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Witnesses to the Eistoricity of Jesus.

- In 1872 George Smith noticed that th@rewere points of correspondence between the
‘_tenian éaccount of the deluge and the account given us in Genesis. Further sat-
'tion came to him when three years later he =g=tm discovered that there e‘xiéted' a
1king similarity between the reports zbout the creation of the world given'by the
' ve sources, Subsequent to that date it has been the tendency of biblical scholafs
'éme $h1s fact inbo consideration and to admit & stain of Bsbplenian influence on the
.ght and the lltera‘bm{e ofithe 0ld Testammt, es ecladly on the Epistemolegical, eth-
_- ogical end theologicalFeOrT}el:t these schBlars are right in meking such an assumption,
ich is really no longer an assupption but an accomplished truth, is more than verifiable.
} would be fruiltless, inmleed, elther to question or gainsay this view that takes i1ts stand
i s0lid historical and etymeolédgical grounds., [Nevertheless it is equally vain and super-
Bitous 0 deny all originelity and historicsl setting to the biblical narretives and meke
'_em pure adaptations of the Babylenisn myths. To accuse the Hebrew people/ the one people
_er the sun most celebrated for their. exclusiveness,for their staunch opposition to forefgn
F. influence, for their fanaticism and suspicion of everything alien, to accuse them of
' vish dependence on foreign literatwre scunds like an insult, This is especially the
ise since these accounts were compiled after t'is people attained = national éonsciousness.
143 is preposteroua,fthen,'bo say that a host of biblical characters are Hiversiiied expressions
' : tlhree originel charattersy that the widely differing geographical settings are alteratiocns
F one locality; and that the long peried of time is only the creation of fiction., Such
t.’uns are unwarrantable., TIlstory has again and agaln shown us how a novel theoi’y carries
_"}inle of £ ‘E'heir feot and mekes them lese their balance. The first impulse is to exaggerate
: I look at sverything froem the point of view of the newly discovered théory. Precisely
his is what happened about the close of the nineteenth céntury when there came into exlst-
ce in Germeny a new school of Biblical interpretation which set out in a dogma’cic fashion
)y trac:.ng back all the numerous books of the Bible to Babylondan sources and hy_strioﬁag
hem of historical worth., The appellation, "Pen-Babylonism" has been given to this circle
f biblical students, Eaving focussed their attention on the literary fragments recently
| -iscovere:l in Nesepotamia on the si%es of ancient Babylonia and Assyria, they became slaves
f their material and it became everything to them{ A visible reaction is witnessed on the

of mny)with the exception of a few,

"Pan-Babylonianism,"
: l mhe leadmrs in this movement are : Professor Peter Jensen, I'arburg; Professor Cunkel
Professor Winckler, Berling Professor Zimmern, lLelpzig; Pastor Jeremias, Lelpzig. These
| are by no means equally radical but fall into different classes of radicalism. liost of
hese men began their work on the 0ld Testament but they Tave gone on to include the New
§ Destament in the range of their studiesf? The real criticism of the New Testament begins

with the "Christ Myth School" and its antecedents,which is the main theme ®of this paper,




