in writing - per

procuratorem Pqntium‘Pilatum-no statement is given as to

where he is procurator. In regards to the first, while we

l. Tacitus=-Annals 15:44 - From Burkitt op.cit. pe.l.
2. Case-op.cit. p.247.

?
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might have expected him to we the term princeps we can
not prove that he did, or that he would not have used
imperitante, for this same word is found in other of

his writings. The second contention - per procuratorem
Pontium Pilatum -~ 1is thought to need some explanation as

to where Pilate was governor, but a sentence follows close=-
ly saying that the malady sprang from Judea.

If we do accepb these as genuine we have yet to prove
that they are independent of gospel tradition. we know that
the gospel tradition hed taken form by the year 115 A.D.
and had been broadcast over the Roman empire. Case does not
think that Tacituépreliability suffers in eny way by admitting
that he may have had his 1nformation'from current Christian
tradition,l. but Klausner thinks that Tacitus would have had
greater value 1f written earlier than 75 years after the
event. | / _

The Roman historisn suetonius (65-135) 1is very obscure
in his reference to Chrisilanity. In his lives of the
Twelve Caesars, from Julius Caesar to Domitian,v(written
about 120 A.D.) he says that Claudius “banished from
Rome the Jews who made great tumult because 6f Chrestus.“s.

\Ng know that the names Chrestus and Christus have been

confused, but we are sure too that Jesus could not have

1. case=0pe. cit. p.249.
2. Klausner-Jesus of Nazareth p.60.
3. Caaudius 25 Clted by Klausner op. cit. p.60.
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been in the city of Rome at the time of Claudius, yet the

g natural meaning of 'impulsore Chresto' is that a disturbance
was caused by a Jew named Chrestus, living in Rome at this
time. "It is also possible that Suetonius did not distinguish
sharply the difference between Jews and Christians, and knew
so 1little of the situation as to make his reference to it
thus unintelligible.” L Klausner after quoting Graetz
(Geshicte der Juden IIXI, 423 n.3) who supposes that "Christus"
was an apostle of Christian teacher, says "If we suppose
with Greetz that Suetonius here refers to a Christiaen teach-
er, the fact that only twenty years after the death of Jesus
there were to be found Christian apostles, and teachers, is
itself proof not only of his existence, but also of the
important effect of his personal influence." 2

suetonius also has a statement to the effedt that
Nero punished the Christiani who were adherents bf a new

! and odious superstition. This is easily understood and can

be accepted more readily than the former reference because

we are familiar with Nero's persecution of the Christiens.
) Pliny, governor of Bithynia, adds something to our
knowledge of the spread of Christianity in his time. In

R o i 3 e B o

‘*ik 112 A.D. he writes to Trajan telling the results of an ‘

A investigation of the Christians which he carried on at the ﬂ

! 1. case-op.cit. pP.246.
2. Klausner-op.cit. p.6l.
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orders of the smperor. "The chief point ois inferest in
Pliny's report is the statement that he had heard in the
course of his inquiries, first of all from heathen sources,
that the Christians neither sacrificed to the gods, nor yet
offered incense to the Emperor, and that they refused, when
bidden,'to curse Christus'; and, secondly, from the Christ-
jans themselves upon examination, that they held early
morning and evening meetings, at the former of which they
sang songs of praise to Christ 'as iff to a god'(quasi deo),
and made holy vows, and at the latter partook of common
meals."l. This seems to show that Christianity had gained
a strong foothold in the regions governed by Pliny. Drews
objects to using this as evidence of Jesus, stating that
"Jesus as an historical person is not once mentioned in the
whole letter.“z. other writers pronounce the passage to be
a Christian interpolation, but critical opinion at present
is in favor of holding to its authenticlty. Almost every
1ife of Jesus, which treats of the extra-canonical sources,

includes Pliny along with Suetonius and Tacitus, as furnish-

ing us a few items of importance.
3. Testimony of Jewish writings.

we would naturally expect a fuller treatment from

1. Thorburn- Jesus the Christ p. 128.
20 Drews’ OpoCito po 233.
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Jewish writings of the period, but here again we are dis-

appointed. The Talmud, a body of Jewish Civil and Canon-

jcal law not in the Pentateuch, was in process of forma-
tion at the time Jesus lived, so we might expect to find

in it some reference to Jesus. There are many statements
that have been interpreted as refdrring to Jesus, but most
of them must be ruled out, then too the rest have little
historical value "since they partake of the nature of vitup-
eration and plemic against the founder of a hated party."l.

However after careful analysis of the oldest manuscripts,

»

Klausner is of the opinion that :

"There are rellable statements in the Talmud

to the ef@ect that Jesus' name was Yeshu'a of
Nazareth, that he practiced sorcery and beguiled
and led Israel astray; that he mocked at the words
of the mise; that he expoundel the Scriptures in

the same mamner as the Pharisees; that he had five
diseiples; that he said that hewasiinot come to take

aught away from the Law or to add to it; that he
false teacher and beguiler on the

was hanged as &

eve of the Passover, which happened on the Sabbath

and that his disciples healed the sick in his name."

There are other references which do not stend the
test of histar ical criticism even to the extent that the
above do, but even they seem to have some value for us.
If Jesus never 1lived, or there had been apy question of
nis existence, wany did the enemies of the Christians

admit his existence and confine their opposition to

1. Klausner“opo(}ito De 18~-19.
2. Op.Cit. D. 46.




denying the claims of his unuaual superiority which were

advanced by the Christians? "It is a notorious fact that
no Jewish teacher, or writer, has ever questioned the
existence of the Jesus of the Gospels. In all their bit-
terest controversies with the Christians, throughout the
last eighteen centurlies and more, no Rabbl has even sug-
gested that Jesus was not an historical character."l.

A superficial reading of the Toledoth Jehhu,
(Origens of Jesus) shows that it is nothéng but foklore
in which are woven Talmudic legends and g® pel accountse.
The book contains no history but it has a value which may
be described as historical, for in it nnthing in the
gospels was denied, it was only perverted into a source
of ridicule.

In addition, the works of Josephus and Philo are
the only other Jewlsh writings to be preserved, and
Philo in his Therapeutes does not once refer to the
Christians. In Josephus' book, 'The Antiquities of the
Jews', written during the last decade of the first cen-
tury,‘we may find only two references to Jesus, and these
have not been consldered reliable even by Christian

scholars, largely because of the manifest additions made

by later Christian copyists. Klausner, however, takes

1. Thoburn- op.cit. p.149.
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the position that while a portion is unreliable a portion

1. 2.
9 B can be accepted, and Thorburn is of the same opinion.

The bracketed words in the following are considered to
have been added t o the original text. |

b : Now there was about this time Jesus, a wise

o Man {if it be lawful to call him a man). For

he was a doer of wonderful works, a teacher of
such men as receive the truth with pleasure., He
drew over to him both many of the Jews and many

of the Gentiles. (He was the Messisah) and when

: Pilate at the suggestion of the principal men among
P us, had condemned him to the cross, thosethat loved
Do him at the first ceased not (for he appeared to
them alive again the third day as the divine
Phophets had foretold these and ten thouseand

other wonderful things concerning him); and the
race of Christians3 so named frort him, are not
extinet even now. “° :

L
=SS

SRR

Josephus writing as a Pharisee, for the sake of the

o Romans, would not have wanted to say anything either fav-
orable or detailed about Jesus or abbut the Christians. As
% this would not have been to the liking of Christians who
copied the writings, they added to them. Rhees thinks that
| Josephus could not have been ignorant of Jesus, but after
‘é _ giving such an appreclative notice of John the Béptist
| (Ant. xvili 5.2 ) he could not have mentioned Jesus more
fully without some approval of his life and teaching. This
would be a condemnation of his own pedple, whom he desired
‘. to comménd to Gentlle regard; he seems to have teken the

cowardly course of silence concerning a matter which was

1. Ope. cit. P57
2. Op. cit. p.95.
3. Ant. xviii 3. 3( Klausmar op. cit. p.56 ).
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more noteworthy even for that generat ion than much else of
which he writes very fully.

The second mention by Josephus of Jesus says:

"So he (Ananus) assembled the sanhedrin of

judges and brought before them the brother of

Jesus, the so-called Christ, whose name was

James, and some others. And when he had formed

an accusation against them as breakers of the

law he delivered them to be stoned."2.

In the opinion of Klausner there is no doubt that this
1s genuine. He quotes Reville who rightly urges that no
Chris tian would write of Jesus 'who was called the Messiah;'

3e
such an interpolation would be "overdone.

It must be admitted that we do not learn much from
these fragmentary statements, but at least we have confirmed
the exis tence of Jesus and his brother James, that he had
been & doer of wonderful works, a teacher, and had been

condemned to the cross by Pilate.

4. Testimony of Agrapha, Apocrypha, and Apostolic Fathers.
we have a group of sayings called the Agrapha or
words of Jesus outside the gospels. Of these, ¥Wernle says
"There 1is hardly one which could enrich our knowledge of

Jesus, to say nothing of the uncertainty that they are

1. Rhees- op.cit. p. 22.
20 Anto XX.Q.l. Cited by Case - Op- Cito 250"2510
S Op- cit. p-59o
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l.
really his." wellhausen and Julicher as well as mosi

reputable scholars regard them all as spurious, so it
is 1nadv1sabie to maeke use of them.

The apocryphal gospels are all later than the Canon-
1cal, and ere filled with legends showing the childlike
faith of Christian bodies from the second century onward.
There is no historical value for us in them, because 1if
they did contain a germ of truth it would be impossible
to find it in the mass of legend.

A distinction might be made between the apocryphal
gospels and the uncanonical such as the gospel of Peter,
of the Egyptians, of the Hebrews, and of the Ebionites,
but even these, though containing more of the truth than
the apocryphal gospels must be handled with care because
since they were banished from the cenon, they have not
been preserved carefully.

The mpostolic Fathers offer us little about the
1ife of Jesus, but the very fact, that they take the
teality of his earthly existence for granted, in this
respect, following the current Christian tradition, 1s

valuable.

1. wernle-sources for bthr knowledge for the Life of Jesus
p. 8.
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B. Value of the testimony to historicity of Jesus.
1. Not contradictory to Jesus historicity.

To sum up what we have learned from these extra-
canonl cal sources, we find that we have acquired but two
things; (a) We have learned something of the period and
environment in which Jesus lived, something of the polit-
ical conditions, and some of the religious and ethical
iddas which prevailed; (b)Though this is secondary and
fragmentary, we can conclude from it that Jesus 1lived and
died in Judea during the Roman occupation and that he
had an except ional personality. "all this stands out firm
and irrefutable and there is no solid foundation for the
doubts of Bauer, Kalthoff and Drews.“1.

2. As valid as evidence for other characters
not questioned.

Here may we say that the evidence for Jesus about
which we have gone into detail above, is fully as valid as
the evidence which we have for other characters hot usually
questioned. Socrates is an example of this, and here is
Rousseau's judgment about the two in his Emile.

"Shall we say that the gospel story is a work of

imagination? Friend, that is not how one invents; the
facts about Socrates, which no one doubts, are not so

1. Klausner- Jesus of Nazareth p.70.
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well attested as those about Jesus Christeseecs

It would be more incredible that four men should
have agreed to manufacture this book than that
there was a single man who supplied the subject-
matter for it. No Jewish authors could have hit
upon its tone or its morality; the gospel heas
notes of reality which are so great, so striking,
so absolutely inimitable, that thelr Iinventor

would bi a more astonishing person than their
hero."

(In regard to the question that Socrates existencs
has not been doubted, it should be noted that a recent
philosopher, Will Duraht in an article written for the
American Magazine has doubted the historicity of Socraﬁes
but how far this is belng accepted, I am mot able to say.)
Moffatt, though he admits that an expert would have put
the matter more cautiously than Rousseau has done, never-
theless concludes " Rousseau .... has sumed up by antic-
ipation in these words the position on which sound crit-
icism of the gospels 1s steadily converging. ) vie
would add with Klausner that those who deny his (Jesus)
very existence and the great importance of his person=-

Se
ality must deny all historic reality.

1. Moffat=The approach to the New Testament pP.l67.
2. Op.Cit. p.l67.
3. Op. Cit. pP.70.
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‘B- Paul's Testimony in regard to Jesus' Historicity,
l. The genuineness of the letters,

The earliest Christian literatwure which we have
handed down to us is the group of letters commonly at-
tributed to St. Paul, as written to the various churches
which he founded on his missionary journeys. VWhile it is
very generglly accepted that these letters are those of
Paul, nevertheless their genuineness has been questioned,
so it 1s best that before we see what evidence they con-
tain concerning the historical Jesus; we shall estimate
such facts hoth external and internal which are subhmitted
in their favor.

The eXternal evidence is slight hut not to be cast
out for that reason, @lthough it is readily cast aside
by those who want to deny the genuineness of the letters.
Clement of Rome, writing to the Corinthians in the last
decade of the first century A. D. (ahout 95) says, "Take
up the epistle of the blessed apostle Paul. Vhat did he
nrite to youat the time when the gospel first began to
be preached? Truly under the inspiration of the spirit,
he wrote to you concerning himself, and Cephas, and
Apollos, because even then parties had been formed emong

1.
you."  This refers undoubtedly to I Corinthians.

1. Clement 47:1 (Translation by Hayes-Paul and his Epistle
p. 225).
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Marcion mentions Paul, giving him the place, too, of

being his main scriptural authority. ) Ignatius, also,
seems to be well acquainted with Paul's letters though
this evidence is less specific. Moffatt auotes, "Ignatius
must have known this epistle by heart", referring to

I Corinthians.z.

This extra-biblical evidence is slight, still we
can consider ourselves fortunate that we have this much.
In the early days vhen ma8nuscripts were written so labor-
iously, few were made, and it was easy to destrov them.
Rival schools often destroyed each others books consequent-
ly, as some authors have said, "every manuscript was at
the mercy of the least accidents; its preservation or
destruction was merely a matter of chance."

But this external evidence, convincing as it may
seem to some {n:spite of its slightness) is nevertheless
cast aside as spurious by those.who deny the genuilness of
Paul's letters; so if we would present any proof to them
1t must come from considerations based on the content of
the literature itself. One question we must ask ourselves
is--Vlere these letters written by Paul or do they seem to

be written by an impersonator? Van Manen leads the extreme

Dutch critics, sayving that all Pauline epistles are pseud-

1. case P.179
2. loffatt-An Introduction to the Literature of the New
Testament-P. 115.
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.e:pigraphic, and merely express views of a second century
champion. ) Vhen a book is written by a pseudonymous per-
son, he will make the character of the person impersonated
have the point of view of himself, and of 1:is age in which
he is then living. He would hardly put into the mouth of
his hero, ideas such as are discredited at the time he is
writing, and as the eschatology of Paul was not in good re-
pute at a little later date, it seems to re a fine pilece
of internal evidence which we can accept in favor of Paul
being the author.

Again the minute details of bilography are gliven
naturally-not artifically nor stiffly, as would be the
case if invented. Of counrse they are meager and do not
give us the whole life of Paul but we would agree with
Case who thinks that the very incompleteness of the story
is a credential for the genuineness of the letters.2‘
Glover concurring iu thils 8entiment says that the many
gaps, needless references 1o unknown persons, &nd the con-
stant occupation with questioné which we can only dimly
discover from his answers; all hear testimony to their stamp
of genuineness. A novel or collection of letters writien
merely for general reading would not be like this;z.

The personality of Paul that we see revealed in his

l. Ccase p. 52~-note 1.
3. 0lover-The Jesus of History-p. 8.




19.

writing seems to ring true to reality. Ve see, passing
through the range of human experience, -&n actual person,
emotional-now on the heights, now in the depths-, now
condemning, now flattering, influenced by his own exper=-
jences, but through it all doing & particularly vitel
piece of work in propagating a new religion. Such a
character could hardly have been created by a later
writer. "Norden, in his Kunstprbse says there is much
in Paul that he does not understand but he catches in
him again after three hundred years that note of life
that marks the great literature of Greece. That is not
easily forged. Luther and Erasmus were right when they
said--each of them has said it however it happened--that
Paul"Spoke pure flame."l. So we would agree vith case
that in view of the above, "the historicity of Paul, and
the genuineness of the principal Pauline letters are
supported by the data of both external and internal testi-
mony." )

Granting the authenticity of the major Pauline
letters we would expect, in view of the fect that Paul is
the earliest literary witness to Christianity, to learn

much of the person and life of Jesus. But we are doomed

to disappointment; the references are few, and some who do

l. Glover-op.cit.p.8.
2. Case—OP-Cit apolQOo




not doubt the aunthenticity of the Pauline letters, newyerthe-

less, have not been able to find in his letters any evidence
that he knew of and preached & Jesus who had lived. Drews
goes to the extreme in saying "ho one would find such a per-

son in them if that belief was not previously established in
1.
him." TIs Paul so completely silent? Let us examine his

letters closely to determine what facts or date he gives us

in regard to Jesus.

We find a reference to his birth in the natural way,z.
also that he came of the line of David,s. we learn of his
life of obedience,4. his poverty,5. his meekness and gentle-
ness,6. the crucifixion,v. whieh became Paul's cornerstone

" for interpretation, the resurrection, resurrection appeareénces,

10.
the teaching of Jesus in regard to divorce, then a few

other references which show a knowledge of general teachings
and e vents in the life of Jesus-ll. also a specific event,
namely the last meal with his disciples, and the betrayal.lg.
Scanty though these are, we can draw from them that Paul
knew of a human Jesus, born of a Jewish mother, suffered,
erucified and was seen after death. Not very much but
nevertheless, we cannot draw from Paul's secming silence

that He. knew nothing:more Jhere was no need of his telling

more.

1. Drews-=The Christ Myth-p.208. 7. I Cor, 2:2.

2. gal.4:4. 8. Gal. 1:1.

3. Rom.l:3. 9. I Cor. 15:3-8.

4., Rom.5:19,Phil.2:5-11. ... 10. I Cor. 7:10-11.

5. II Cor.8:9 11. I Cor. 7:12,25,9:14,
6. IT Cor.l1lO:1. IThes. 4:15.

12. I Cor. 11:23 ff.
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He was talking to people whe were near enough to the timeof.
Jesus to know about his personal life. Paul seems 10 be
primarily interested not in the facts of Jesus' 1life but
rather in showing to his converts the greater meaning of

his 1ife, death @nd ;esurrection.