[ 3 he beginning of the'Pan-Babylonian® school maybe said to date from the publication in
] 892 of two articles by Professor Jensen oﬁ nTlamite Proper Names", in which he claimed
' fhat the characters in the Book of Esther were Babylonlan deities. These articles were
preceded by anothdr article from the pen of Zimmern whose thesis was that the feast of
: _im ment iened in Esther only, is of Babylenian origin., 1In 1895 appeared a work by
gunkel entitled,"Schoepfung und Chaes, Urzéit und Endzeit®, dealing with the influence
| f the Babylonian creation=-myth in the Bib}.é\worked out in great detail. i‘o fhe ?assages
the 01d Testament where Babylenian influence was already recoénized, Gunkel added sev~ '
&l others. He 'pointed out at the same time the Babylonian influence on Jewish Apocalyp-
E.a literature and the transmission of this to early Christian Apocalypses. This is a
_;eeitimate and true argument and Gunkel is to be congratulatek on his werk,
: Another important contridtution wes furnished by Stucken's "Astral=I'ythen: 1, Abrsham,
| 3963 2.-. Lot, 1897. The principles lald down here were developed on somewhat more adequate
.::“ea in Winekler's "Ges‘hichte Israels 1/ 1In these books the astral element is at the basis
‘:- the discussion. Moon and sun gods and goddesses, we are told, are the heroes and the
: oines of biblical textfdealin‘é with characters beginning with Abrahmn and ending with
.‘;1omon. Jensen, Jeremias and 7immern share this view. By Jensen it is cafried to its
* eatest ex’creines. Another name for this group is that of the wastral School”/ ' The
- .orerunner of the Astral School was Stuckenm. Gold.‘aiér's theory drawn largely from ety-
‘ ology had beem long since discredited, But Stucken based his 'bheor;,; on an amazing number
:f perallels which he accummiated from the literatures of the world, This is an illogical
ocejdure vi.ich leaves nothing for psychology to say, The psychological processes behind
",’ 0 Incidents may be exactly identical,bﬁt this identity need not necessaz:il'y send one to
inythelogical cetdgory because it happens to‘resemble the other, 2Agein it is possible
’; an actual event cerresconds in outline to a myth and yet its actors be unaware of the
1ltence of the latter/ Human action antedates mythology and the technique of mythology
-_ dependent on it. Mythology could devel op’ only by borrowing analogies from history and
‘ + vice versa, This must not'be overlooked. ‘ WincklerPuilt less on parallels from remote
‘_tiens and more uvnon the recurrence of characteristic numbers, such as four, seven, twelve,
:d began to make 2 wide and interesting application of them., Meny such applications are
' 1ghly fanciful. Jensen, on the other hand, follows a path peculiarly tis own, FHis in-
__llible chart is the Gilga.meshv Eﬁic, of which he was 2 student for some time. The Epic
‘ series of.legends and myths coming down from different periods and woven together into
"‘ whole, Professor Jensen's dictum 1s that 'all the biblical stories are nothing but ver-
1] gbions of one or another pért of the stories in the Gilgamesh Epic., Meking Israsel tribe
tribe, he gathers into one group &ll the tales belonging to a2 perticular tribe and then
’.T:eks :to find the points of resemblance between them and the stories sbout Gillgamesh, Tabani
jor Parnipishtim, This is a great revelat.ion to Jemnsen which enables him smd others to see
_t the patriarchs, the prophets, the judges, the kings, John the Baptist, Jesus, and Paul

& @, when their masks are removed, nothing but one or ancther of the three heroes of the

: Gilgafnesh ®pic, Any attempt to refute such a speculation is so much time wasted.
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Ehe theory is selfflestruct ive. What is puzzlging about the dramatis personae in the
,"e ilgamesh Wpic is the fact that they do not play their roles consistently, In the same
r_lcene they are mede to play the pert of several biblical cheracters end swing back and
\%,rbh from one to the other. As a result we are confused, A good iliustration of
:'-vil is the new version of the Baptism of Jesus, John the Baptist 1s Fabami when. he
VJesua who is Gilgamesh. Immediately following the baptism comes the temptation.
:‘._t,thit point Jesus mndergoes a metamorphosis and withamt explamation becomes. Tabami.

.

" e struck with awe as we behold this sudden change. Ours 1s not to- queéti on why ¥

”.n Jensen says that this must be so. FEeé nevel stops td 2sk himself whether these

.milarities are due to the more or less uniform conditions of life in the Semitic world
A
to the common pedbgree and heritage of the Semites, Life among the Semites

_;. thelr earlier stages was simple and limited to 2 small number of experlences. 1%

i
centered about fountains, springs, oasis, trees, wild animals, clans and few religious

8s, One home, irabia, bred them . It taught them one language and they made the
ialects., It taught them the seme manners and customs. In brief,t' ey were children
f one famlly. One econemle and soclial reason in ﬁme broke up the famlly ties and
ént them in varions directions in search of thelr bread, The unlty however was never
._4011y and substaentially broken up, These things Jensen and is s*aff should remember

“ they pretend to be Semitic scholars,

Besults of Investigat ion/

™wo questions here confront us: t 1]) What do the great scholars bhink of such a
»_;la.tionale, and.»,fzk*’ mo what degree is it true? Two things at least must be conceded -
l; these investiéations, first, that the Babyloniam civilization exerted a tremendous
uence on'lesser neighboring and kindred civilizations, end secondly, tere a2re cases
where 2 sfory has been heightened by the admixture of astral elements. Thg.sin of the
{ astral schoel has been its fergetmljness of certain principles. mhese princivles are
V,he following: (1) Not all stories are astral, Anthropolegy tells us thatzxs-bstratum
:of terrestial events lies at the bottom of these é‘bories. People had long inspected
A‘_terrestrial objects before they turned to tle stars, (2)/ Historical criticism has been
‘ set at nanght. This school does not bring out the distinétdon between documents which
;'a;.re approximately contemporary with the events recorded and documents vwihich are removed_
centuries from the incidents they purport to deschkibe, Tvents chronicled in contempor-
' f. ary documents can seldom be mythical. It is this consideration that makes Jensenstreat-
*ment of Jesus ludierous. Tis brmgs us to the Christ Myth school and its antecedents.
' . But before we leave the PanpBabylonian school it will pay ﬁs to zet a bird'é eye view of
s_yr.iolegy and its uses and abuses in biblical criticism .
I Assyriology.
Assyriology is the sumewhat inadequate term employed to denote the scientific in-
:‘festigation of the history, literature and art of the Babykonians and the Assyrians, as

 these have been revealed through excavations on the s#ites of their ancient cities,
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: e have never been more surprising discoveries in all human research, The constitu-

" ions end externalf fortunes of grest. peoples, their religions and merals, their languages
d. writings, even their 3ersona1 habits and modes of 1ife have 'been suddenly disclosed,

turies wholly unknown have been rescued from the abyss of the past. 4 new, vast and

4 canves has been added to the pesnorams of history. The fortunes of those ancient

Tlples who thus emerged from darkness were fatelly intertwined with those of the Hebrew
-;.1on. it is therefore, not strange that the eager students of philology and. ‘isfcry :
& 110{1 the new chscoveries and plunged with energy into the work of their elucidatiom.
hia mmber was soon a2dded that group of the crit ies of Christianity who with little
: pnent for the task began to make Axsyriology sergiceable in tearing down the scriptures ,
1ng‘what the apologists had been doing only for anctler purpose., These pecple lacked
rol Judgment very sadly and the virtue of scholarly patience was unimown to them, This
lemical temper which is always on the offensive, always ready for assaults and ready to
b e the first blow with any new weapoen avails little. The votaries of Assyrielogy will
caution as the excj@mnent of exploration abates. The extrane radicals have swallowed
.th unseemly voracity theories not sﬁpported- and not wnderstood, while the well ascertained
‘ ts of the 1i1:eré.ry critieicm of the Bible have not apppeale:fto them, liere openness
' .-'mind to scientific proof and less greedy snatching is badly needed, BExperience and ma-
ty alone should be the pasgports of those who advance new theories, The blamewarthy
:'ng hhs been the inadequete care to guard sagainst mistekes, The most rigid observ;a.nces
the rules of critical investigation mﬁst be enforced, (Conclusions must net be jumped
-. .but reached from the weighing of evidence, But what right has anyone to doubt biblical
b s and devour the contents of the Babylenian texts as truth? The documents of the twen-

eth century written by persons of far superior culture and character to those of the writ-

§ of th- Bab lonian texts, can not boast of précision and the absence of prejudice.

L

,‘ Bnbyl'oni‘on texts are not infallible/ They contain mistekes and deliberate misstatements,
“ e the tablets containing the annals of the kings of Assyria, fox; example those of Tiglatk
\ ___leser IIl and Sanheridb, In his campaign against the peeple of t‘"e lands of the Nairi,
1glathp‘i1eser would heve us believe that the people of the lands of the Nairli acted before
im as 2 mouse before a cat, Sanherib on the other hand tries to conceal the fallure of his
_ lestiniaﬁ campaign 'b& reversing the order of the customary way of writi.ng. We therefore
'_ofer the account given in II Xings, Chapter 18 to his account . Sikilar illustrations
E'be cited from tle canflicting reports of the European nations in the present war,

The absurdity of the argxixnent from appeal to Assyrlology becomes more apparent
) e more fva examine it, Hebrew history is no more mrthical than the history of Western
ope which was o more direct decenient of Rome than "Hebrew civiligzation of Babylonia,
sstern Ezrope and the Catholic church inherited Roman institutions, Roman law, Romen names,
'early everything thegy had was Roman and et they are listorical instdtutions, Does mere
,:lemblance and mere borrowing exclude from histokicity? Our bodies more than anything

! we have resemble the bodies of primitive peoples but they are not phartoms. They are

| substantial,




The Antecedents of the Christ Myth School.