Paul was living in an age when the people who lived,
andwalked and talked with Jesus were still living. After
his conversion, he had stayed in Damascus with the Christ-
lans there, some who had been considered worthy enough to
demand his attention as a persecutor. He went up to
Jerusalem and Barnabas took him to see Peter and the other
disciples-they must have talked about Jesus because Paul
would want to know about the one who had so graciously
saved him. Paul worked in Antioch, and on his first
missionary journey, with Barnabas who seems to heve been
intimately acquainted with the first disciples. This would
have made it impossible for FYaul t» mistake the primitive
belief in an antnropomorphized God for belief in an actnal
historigal person, .Thorburn says, "these visits and con-
ferences with his brother apostles alone preclude our
taking St. Paul's references to the 1life and death and 5

teaching of Jesus in any mythical or merely ideal sense."

Paul himself tells the Corinthians, he delivered to them

10 Case Opfcit .p-197.
2.0p.cit.p.92.
3. I Cor.ll:23.
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what he received.l. .

Another possibility presents itself. Paul has been
accused of deliberately creating this historical character.
It seems strange though and hardly to be believed that he
would engage in such - serious disputes as he had with the
legalista- and worry about their undoing his work, when
their claim that they had been personally acquainted with
Jesus was all a fairy tale.

Then too, can it be imagined Paul said, "In prisons
more ebundantly, in stripes above measure, in death oft-of
the Jews five times received I forty stripes save one,
thrice I suffered shipwreck, a night and a dav have I bheen
in the deep, in journeyings often, in perils of rivers,
in perils of robbers, in perils from my country men, in
perils fram the Gentiles, in perils in the city, in perils
in the wllderness, in perils in the sea, in perils among
false brethren, in labor and travail, in watchings often, in
hunger and thirst, ih fastings often, in cold and nakedness,

and besldes these things which are without there is that
. /e

&

which presseth upon me daily, anxiety for all the churched,
Could it be imdgined that any one wonuld go through all this
for a mere fictitious Christ that he had created out of his
imagination? It is hardly possible.

Those who deny the historicity of Jesus seem to think

1. I Cor‘.ll:25.
2. II Cor, 11:24-27. cf. I Cor. 4:;9-1 3.




it necessary to assume that Paul's letters are spurious-

but tney do not bring forth definite proof that they are,
again there are those who think that the letters are histor-
ical but that they have been worked over hy the Christians
later, and that all the passages thet point to an historical
Jesns are interpolations. (This shows as Case says the con-
venient elasticity of the ¢ritical method.)lf Drems attempts
to explain Paul's Christianity thus-Paul had hee&rd of a
Jewish sect God, in Tarsus. It was none other than a
Judaized and spiritualized Adonis cult. Panl opposed it

but suddenly received enlightenment. The dying Adonis be-
came the self-sacrificing God, surrendering his life for

the world.z. This 1s too highly fanciful and has too many
omisgions to bear much weight.

We feel that in view of the above testimony we can
dranw ‘this important conclusion. Though the testimony is
restricted it is very clear-Paul is a genuine personality,
and the historicity of Jesus is a prerequisite to his
Christian life and work.S. While the apostle freely inter-
preted, and at times no doubt greatly idealized the person
of Jesus, thers never was a tine vhen to deny the reality of

Jesus would not have been a fatal shock to Paul's entire

interpretive scheme.

l. Case-op.cit.p.73.
2. Drews op.cit.-p.187-199.
3. Case op.cit.-p.200.
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C. Bhe svidence for Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels.

1. Radicals contend that the gospe ls are worthless,

we turn now to the Canonical gospels which are consid-
ered by many authorities the primary souces in gifing us
knowledge of the life and teachings of Jesus, though there
are some who feel that they are too prejudiced to be as
worthwhile as the extra-canonical evidence. In consideration \
of the fact that John presents a(?ifferent problem than ) P’/i
Matthew, Mark, and Luke, we will focus our attention for the
present on these three which are usually called the Synoptic
Gospels.
To be sure, & school of radicals, of which Bruno Bauer
is a typipal representative, would set aside all these
g prels as belng worthless and entirely unhistorical. Bauer
re jected Mark saying that it could be explained on purely
literary grounds, énd of course, accepting the proposition
that Matthew and Luke were expamsions of Mark, it followed
that they too must be rejected. So for Bauer and ﬁt; follow-
ers, these canonical gospels, instead of proving Jesus'

historicity, rather deny his existence.

2. Examination of evidence for genuineness of gospels,
What answer can be given to these radicals? Have we
" proof to offer that 1is strong enough to make reasonable a

belief in the authenticity of the gospels themselves?

1. schweitzer-The Quest of the Historical Jesus p.l37-160.
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. Internal Proof.
3 First let us turn to the gospels themselves. Here we
do not find a great deal. Not one of them, for instance,
co mentions an . author as Peter is mentioned in the false gospel
| of Peter. Apart from the traditdon which grew up - it would
never have occurred to anybody that Matthew the publican

had written our gospel of Matthew, or the gspel of Mark

@ Q had been written by the companion of Paul and Barnabas on
é o their mission.

| we are glad that Luke, folliowing the Greeks, has

k given us his aim and plan, but even here we are not told
: the name or origin of the wriser himself. He says:

Forasmuch a8 meny have taken in hand to draw up @
narrat ive concerning those matters which have been
fulfilled among us, evan as they delivered them unto
us, who from the beginning were eyewitnesses and
ministers of the word, it seemed good to me also,
having traced the course of all things accurately
from the first, to write unto thee in order, most
excellent Theophilus, that thou mightest know the cer-
taifty concerning the things wherein thom wast instruct-
ed.”*

= From these four verses we learn that there were three stafes

; in the handing down of thk tradition; 1. the eyewltnesses

who recorded by word of mouth what they had seen and heard,
2. those who teied to preserve what they heard by wrlting
it down, some more accurately than others, 3. the author
himself, who strives to select the best and arrange it In

order.

1. Luke 1l:1=4 (standard American Revised version)
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This lack of definite data seems to indicate genulne-
ness rather than otherwise, because in the case of pseud-
epigmephic writings, as was shown later, the authors thought
to win a hearing by assigning them to the apostles. Various
writers,from Tatian unto modern times, have tried to write
a harmony of the gospels. This experience teaches us it
cannot be done, not only because of conflicting data, and
gaps in the s tories, but also because of the disagrepements
in the time and place, when and where events oéourred.at
first thought 1t would seem that these contradictions and
omiséions testify against the veracity of the gospel con-
tents; on more thorough consideration it eppears that the
authenticity is strengthened by the very discrepancies
which appear. This makes the gospels true to life, true
to the mature of the reports of the eyewitnesses for an
ement. No two people see or report any experience the same.
If they did, we would susplcion that they were writing
according to pre-arranged agreement and not of things they
had witnessed. Therefore these disagreerments in dates,
places, and detalls of story testify to the authenticity
of the gosﬁels rether than against them.

when it comes to the internal evidence of the gospels
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representatives of the radiml movement, who commonly ignore
the external testimony to be considered below, lay great
stress on the many passages to which they seem to find par-
allels in the heathen literature of the day. But according
to Case, "No amount of parallelism .... disposes of the gen-
uineness of these writings unless it can be demonstreted the
the personal note, containdd in them is not genuine, and that
the 1idea of newness 1is itself filctitious" and then he con-
cludes "In general this radical rejection of the New Teste
ament evidence seems to rest on unreliable grounds, and is
not sufficiently thoroughgoing to touch the heart of the
problem. ]

No matter what the faults of the g.ospe.ls are, and
we admit that there are traces occasionally of a Jesus
that might have been drawn from folklore, nevertheless,
these accounts present on the whole a Jesus who is "true
to life" even though he “tower to heaven". " Nowhere in

all literature do we find the creation of a character who

even approaches Jesus.

b. External Proof.
several writers of the second century whose reliae

bility is not successfully questioned bear testimony to

1. Case-Historicity of Jesus~ p.68,
2. Rittelmeyer-Behold the man=p.l35.
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the exBtence of the gospels and the high place they held.
Irenaeus, Bl hop of Lyons, in a book written about 185 A.D,
1s the first to expound the doctrine of the necessity of the
fourfold gospel. Although his reasons are fanciful, it shows-
that the four canonlcal g® pels had a position entirely by
themselves in his estimation. )

About the year 150, Justyn Martyr speaks of “memoirs =
so he translates the word 'gospel' for readers who were not
Christians - composed by the apostles of Jesus and their
companions.“2.

Tatian, & pupil of Justym, thought the four gospels
inconvenient and incorporated them into his Diatessaron
about 170 A.D. >

In the Muratorian Canon, the four gospels were eve
idently enumerated at the beginning of the list of New
Testament books. )

streeter in “The Four Gospels“s. gives us four pieces
of evidence which seem to have direct bearing on the origin
and dates of the gospels.

1. Ignatius, bishop of Antioch, on his way to martyr-
dom at Rome (c. 115 A.D.) wrote seven letters. In them are to

3 be found & dozen or more reminders of material found in the

1. Hastings-Dictionary of Ckhrist and the Gospels-p.l122.
o, wernle~-sources for the life of* Jesus-p.l2.

3. Hastings-op.cit. p.122.

4. Case-op.citd pp. 205-206.

Se Streeter" pp.7-l’77.
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G | synoptics. nome must be from Matthew, therefore it must
have been a standard work before 115 A.D.

2. Marcion put in his Canon our third gospel, thus
by 140, Luke must have been & church classic of standing.

3. Eusebius, Father of Church History, (c.325) had:
a fortunate habit of quoting from authorities verbatim;
nis accuracy has been checked by those which survive, there -
fore justifying us in believing he can be trusted in regard
to those which do not, He quotes from Papias, bishop of
Hieropolis, from his Exposition of Oracles of the lord.

"And the Elders said thk also - Mark having
become the interpreter of Peter wrote down accur=-
ately everything that he remembered, without how-
ever recording in order what was said or done by
Cnrist. For neither did he hear the Lord, nor did
he follow Him, but afterwerds as I said, (attended)
Peter who adapted his instructions to the need
(of his hearers) but had no design of giving a
connected account of the Lord's oracles. So then
Mark made no mistake while he thus wrote dovn
some things as he remembered them, for he made
it his one care not to omit anything that he
heard or to set down any false statement therein.”

We also have an interesting statement from the pre-
face of Papias! work:"and again on any occesion when
a person came in my way who had been & follower
of the Elders, I would enquire about the discourses
of the Elders, what was said by Andrew, or by
Peter or by Philip, or by Thomas or James, or
by John or Matthew or any other of the Lord's
disciples and what Aristion and the Elder John,
®” the diseiples of the Lord say."




4. Busebius adds a remark about Matthew - “So then

Matthew composed the oracles (Tci‘knw% in the Hebrew

language and each interpreted them as he could."
From these considerations we are warranted in drawe-

ing three conclusions; 1l. the gospels were in existence

o

before the second century, 2. they had been cenonized, — v

3. they had been given first place in the New Testament

collsection.

3. The historical connection in which‘the
gospel materials took shape.
8« The Synoptic Problem.

The first three gospels, because they are all con-
structed on & common plan, and from first to last amid
minor differences present the teaching and work of Jesus
from the same point of view are called the Synoptic
Gospels.

After reading the gospels we see because of the
many likenesses on the one hand, and the many discrep-
ancies on the other, that the Djnoptic Problem must deal
with the questions: vhen were they written? which was

=x written first? Did any one know of the existence of the
others? what language were they written in? what sources

did they use?
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A great deal of research has been done on this question.
There are many books which go into the matter in detail, but
in our paper we feel that a summary of their results is gall
that is necessary. )

1. The two-source theory is almost universally accepted.

2, Such evidence of dependence between them that the
presumption is almost unavoidable that one,Mark, served &s
a source for the other two.

3. All materisl may be grouped into two classifica-
tions, narratives and sayings.

4. The narration of Matthew and Luke are so closely
sllied to Mark that inference is almost self-evident that
they must have used as a source a gospel so similar to
Mark that it could reasonably have been our Marke.

5. Hence Mark is best adapted to be used &8 a source
for the other two - 18 presumably the first or narrative
source used by Matthew and Luke.

6. ne sayings or dilscourse material, forming a
large common portion of Matthew and Luke, suggest the
sedond source is é document made up mainly of saylngs
of Jesus and referred to by scholars as Q (from the
German word, quelle, meaning sowr ce). This second source

glves us the well-known two-document theory.

1. This summary is taken from Class Notes =- Synoptic Gospels
under Prof. Lowstuter in 1927.




In addition to these two great sources, it would
seem probable that Matthew and Luke had recourse to others
from which they got material common to each. Harnack
made a mistake by not allowing for other special sources
in addition to the two main ones.

It 1s not our purpose and intent to dogmatize,and
presﬁme that all difficulties are settled by this theory,
or to infler that no questions are left unsettled, or to
assume that all such questions ever can or will be settleq.
Our design 1s just to give a resume of scholars in this
field and to find a working hypothesis. This theory
appeals to us as being the most reasonable yet offerreqd,
as the one which removes most difficulties, answers most
problems, leaves the smallest number of questions unan-
swered.

So though no one our gospels is the immediate pro-
duct of an apostle, or other eyewitness, they are however
baséd upon apostolic tradition, and at least the gospel
of Mark which we have sald 1s the oldest was written

down while yet there were some living who had $een and

heard the historical Jesus.
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b. Approximate dates of the gospels.

Among the more consplcuous indications of Mark's date
are references to the overthrow of the Jewish nation, and
the destruction of the temple in the wear 70 A.D. The

Jewish revolution, thoﬁgh a thing of the past, was not very
far away, so the authorities for the most part set the date
of Mark soon after 70 A.D., although there are some who
place it as early as 45 A.D., and others who make it as
late as 130 A.D.l. In Mark 13:30, Jesus is supposed to
have predicted the end of the world in his own generation.
This would herdly have been invented after everybody of
Jeais! generation had passed away, when history itself had
proved it false. S50 1t presupposed a close chronological
connection between Jesus and tﬁe writers of the tradition.

Since Matthew used Mark in substantially its present
form it must have been later than 70 A.D. Ignatius knew
of it so we can place it between 70 and 110 A.D. Here again
our historical critics disagree. Some place it between 40
and 50 A.D. - others as late as 140 A.D. Peake says ,
"Nothing forbids the view that this gospel mayzhave been

written toward the close of the first century. we feel

that this is the most reasonable time to place 1it.

l. Moffatt-op.cit. pp. 212-213.
2. Peake=-A Critical Iintroduction to the New Testement p. 123,




It 1s thought that Luke used Mark, but was unacquaint-

ed with our Matthew. If that i1s the case, the date of the
gospel must lie near the date of Matthew. Von Soden favors
this conclusion - "The want of acquaintance with the gospel
of St. Luke shown iIn St. Matthew favours the assumption that

the two gospels were fairly contemporary in origin.t

c. Setting.

Mark, who is thouglt to be a Palestinian Jew, neverthe-
less has written his gospel for the gehtiles, perhaps for the
Romans. Tradition contends it was written in Rome, though
even tradition itself is not certain that in its original
form it was written there.z. Mark presents Jesus as a Doer
off deeds, one who rises triumphant over his enemies.

Matthew, also a Palestinian Jew, writes for Jewish
readers. His purpose 18 to give a historical and bilograph-
ical background, to prove the fulfilment of 0ld Testament
prophecy, to prove that Jesus was the tfue Messiah. This
was probably not written as a pilece of literature, but to
answer the demand for something about Jesus for the Jew.

Ve have already stated the purpose of Luke, the
beloved physician. He writes for gentile readers, attempt-
ing to show Jesus as a friend of publicans, sinners and a
great humanitarlan.

1. von Soden-History of Early Christian Literature p.200.
2. Class Notes.
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So we find that the heart of the Sgnoptic Gospel
tradition took shape among Jesus' own country men, at
a time when the new religious movement was being spon-
sored by leaders who claimed to have been personally

acquainted with Jesus.

4. The testimony concerning Jesus.
a. Representation of Jesus realistic.

Though the synoptics be admitted genuine, whet can
be sald of their claim to know a Jesus who lived histor-
ically? Certainly these documents contain historical
details about a person who lived in this world, and left
traces of himself; the originality and ring of genuineness
in his sayingsshow this. Rittelmeyer feels this and remarks,
"the record persuades us that we are confronted in it
bj an imposing human being fully alive."l. The earliest
fradition gives us a~more realistic plcture, The later
tradit ion,taking shape when the risen Christ is being
exalted, and when people were trying to make the earthly
Jesus more consistent in their minds with such a divine
personality, 1s not so realistic.

Then too, according to Mark, Jesus was not under-

stood by his contemporaries, by his family nor by the

1 . Op. Cit L] ppu 135"’154 .
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1. :

Twelve. Later writers and interpreters thought he should
have made a greater Impression, and so explained that it
was because of the blindness of his followers that they
faided to see the wonderful manifestations of his personal-

2.
ity. If Jesus had been a mere figment of someone's imag-
ination a situation would not have been created that had to
be so carefully explained. Instead we would have had an
idealized Jesus who constantly performed miracles, manifest-
ed no weaknesses and was perfedt in all ways from the very
beginning. Glover says:

"The central figure of the gospels must impress
every attentive reader as at least a man of marked
personality.... It is hard to imagine the possibil-
ity of nhis being & mere literary creatlion even if
we should conceive a joint literary creation by
several authors writing independent works. Indeed
when we reflect on the character of the gospels,
their origin and composition, and then consider the
sharp, strong outlines of the personality depicted,
we shall be apt to feel his c¢laim to historicity to
be stronger than we supposed." S
As the years passed, his worshipers found themselvss

more than once embarassed by the recoﬁd&,which had state-
ments that did not seem to be creditable to the exalted

Christ, whom they were preaching. The incident that gave
the interpreters the most trouble was his baptism by

John the Baptist. Mark, Matthew and John each try to

1. Mark 8:17,21. Mark 3:21.
2. Ccase~op.cit. p.226.
50 Opocj.to pP. 16"17-
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explein it so as to give Jesus the supremacy, but the acknowl-
edgement of these and similar difficulties show that they
were dealing with a real person, the facts of whose 1ife aid

not alwaye harmonize with the interests of primitive
Christhlogy.