The modern denial of Jesus' historicity is not without its antecedemts . As early
the end of the eightemnth century certain French writers classed Christianity among
“E mythical religions of antiquity, and Jesus' person took on the cé_rrespenc}ingly ’jsh‘ad-
form, mhe great precursors of this fheory of the Christ Myth were Charles Francois
.  is, 1742-1809 and Constantin Francols Tolney, 1757-1820, Dupuis wrote: Origine de
les Cultes, and Volney wrote; Les Huiﬁes. These works are literary monuments but
: om the point of view of the history of religion they do not amount to much, In Germany
s dt and Veniurini introduced a sceptical movement in reaction egainst the mrevailing
ﬁrnaturalism of current interpretation. But they did not deny Jesus' existence., The
;ret of 1is career they tfaced to hls connection With the Bssenes. The Bssenes were
;1iove:1 to have drawn upon Babylonia, Egypt Greece and India for their sécret wisdom$
8 youth Jesus had been triined in its secrets and during his public ministry he was
" 03613; in t ouwch with the leading men in that brotherhoed.  Such surmises are the products
: fantasy. How could Jesus be an Tssene when the Essenes abandoned "the Messianic hope
/ 1oh was the crux of Jesus' teachings'r‘ Again the Essenes were a sért of 2 Monastic fra-
*, _g,ity, “with cons’citutibns and rules for their conduct end thought. But Jesué was a man
;;rested in the welfare of soéiety anc} 2 men of action. He was not bound by conventions
‘ rules, (Certainly a widé gap seperates him from the Bssenes both in éﬁis mode of living
:1 in his thinking . Is there the least remark in elt'er the Christian literature or
radition which leads us to suspect that Jesus had sny intercourse with these Essenes?
iy are they extraneous to early Christianity? How are we to explain the fact that Jesus
ected fishermen and aftisans as h1s colleagues, when he was a member of éuc‘n a learned
ﬁ}ua? Grenting that Jesus knew the mgsteries of the ¥ ssenes, yet.be made n§ use of them,
he tz1ks he talks 1ike a2 Jew who lkxiewlittle else besidestre 0l1d Testament, The Wssenes
"_'A'e 2ascetics but .fesus 'came eating and drinking, they were vegetarians,ignored the templre
!jgnounced marriage, Jesusdid none of these. His lmmediate folleowers even Paul talk
ke him,
o The one name deserving special consideration here is that of Strauss, a Hegelian,
' rauss may he said to have been the first eritical scholer with é serious purvose. He is
_ y conditionally & farerunner of the mythical school because he never ceased to believe
n fhe historicity of Jesus znd made the 0ld 'I’estameﬁt responsible for the mythical elements
2 the New, It is to him that ve owe the word "mythv, His book "Das Leben Jesu', 1688,
scriminates between the historical and m-thical accoumts in the New Testament. By myth
ie neant. the clething in historic form of religious ideas,shaped br the unconsciously in-
‘;ntive power of legend and ga’chering sbout.istoric personality. Some of hls predecessors
'-: already applied t11s explanation to the begifning and emd of the life of Jesus,
‘_ Another conspicuous figure is Brune Bauer also a2 I'sgelian through and through,s Setting
. ;-;‘ tory aside he made Tegel's logic and ideals his starting point., He allowed Tis wild
v':l'a.ncy free play and reached his conclusions in a comparatively short time. He held to the

: '- iority of Mark and made it the main source for Matthew and Luke, In this way the united




tdmony of the three became in reality the testimony of one witness only, The next
i

:"ép was to freat Mark &s a literary fiction and this left the gpspels no historical

i

f,{value. A similar result attended BDauer's study of the Pauline Epistles. Te prdnounced

:'r, ul's letters pseudonymous. Naturally Jesus' historicity stood umsupported. In one ’