b. Jesus historicity was never doubted by early critics.
As we have seen above, the early writers of the tra-

dition brought Jesus upon the scene at a time when those who
would have been his contemporafies were still living. It
was also produced in the land where he was supposed to have
lived and wrought his wonderful works. How utterly absurd
this would have been if his character had merely been in-
vented! Yet we have no record that his historicity was sver
doubted in the first centuries. The earliest arguments and
theological battles which were waged were over Jesus' res-
urrection, messiahship, virgin bibth and miracles, but his

actual existence was accepted as a matter of course.

c. Further evidence is revealed in the character of

his teachihg.
Although we have no evidence that Jesus wrote anything

and it 1s qghite certain his disclples did not take notes
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on the things Jesus sald, nevertheless, it is probable
that the sayings of Jesus which we have are quite accurate;
at least they are more so thah would be expected if we
moderns, who are used to depending on writing, should try
to do the same thing. The oriental mind was especiélly
trained to memorize, and accurately reproduce the words
of the religious teacher. It is thus that the words of
the Jewish rabbis were handed down: In addition, Jesus
was a master of expression, and lis striking words were
more easily remembered than the words of ordinary conversa-
tionalists. "Moreover, the unconscious reeching after the
effective, which inevitably.influences a twice-told tale,
has.less scope where what 1s repeated is already expressed
in an arresting way."l.

In this connection if one 1is inclined to doubt the
ability of the disciples to remember Jesus words it may
be interesting and helpful to recall Mr. Bruce Glasler's
experience when writing his Memoir of William Morris as
much as twenty-five years after his death.

"7 have found that my memory 1s on many occasions
subject to what seems to be a sort of 'illumination'
or 'inspiration'. Thus when I have fixed my mind on
one, say of the incidents recalled in these chapters

the scene has begun to unfold 1ltself, perhaps slowly
at first, but afterwards rapidly and clearly. Medi-

1.Streeter~-The Historic Christ - From Foundatlions p.84.
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tating upon it for a time I have lifted my pen and
begun to write. Then to my surprise the conversa-
tions, long buried or hidden somewhere in my mem-
ory, have come back to me sometimes with the great-
est fulness, word for word, as we say. Nay, not
only the words, but the tines, the pauses and the
gest ures of the speaker."”’

Surely the sayings of Jesus were written down by the dis-
ciples in the early documents, before twenty-five years

after the death of Jesus. Thus Mr. Glasier's experiencs

.helps us to imagine the process by which Jesus' words

were preserved. Nevertheless the fact that there may
be this element of historical uncertainty keeps us from
meking them legal enactments and forces us to ask "“what is

the spirit?'rather than"what is the letter?"

d. Existence of group of bellevers is a strong arguments -

The existence of the Christisn church, and the group
of early believers is a strong argument in favor of Jesus'
historicity. We must account for the Apostolic church in
some way, for it 1s the great witness to its Founder, and
no life of Christ which fails to account for Christianity
can be adequate.z. It has been sald that a groﬁp of peoplé
would not worship one whom they had known in his human
limitations, but as Case says, this falth needed an earthly

Jesus as well as a heavenly Christ. They must have had

l. Gore-Jesus of Nazareth-p.207.
2. Headlam~op.cit. p.3.
3. Case-op.cit. p.234.
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a high estimate of Jesus while on earth to so readily

believe and have faith in the resurrected Christ.

5. Conclusion-An historical Jesus is necessary to the

new religion.

The historical Jesus is necessary to the new religion,
Upristianity. In no other way can we account for the zeal
and ardor of the disciples, the rapid spread of the believers
and the continuance of an institution through the centuries,
which has moulded and“dominated the mind of mankind.

Lhe fact,that the gospels furnished the incentive
power and authority for the first bellevers,gives us
strong reason for the acceptance of their genuineness.

By the middle of the second century, the chlef churches
must have had access to all four gospels and already regard-
ed them as authoritative. Stanton strikes the keynote in
this respect when he says, “The gospels could hardly have
made their way at the early time at which they must have
begun to do so, if they had not come with good credentials.

1.
There were the means still of testing their claims.”

1. stanton-The Gospels as Historical Documents- Partl P«R75.
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D. The Gospel of John.
l. Historical character too much a matter

of debate.

The Fourth Gospel was written considerably later
than the first three. It is an entirely different type
of document. It is reasonably certain that the author d4did
not intend it to be a biography or_E_yistorical‘document in V"

the same sense as the others. Harnack says, “The Gospel of
1.
John can in no wise be considered a historical source"

and wernle says, "As an nistorical source, John must make

g

room for the synoptics. Jesus was such as the Synoptics

depict him, not such as he is displayed in John,* and
Klausner would call it a religlo-philosophical book rather
than a religio-historical one,S.Its object is to interpret
the highly exalted Jesus, consequently it passes over detaills
in the life and death of Jesus as wduld appear too human.
"Thgftﬁterﬁretation of the personality of Jesus made in

this gospel is a revelation of the experience that men were

naving,as they sought,like Paul, for direct spiritual
' ' ' 4,
acquaintance with Jesus glorified in the heavens."
B,
The writer of the gospel of John sets out to interpret

1. Nuelsen-Recent Phases of German Theology P«.59.

2. wernle-op. cit. p.46.

3. Klausner-op.cit. p.125.

4. Bosworth-Life and Teachings of Jesus p.22.

5. There is so much controversy about the author that we feel

it not wise to go into the matter seeing it will not further our
thesis to any degree. Renan, though he is not considered author-

itative fromnthéestandpoint of scholarship, nevertheless voices
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the universe end sees in the historical Jesus, a bridge where-
by we may cross to the Eternal; he 1s the way, the Truth, |
and the Light. If he tells a story, it is not because it
happened, rather because he sees in it something which be-
longs to the Eternal. For instance, in Mark, the feeding of

the multitude is a striking story; John sees in it the eter-
nal principle - Chriét as the Bread of Life%.Again; take the
raising of Lazarus; for John it is an 1llustration of the
application of the principle - "I am the Resurrection and

the Life."
Likewise, we find it hard to separate the words of

Jonn from the words of Jesus; John no doubt regerded him-
gself a prophet, as a result, when putting down the words
of Jesus, if substitutions ceme to him, he felt they came
from & risen and glorified divine Jesus, and should be
put down to help interpret the earlier sayings. Headlam
feels that the teaching represents a development and has
been translated into the language and forms of thought of

a later time; that it is influenced by the theological

jgeas and expressions which grew up in the apostolic
3
church.

the opinion of a large number of reputable scholars when he
gummarizes the controversial aspect of it thus: "This question
of suthorship stands alone in literary history. I know of no
guestion of criticism in which contrary appearances are so evenly
palanced, and the mind is held more completely in suspense."
(Renan - Life of Jesus pp. 474-475.

1, John 6:1-40

2, John 11l:1-44

%, Life and Teachings of Jesus D. 41.
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2. It adds nothing of vital importance to our

subject.

We are interested though in discovering the histor-
ical Jesus, wherefore, while we believe that there are
certain elements in the gospé of John which are histor-
ical, it adds nothing of vital 1mportance to the Jesus of
history, as given us in the Synoptics. After a complete and
careful study of the value of the Fourth Gospel, Renan has
concluded "If his material information is more exact than
that of the Synoptics, his historic colouring is much less
S0, - so that in order to seize the general physiognomy
of Jesus, the Synoptic gospels, despite their omissions
~and their errors, are still the most trustworthy guides."l.
The gospel of John is not a history nor a biography, but
8 book of devotion to be read like Thomas A' Kempis book,
"Imitation of Christ."

10 Renan - op001t0p4740
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Portraits of Jesus.

A, what kind of a character have we?

Supposé we accept the fact of Jesus' historicity
the question still remalns, "what kind of a character is
he?" To try to picture what he was actually like is a rather
difficult task calling for both critical insight and con-
structive imagination. This is true for two reasons; the
scantiness of the material from which we have to draw, ang
secondly, the conflicting impressions which:.one receives
from the materials themseives.

One writer, as an introduction to his brief sketch
of the life of Jesus says, “The firmness, clearness, and
even fulness with which the'figure of Jesus 18 delineateq
in the sources, and‘the variety of activities through which
it is dramatized, 4o ndt insure thab the data given should
suffice for the dréwing up of a properly so-called 'life
of Jesus'.l.we wonder how he can say "even fulness with
which the figure of Jesus is delineated", for the facts
are that we have a rather extended account of his birth,
then he all but disappears until he 1s twelve years of age.
Again there is a silence until he is about thirty years

0ld after which appears a rather brief disconnected, and

fragmentary account of his ministry.

1. warfield-Article on Jesus Christ-Schaff Herzog Ency. p.l1l57,
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Added to this is the fact that in the documents
themselves we have no consistent portrait of Jesus. Cer-
tainly the figure that moves through the Synoptic Gospels
is not the same in all respects as that in the Gospel of
John, the former is a more human portrait, the latter is
exalted. Again, if you compare what is said about Jesus by
the evangelists even in the Synoptics themselves with that
whilch Jesus said concerning himself, it is apparent that
there 1s a difference. Most of the emphasé; upon the
supernatural element in the character of Hesus is to be
found in what the evangelists say concerning him. For
instance, no record is given that Jesus claimed a super-
natural birth or pre-existence, but the evangelists claim
this for him.

One can go even further than this. If you contrast
what w a8 the attitude of Jesus' followers regarding him
during their fellowship with him in life, with their own
attitude later, there is a difference. Even Jesus' closest
disciples do not seem to realize the uniqﬁeness of his
character while they lived with him. They accepted his
Cross as thelr defeat; Peter who lles and curses to escape
from owning allegiance to a human Jesus suffers in order

to preach a resurrected , divine Christ. The apostles
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in the book of Acts ertainly are(fifferent men than)the
seme apostles previously when following the teacher from
Nazareth. It becomes apparant then, that even in the gos-
pel sources themselves there is given more than one por-
tralture of Jesus; here no doubt is to be found the secret
of all the controveries that have raged around his person
since his death.

Looking at the problem of what kind of a Jesus we
have, from the viewpoint of present day thinking it would
appear that we havé not one but several pictures. Though
there may be many deviations from, and combinations of these
portraits, in the main, thinking of Jesus in terms of broad
outlines, perhaps we could say there are three. These are :
the traditional Jesus, the Jesus of the radical critic, and
the Jesus of the libdral theologian. Let us briefly examine

these three.

B. Specific Pictures.
1. The traditional Jesus.
First, we will consider the Jesus of tradition. The
key word here 1s Divinlty.Bhe chief emphasis lies on the
thought of Christ's divinity, which is stressed usually

even to the point where his human career and human char-

acter are almost completely lost.
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One of the earliest tendencies tn Christian history
is that off Docetism, which Dr. Edmund Soper describes as
the "“theory that Jesus Christ was not a real man at all,
but only seemed to be a man“.l. If he acted and talked like
a man, it was only because he was acting & part. This ten-
dency never actually dominated Christianity to the point
where the human side of Jesus was lost, but its influence
is still felt.

As the key word in the traditionalistic picture of
Jesus is Divinity so the characteristic expression of it
ts always found in miracle. By miracleihere, we mean an act
or event which has no counterpart or no explanation in human
or natural experience. To the traditionalist, a miracle is
a miracle precisely because its explanation can be found only -
as it is nnnabﬁﬁal and attributed to the direct act of God.
Jesus is Divine, this Divinity is attested by such miracles.

Consequently bo the traditionalist, Jesus was .pre-
existent. He was sent by the Divine God to earth to assume
human form, and make atonement.for human evil. He was the
fulfilment of Messianlc prophecy. He was Virgin born, was a

worker of miracles, was all powerful, all wise, sinless. He

did God's will, not because he chose to do it, but because

l. What :May I BGliave-p.lOS.
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he was himself that will. He never grew except physically,
he was perfection from the beginning. He died on the Cross,
rose again on the third day with his physicel body and
finally ascended into Heaven wherse he now resides at the
right hand of God, judging the world, which position he
shall hold until he comes again to establish the Millenium.
The record of this Jesus 1s to be found in the infallible
Seriptures which are the direct inspiration of God.

Such 1s the characteristic pilcture of the tradition-
alistic Jesus. Of course, for one holding such a view there
is no eritical or historical problem. No critical problem
because the records are perfect and complete, no historical

problem because the whole thing is accepted purely on faith,

2. The Jesus of the Radical Critic.

The extreme and opposite picture bf Jesus is painted
by the pen of the radical critic. His chief and only
instrument for finding Jesus is reason, expressed in
scientific, historical cfiticism. This critical method of
course, is exercised on all records pertaining to the life
and works of Jesus. He comes at his work, supposedly with
no preconceived notlons or prejudices. He tries to let the

records speak for themselves.
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<& The result is far from the Jesus of the traditionale
ist. In fact one would not recognize them as having any
relationship to each other. Soﬁetimes the redical critic
ends with no Jesus at all, he has disappeared in the crit-
ical process as gasoline disappears in buﬁning. In the

main, though radicals cannot agree, where there is a

Jesus left at all, he is either a mythical character,
a psychopath, or a mersly human character around whose
life has sprung up these nymerous legends and stories

which many Christians today accept as facts.

b. Characteristic Pictures.

(1) The Mythical Jesus.

although Strauss never doubted Jesus' existence, he
was really the one who started the line of thought which
ended in denying Jesus' historicity. Strauss prepared
the way for Bauer who, as we have said, having cast aside
the gospels as evidence, had nothing left to show for
Jesus' existence and so he concluded Jesus was merely
Christianity's fictitious product. L

Kalthoff, in his Das Christus Problem, presents the

,‘ view that Christianity did hot have a personal founder, but

1. Case~op.cit. p.37,
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1.
was merely a great social movement.

Prof. Jensen, of the Unliversity of Marburg, affirms
most posltively that the whole life of Christ is essentially
a Jewish version of the Babylonian Gllgamesh Epos. His main
contention is stated in the following words:

"Practically. all of the gospel narrative is purely
legendary, and-%ﬁéf there is no reason at all to consider
anything that is told of Jesus as historical.... The
Jesus legend is an Israelitish Gilgamesh legend....
As a Gilgamesh legend, the Jesus legend is a sister
legend to numerous partigularly to most, of the 0ld
Testament legends."

In his concluding chapter, he writes: “Jesus of Nazareth,
in whom, as @nithe Son off God and the Saviour of the
world, Christianity has belleved far nearly two
thousand years, and who is regarded even by the
most advanced scholarship of our ownd ay as a good
and great man who lived and died the sublime pattern
of the ideal ethical life - bhis Jesus has never
lived upon earth; neither has he died, begause He
is nothing but an Israelitish Gilgamesh."

How shell we answer this? we may use two methods in
doing so: one is to show the weakness of the argument by
a critical comparison of the two stories - Case employs
khis method; the other is to reduce the argument to ab=-
surdity by similar wild assertions, wound around a familiar
and well known modern figure; this 1is done by Bishop Nuelsen
in his little book, Recent Fhases of German lheology.

Case presents a series of parallels between the gospel

incidents and the Gilgamesh story, but concludes that there is

1. Thorburn-op.cit. p.20.
2. Nuelsen-Recent Phases of German Theology. p.5l.
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,“ no likeness between the jndividuals compared, that the reseme
blance between individual esvents is insignificant, and that
the greatest weakness of Jehsen's theory lies in his omission
of large sections of both the gospel story and the Babylonian
epic. Bractically all of Jesus' teaching is overlooked and
his career taken as a whole has no counterpart in the epilc.
"In no respect, does Jensen's hypothesis as a theory to ex-
plain the origin of the gospels without reference to a his-
torical Jesus, seem to have any validity.“l.

Nuelsen shows how absurd Jensen's conclusions are by
applying the same principles and methods. He plctures
Macaulay's famous New zuealander, coming to America and
digging in the ruins cowvering the spot where the Congress-
jonal Library now stands. He finds literature which says
that at the beginning of pthe twentieth century the head of
the American nation was supposed to Be a strong and influential
man by the name of Theodore Roosevelt. But this scholar proves
that Roosevelt was not an historical person. He is merely the
result of tendencies and mythologlcal traits dominant in the
Americen nation. For example, he is pictured with a big stick,
merely a trait borrowed from the Greeks end Romans, the
thunderbolt of Jupiter. Pictures show him smiling and showing

his teeth; this shows a strong African influence. he 1s pictured

1. CaSe‘-Op.cit. PP 77-85.

BOSTOM UNIVERSITY
COLLEGE OF LICERAL ARTS
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also as weéring a broad brimmed hat and large eyegdasses; a
feature taken from Norse mythology - méden endsavoring to
pderce through the heavy clouds covering his head. Many
contradictory legends have been told about him. He was a
hunter and a rough rider, but also a scholar and an author.
He was a leader in war, but also a peacemaker. Here we have
simply the personification of prominent character traits of
Americans, who at various stages in their development loved
to hunt, to ride, to war, but reaching a higher type of
civilization, began to study, to write, and to make peace.
Xg know that Theodore Roosevelt was no myth, but a 1iviﬁg
fact and a tremendous power in the 1life of our nation.l.
Nuelsen concludes "and so is Jesus Christ."

J.M.Robertson has given us two books, Christianity and
Myhhology, and Pagan Christs, in which he tries to show that
the whole gozpel story 1s but a mixture of pagan and mythical
elements. He parallels everything in the gospels with pagen
mythology; for example our Jesus,the son of Mary, is nothing
more than the Joshua, son of Miriam in the remarkabde Arab
tradition. | |

An American, w.B.Smith, in his book Ecce Deus, sketches

not a human Jesus but a divine one. Jesus Bor him is originally

a god, or rather the name of the one god who was revered in

1. Nuelsen-op.cit. pp. 53-57.




S e

et et e T b b b i i i

similar cults under other names. The story that this god

Jesus lived in Judea as man was but the result of giving the
1.
subject of the myth a human form.

Prof. Drews, Bonslidered the most remarkebid supportep
of the assertion that Jesus was not historical, but a myholog-
ical person, has given us the book Die Christusmythe, which he
tells us has been written "preeminently in the interests of -
religion, from‘the conviction that its previous forms no longer
suffice for men of today, that above all the !Jjesusanism“ of
historical theology is in its deepest nature irreligious, and

that this itself forms the greatest hindrance to all real re-

ligious progress.”