-
B

""his books "Christus und die Caesaren", he gives the second half of the second century

.

t1e date of the evangelist who wrote Mark., In presence of such imaccurste readings

&

ristory, the arbitrariness of such men need not cause any agitation on our rart. Ve

mey well recall Pope's words:

wA little knowledge is a dangerous thing, -

Drink deeply or taste not the Pierian spring,

 : Beuer is no final judge in this rotter. He undertook to accomplish during is brief
riod-of activity, wif'th almost no meterizl for research Work at his disposal, what hundreds
'. scholars with more accurate and aburdant data had been seeking to accomplish for the
":t‘aieventy years. ™Mie Christ Myth writers are noted for their quick insight and are fam-
for their ability to glve & final snswer to questions of biblical A}‘:istory. It is sur-
l‘ ising what they can do 4n a short time,

! The radicals in Holland begen by d cubting the authenticity of the Pauline Epistles.

b

".; assigned the contents of Romens, Corinthians and Galatians to the middle of the second

i

'tury. S. Toekstra and Samel fdrian Nsber did not bven believe that the Gospels conteimeq

4
—1

l any informativon regarding Jesus as Messiah, Loﬁnn in 1881 essayed to prove that the New

to
jtement literature belonged the second ceytury. But when he rublished his book on the

env_.ineness of the Pauline letters he discovered’ es Van lanen discovered, that there 1s a
;torical kernel in the oldest Gospel document. So far, no dispﬁter of the ristoricity of
sus has thought of answering the questicm, "What is the foundation of the belief in the
iltorical Jesus mnd t_hé explanation of its rapid spréadf'? That 1little attent lon this
lltion has received has resulted in discordantanswers. According to same the Gospels are
‘fcomposite of principles amnd ideas created by productive movements,social and religious,
‘igﬁ;ensolidated to fam primitive Christianity. By others they are trested as the re-
11; .of & definite mythological evolution centered around an unhistorical dominant coﬁcep-
ffn. The first theory is symbolic and makes the early Christian community issself, the
iginator of tnis history by projecting upon an individuwal its ideals and aspirations,
other theory is tke mythical, The first mekes historical happenings to correspond

:f-’:‘l:he religious ideas, the second tells us to seek events in primitive narrative materkl

}Jch was cathered and condensed into a stary accomplished in a remote past on Jewish soil,
The Christ Myth Schoel.

The lead ing men in this group are: Professor A. Drew’s, Xarlsruhey Professer 7, B.
th, mulane University; as far as he deals witk the problems of the New Testament, Jensen
8y be included among these. A minor satellite in this conmstellation is J. I Robei"t.son.

It would be worth cur effart and time, if before we meke the tremsition to the exemination

' the theories eludidated by the above expounders of the Qhr‘ist Myth dogme, for it is a

] ;agma to its believers, %o say a word in regard to the position of Kaltheff, Kalthoff
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1 vived Bauer's views with slight modifications. 2As an extreme socialist reacting against
=e individuelism of Christienity, Kalthoff pleads for a socialistic version of it. Chris%
‘ﬁ;y according to him began as a purely socio-religlous movement among the masses and these
l-les embod ied fheir ideals in a Jesus, But this is too logical and scientific a process
Tistory to follow, It is more apprepriate to the 1é.boratory than to the immethodical
.‘ irregular flux of human events. When Kalthoff says this, he is thinking of. thef _sfate-
t in Aets LI: 44 and Acts IIII ; 32-35. But these things came to pass after the death

3 Jesus when his followers had no option except that of comgregating for mutuél prﬁt ection
'Q consolation. But Jesus and his Diéciples during his lifetime refused even to glve an
E:fi.xxi.on respecting the distribution of money and the settlement of economic questionse The
_%a.‘ble of the talents is a s’brcng argument egainst the commnistic theory. No,{ the Gos~-
kmow nothing zbout socialism. Moreover, Xalthoff las no right to say thet early
‘:1stian1ty was socialistic bécause a few people in Jerusalem shared their goods among
lelves for a time, The @hristians in the'Gentile lands were no mere socialistic than
pegen neighbors except that they had a stromger c;las’éonsa.ieusﬁess. Thlg claafcon—
;I.eusness is natural to every new movemert and is at first more or less socialistic,
:_éannot be otherwise. But to say tiat the early Christians had a socialistic pre-