In a debate which Prof. Drews held with Prof. Von Soden,

the former stated his final position under five headings:

l. Before the times of the Jesus of the Gospels there
existed amon$ certain secret Jewish sects a cult-god

named 'Jesus' probably identical with an old Israel-
ite sun~god named 'Joshua!.

2+ Paul knew nothing of an historical Jesus.

3. The gospels do not contain the hdstory of an actual
man but only the myth of the God-man Jesus, clothed
in an historical dress. - :

4. The important, and for all religious purposes eignif=-
lcant, matters in the gospels, 1.e. the Baptism, the
Lord's supper, the Crucifixion and the Resurrection of
Jesus, are all borrowed from the cult-symbolism of the
mythical Jesus.

5. The 'historical' Jesus of modern critical theology has
now become so vague and doubtful a figure in both
theology and history that he can no longer be regarqg-

ed as the absolutely indispensable condition of salvation.

1. Loofs-what 18 the Truth About Jesmus Christ? p.6.
2. Drews-The Christ Myth. p.1l8.
3. Thorburn-op. cit. Appendix p. 305.
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But the conclusions of Prof. Drews and others are by
no means shared by the majority of the workers in the field
of early religious beliefs and customs. In the department of
mythology and religion, there is8 no.greater authority than

1.
Dr. Frazer (so says Thorburn) . He says:

"The historical reality of Christ has sometimes Yeen
doubted or denied. It would be just as reasonable to
question the historic existence of Alexander the Great
and Charlemagne on account of the legends which have
gathered around them. The attempt to explain history
without the influence of great men may flatter the vanity
of the vulgar but it yill find no favor with the phil-
psophical historian."™’

Frazer in his book The Golden Bough, goes into detall
about the rites and worship of Osiris, Tammuz, Adonis, and
Attis and shows how the Christian celebration of Christmas,
and Easter do coincide with the festive days of these cult
worshippers but he explains it thus:

“Paken altogether, the coincidences of the Christian
with the heathen festivals are too close and too num-
erous to be accldental. They mark the compromise which
the church in the hour of its triumph was compelled tg
make with its vanquished yet still dangerous rivals.""*®
The world cannot always live up to the level of 1is

great men and so the shrewd ecclesiastical leaders thought
to widen the'narpow gate'! of Christianity was necessary if
they were to conquer the world.

The mythical characters with whom Jesus has been equateq
are all vague and unreal, so different from the natural and

1ifelike picture given us in the Synoptic gospels. We may

1. Op. cit.p300.

. Thorburn-op. cit. pp. 300-3014
. Frazer-p. 56l.
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therefore with all confidence conclude that Jesus is in the

truest sense an historical personality of the period in which

he is said to have lived.

1.
(2) The Jesus of the Pathographer.
To begin with, let us not rest content in the thought.

that the fruits of Jesus' 1life would render unthinkable

the possibility of mental derangement. The impact of his person-

ality upon hwpan history proves hothing either -onevway or’

another so far as his mental 1life is concerned. Speaking

of abnormal minds, Bundy says, “As often it has been the case

that just their traits of abnormality account for their in-

exhaustible energy in accomplishment." 2 e will not doubt

this, but the fact remains, we would not care to choose

such & one as a guide or leader in life. At any rate we con-

cur with Bundy in his basic conclusion that the problem of the

psychic health of Jesus is to be met and solved in the sources

of Jesus'! words and deeds. It is precisely here that most of

the pathographerg fail. "From the viewpoint of the historico-

critical study of the New Testament those who pathographic-

ally diagnose the case of Jesus, with the exception of Ras-
‘h mussen, are unacquainted with even the more general cause and

S
conclusions of New Testament criticism." It seems that what

strength their work has, comes apparantly from their uncrit- bﬁﬂﬁv

1. In view of the fact thet the study of the mental heslth of
Jesus 1lies in such a specialized field, all our guotations
%%%1pcoT§ from Bundy,"The Psgchic Health of Jesus."

2.
3e Do 269
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acceptance of New Testament material. There is a much better
basis for maeking Jesus out to be a psychopath of one type

or another if we are literalists in dealing with the Scriptures
than there is if we are critical.

In the main, there are four pictures of Jesus from
the pathographic point of view. He is asserted to be an
epileptic, paranoic, ecstatic, or fanatic. Let us briefly
consider each in the order given.

By epilepsy, we mean, "a pronounced chronic disorder
of the central nervous system which 1s characterized by fre-
quently recurring attacka of cramps attended by loss of con-
sciousness; only one pbint is to be emphasized, namely that
the variousvdisturbances appear independent of objective
occasions."l. The epileptic 1s 1likely to bedome depressed,
pessimistic, morose, brutal, dangerous; he is egotistical,
pigoted and hypocritical, or he may suffer from befogged
states of consciousness with or without somatic convulsions. )
Rasmussen finds in the public career of Jesus, instances of
epileptic atteck, for example, in Gethsemane and in the
cleansing of the temple.

The answer to such 1is that in the first place,
psychiatrists find great difficulty in dlagnosing epilepsy

in a living person. Since this is true, and since so few

l. Op. Cit. p.253.
2. Opn cit. PP 254-255,
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instances are found in Jesus where it mighteven be sus-
[ Rzl \\

‘picioned he was epileptic, it is a questionable thing to

put any value on such claims. The scenein the garden cennot
be capltalized because Jesus' fear, there, is not morbid,

1t is natural.l. The cleansing of the temple is a guestion-
able foundation for such contention because the act itself

18 challenged from the critical standpoint. Even if we accept
it, whip cords and all, the temple authorities do not object;
they only request credentials dor such authority. There 1is
too 1little evidence to hazard even & guess that Jesus was &n
epileptic.

Secondly, Jesus has bben described as a paranoic.
Paranoia, simply described means a progressive development
of delusions without mental deterioration. These delusions
usually center upon the subject's personality. So far as
Jesus is concerned, his egocentric expressions do not center
upon himself as much as they do upon the Kingdom of God
What Jesus really thought of himself remains a problem. He
does not appear to be much concerned about convincing others
of his exalted dignity. This is in direct contrast with what
we knaw of the true paranoic.z.

Again, Jesus is called an ecstatic. It is hard in a

single sentence to define an ecstatic, there are so many

1. Bundy - op. cit. p.1l79.
2. Bundy‘ Oop. cit. pp.2'78-2‘79.
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forms and manifestations of it. The ecstatic usuvally focuses
attention upon one idea which is abstract, he loses normal
self-control and general sensibility, and manifests emotion-
al excitement. Habitual ecstatics usually flee society pre-
ferring to be by themselves with thelr halluninations}”

On these terms, Jesus cannot be an ecstatic. In 41l
the gospels, we do not find a single instance of hls emergence
from a state of ecstacy, though we do of his disciples.

The only possible material is found in the acoount of his

baptism, but here the ecstatlic elements seem clearly to be
an expression of tlje evangelists' theology and Christology
rather than an experience of Jésus himself. Jesus did

seek seclusion, often, but not permanently; he always re-

turned from it to practical service. whatever of ecstatic

nature there mas in Jesus seems to have resulted in com -

posure and self-control rather than in any form of intemp-
erance.

Once more, Jesus 1is sometimes called a fanatic. Here
is a term which from a strictly =cientific point of view
is hard to determine. Fanaticism is not necessarily a
sympt om Qf mental disease. Many of the geniuses of the
world have been fanatics; it is doubtful whether they
would have reached their goal had they not been. At the

same time, we must recognize that fanaticism is frequent-

1., Bundy - op. c¢it. p.260.
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ly the result of intense delusions so that persistent fan-
aticism arouses the suspicion of mental derangement.
Perhaps the charge that Jesus was a fanatic is the
most popular aﬁong extreme critics. "From Reinhard (1781)
to Wernle (1916) not one great life or character studyof
Jesus has left the questioh Sﬁ fanaticism entirely untouched."l.
Reinhard has defended Jesus against fanaticlsm as no other hes,
contending that Jesus 1s the founder of the religion of reason.
The charge of fanaticism,_so far as Jesus is concerned;rests
chiefly on the contention, for instance, that his Kingdom of Heaven
on earth with all that it involves, is an impossible dream.
The reply to this charge is that Jesus does not answer
to the description of a fanatic except perhaps in zeal. He
never ,however, even with his zeal tried to force his truth
on anyone as fanatics do. Jesus never spurned the common things
of life, he neger lost sdght of the relationship he had to
the rest of human kind; these things show mental balance not

pfesent in fanaticism. Reinhard sums up his defense in this

" statement, “The one observation that the predominant tone

of his soul was not enthusiasm, not untamed zeal and tempes-
tuous passion, but a calm rational composure which was not
disturbed and interrupted by passing fits of ecstacy and

fanatical fury; this single observation destroys all sus-

picion of fanaticism."

1. Bundy~ op. cit. p.264.
20 Bundy "Opo Citvc p0265.
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wernle sums up his defence in hhis simple statement,
“The charge of fanablicism against Jesus collapses in the
face of his elementary principle. whoever doeth the will of
God,shall enter bdnto the Kingdom of God."l’

To sum up our estimate of the extreme critic's pre-
sentation of a pathological Jesus, we need go no further
than to quote the words of Bundy at the close of his book.
'y pathography of Jesus is possible only upon the basis of
a lack of acquaintance with the course and conclusions of
New Testament criticism...." = That there are elements
in the gospels which taken at their face value, out of con-
text and historical setting, whioch give one the basis for
believing in a pathographic Jesus, we will not deny. Taking
Jesus' life as a whole, not In selected fragments, looking

at him through records with discriminatory eyes, he is seen

to be a man of sanity and sound reason.

(3) The Purely Human Jesus.
The title here is enough to indicate what kind of a
Jesus the redical critic gives us in this respect. It is a
Jesus who was & men, born as‘we are, lived as we do, who
died, wad was buried. All miracle is denied, all thoughts

of his supernatural person or actions are accounted for as

1. Bundy - 0P« cit. PP . 2556266.

2, Bundy - op. cit. p. 268.
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mere tradition with no actual basis in fect. Jesus is re=-

garded-as a man of unusual widdom, of unusual devotion and

- moral character, all on & strictly humen basis. In fact, he

was a good man, super only in his goodness. This doces not
mean perfection. He wés subject to weakness, physical and
mental, just as we are. Vhatever he achleved, he won as we do.
He was purely human. Soren Kurkegaard characterizes him as
sheer man, albeit the greatest man that ever lived.%.
Bousset says of Jesus, that the 1life of our Lord did not
overstep the limits of the purely human. 2 This in brisf
summerizes the thought of this purely humanistic schodl.

Here again there 1is no possibility of absolute class-
ification. No two scholars think exactly alike or give us

exactly the same picture. Any ons would depart from what

we might say in some respects.

3. The Jesus of the Liberal Theologian.
Between the pictures of Jesus ad given us by the

traditionalist, and that given us by the radical critie,
we have another which contains elements of both, but which
is not radical in either extreme. we call this picture,
that of the liberal theologian. Perhaps we can summaréze
the position of such a one best from the three great bases
of contention, the gospel records, the miracles and the

person of Jesus.

1. Bornemann- Jesus as Problem- p, 13.
2. sanday- The Life of Jesus in Recent Research. p. 189.
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First, then, the gospel sources. in our statement of
the Synoptic Problem, we have comered all that is necessary
here. The liberal theologian does not hesitate to apply the
modern critical methods. From the life of Jesus he separateg&
all which has upon it the ear marks of legend, myth, or
theological expadnation. When he gets through, we have to
admit that from the gospel record, there has dilsappeared

much which has been the basls of contention between the

conservative and radicel schools through the years. The -
ldéberal theologien turns more to what Jesus said and did
himself rather than to what has beensaid about him.

Referring to the miracle stories of Jesus, and the
whole condideration of miracles, the tnrning point is to
be found in the answer to the question of whether the
miracle is consistent with the character of God as por-
trayed in the life and Teachings of Jesus. Or 1s it con-
sistent with the character of Jesus himself?

The 1liveral does not quibble over the question of
miraclés because he does not rely upon them to establish

for him the place of Jesus either in religion or life.

In the highest sense he accepts miracles, declaring that
® both what Jesus said and what he was, 1is the greatest

miracle of all. It is because of Jesus' character, being




what it was, that miracle stories could be attributed to him
and believed. If Jesus performed miracles they were in keep-
ing with God's laws, not violations of them, and were not
for the purpose of demonstration but mere expressions of
God's eternal will for needy humanity.
when it comes to the matter of the person of Jesus,
the liberal does not claim to be on wholly certain grounds.
Divinity in Jesus, established by a Virgin Birth, he rejects.
In fact, a supernatural character in Jesus on the lines of
traditional faith, he refuses to accept. He believes the
Synoptic gospels, themselves, which are the real source of
Jesus'!' life and character, present a Jesus, who grows into
his God consciousness. The steps marking that growth are not
clear, the mystery of it is not altogether to be understood,
it is revealed however in the teachings and character of
Jesus.,
President Edmund Soper of Ohio wesleyan University,

at the close of his chapter on the question,“was Jesus Christ
8 Real Man?" quotes itwo 1ittd&& stanzas which epitomize the
belief and faith of the liberal theologian.

"Christ, |

Most perfect man,

And therefore perfect God.

Christ,

Most perfect God,
And therefore perfect man."l:

1. Vhat May I Believe- p.ll5.




SUMMARY

The whole question of the historicity of Jesus arises
with, and is based upon the critical approach to Christianity
and its authoritative basis. The importance of the question is
seen when it is realized that in the person of Jesus is found
both the authority and reason Bor Christianity.

_ The documents to be examined are the extra-canonical
and the canonical. When we turn to the extra-canonical
material, we find it 1is scanty, the mattier being gathéred
almost entirely from certain Homan and Jewish writers, such
as Tacitus, Suetonius, Pliny and Josephus; also the Agrapha
and the Apostolic Fathers. From these writings we are just-
ified in drawing certain conclusions. First that Jesus lived
and died in Judea, during the time of the Roman occupation,
that he was an unusual personasge, and that no early pagan
antagonist questioned his existence.

When we turn to the canonical sources, we find them to
be three in number; the Pauline writings, the Synoptlc gos=-
pels and the gospel of John.

The Pauline writings have been bitterly assailed by
critics who have declared them to be pseudongfous. The extra- L-
biblical evidence for the genuineness of the letters is

slight; nevertheless, what we do have 1s convincing. For

the most part, we have to turn to internal evidence for

proof. Fortunately, here we have more adequate proof.
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We find,for instance, that the pseudonymous claim falls
before the fact that the writer expresses ideas preva-

lent in the first century which were discredited at the time
the pseudonymous writers were supposed to appear. The details
of the letters also are handled too minutely and maturel ly
to be accredited to nameless writers of later times. Paul's
personality rings true in these writings; we see here not a
made-up character of the stage but an actual person.

It is true that there are few references in Pauline
writings to events in the 1life of Jesus, but there was no
necessity for them; these things were taken for granted, be-
cause they were well-known. The charge that Paul's Christi-
anity was nothing more than an Adonis cult is absurd because
so highly fanciful and incomplete. A careful examination of
Paul's writings will reveal the fact that én actual Jesus is
a prerequisite to Paul's Christian 1life and work.

The Synoptic gospels we see are the primary source of
knowledge of Jesus' life and work. We recognize the fact that
these records are fragmentary, that there are numerous dis-
agreements as to time, persons,and place in their records;

we recognize in them the hand of the theologian and the

apologist at work: nevertheless, in them we see a core of
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writings in which moves a Jesus who is real. The two-source
theory of the scholars, arrived at by critical analysis of
the Synoptic problem gives us this core of genuine work ,
in which we discover the real Jesus. No matter what the

faults of the gospels may be, and there are many, never-
theless, they do present a Jesus who is true to 1life.

From the external evidence, we learn that the gospels
were all in exlistence before the second éentury, that they
were canonized, and that they had been given first place
in the New Testamﬂnt canon. Moreover, out of the gospel
records, we get & group of early believers who later
formed the beginning of the Christian church. This group
presents a strong argumeht in favor‘of Jesus' historicity.

The gospel of John, we find to be of no vital importance
to this discussion for two reasons. First its historical
'nature is too much & matter of debate among reputable
scholars, and then, even if it be accepted, it adds nothing
of vital concern to our problem.

As a result of critical evaluation of our documentary
sources, we have a disagreement as to what is genuine and what
igs not. This 1eads to various portraits of Jesus, the piec-
ture depending on what 1s accepted and what 1is rejected.

The traditionalist purports to accept all the records

as truth, proceeds to fasten his attention chiefly upon the
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emphasis of the Divine elements in Jesus and presents us
with a miracle working Son of God.
The radical critic arrives at his picture with more
- difficulty. He may emerge with a Jesus, who 1s purely mythical,
‘with one who is demented, or with a purely humen Jesus.

? o The liberal theologian is satisfied ¥ith neither ex=
treme view. He finds more of the human elements in Jesus,
than does the traditionalist, a nd more of the Divine than
does the radical critic. At any rate, Jesus’1life and person-
ality were a natﬁral growth such as ours is, though more com=-
plete. The God—consciousness of Jesus, he is apt to recognize
but he rests content in calling it, in the final analysis,

a mystery. So far as miracle is concerned the greatest mir-
acle of all 18 Jesus himself who is adequate for our needs.
Finally,we have to admit that while the evidence for
the historical Jesus is not as abundent as we might wish it
to be, it is nevertheless, as complete as might be expected
by one who understands, even in part, the historical setting
and circumstances under which it has come down to us. The
marvel after all, is not in the scantiness of the sources,
nor in the accretion of untrustworthy matter that has come
& down to us with the genuine; the marvel is in the completel

ness of what we hage and in its ability to stand the acid

test, not only of wear and tear, but of scrutinizing and
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demanding criticism. If the continuance of Christianity
depends upon the historical reality of Jesus, we believe

it is sécure. Perhaps in the end, the fruits of such critical
investigation will abound to the good of the Christian
religion, strengthening it in its: innermost part by re-

discovering the real truth of its founder, the historical

Jesus .
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