. n cannet be backed bv evidence, All this time Kaltheff speaks of the masses and we

:. or whom he "as in mind., Who are these Christian masses and where were they? Every-
knows that their Anut'n'bers were a‘béurdly snall, and.:;et Kalthoff speaks of the masses,

1o few Christians that le"uved in the Apca'l:c:ﬂ.ic age wore expecting the end of the world
did not bother with social reform, Some of them eVen- gave up working and began te
tch for ’che.co'ming of Messiah., Paul uses severe ianguage in writing to these idlers,
'1ng them to go back to thelr work. The Eschatology of the synoptic Gospels and of
3!' Pauline 1et*!;ers is the best weapon to use against Kalthoff, So this argument from
_‘l truggling proletariat who dramatized their ‘experiences by creating 2 hero belongs

k , knew
0 the scholars' cell and not to history. The early Christians practically nothing a-

:[;‘_‘t'l'ase-lofty and noble ideals of equality, justice and brotlerhood apart from their
te.ra. When they went to be tried or to die they made no dramatic orations explaining
things for which they were dying., They did not die far the Fatherhoed of God end
\_e Brotherhood of man, nor t%:better government and freedom nor for any principle di-
ced from personality. They}lrlied for Jesus., The story of the fofirty werriers vho
they went to‘die in the cold ‘sang:
| "Forty worriers fighting for thee,.0 Christ,
 Winning 'fer thee the victory, end from thee the crown,"

_Lv be equally true  of all Christian martyrs. Their last low whispers were burdened with
;u' name. When Paul speaks of knowing nothing but Jesus and him erucified, he is re-
':;rating the words of those who belong to the same househeld of faith, We know of no
thicel creé.ture who exerted the influence that Jesus exerted, an influence that has been
> *' ‘: ng in geometrical progression throughout the centuries. It is outrageous, therefore,
to suppose that all the schisms snd all the éi'gsecutions were over a mythical fabric at ion.

unen nature is above this ignominious and unreserved slavery to fancy %




The "Modus Operandi",of the ¥hrist Myth Advocates.

Fo two investigators have the same methodolegy. ‘ Tach has his peculiar method of

proach., ° Bach has a thesis to which he subordinates reasomsbleness and fact. DProfessor

k- LY
msen adopts the litemary methed or to be more precise the etymelogi methed, He has

‘A__?Idealism, no social passion, he is simply a2 literary critic. In 1906 he pu'bl:’gsh;ed
1 Gilgemish-Fpos in der Welt Literatur" a work which, as far a size goes, is colossal,
Phe work was controversial and shallow and no time was wasted in replying to it,. Thiw

B

1tterec1 Jensen and in 1910 he published a second work entitled, "lMeses, Jesus, Paulus"
-, which he appealed to the laity. He compares great points in the iie\;v Testament with
.‘ ivial peints in the epeos and vice versa. He also lectured in different places and held
'_lic meetings/ He challenged his colleagues in the faculty of the Uﬁiversity of Marburg
Answer him, TFinally J‘&’licher_ took it upon himself to reply to him,

‘ Professor Drews on the other hand follows the philosophical methed. THe is Pro-
‘_“ sor of philosephy at Karlsruhe and is a pantheist and follower of Hartmann, That ke
rl a deep religious feeling is unquestionable, Not only that but also his religion

2 something to him and he wants to share it with others. He is a prilospher of re-

ligion and not a historian., Orthodoxy and Catholieigm are regarded by him as the true

" pes of Christianity in proportion to the emphasis on the person ef Christ, He combats

¥

liberals who loox on Jesus as & men. This is the gnostic idea., The gnostics re-
. lve Jesus into 2 phantom. Jesus was merely an aeon, This is afnisappm'ehenéion on'
“ews' part of the Gospel narratives and their purpose, else he wuld not indulge in such
rtvettiea. He inverss the order of the Gospels to suit "is purpose, He goes to the
-ourth Gospel for his suppert, Apparently unaware of the fact that the Fourth Gospel is
:'._‘product of the second century doctrine of the logos. Drews thests is that we should
rid of the leadership of preminent historical persons, Ile woul& have us get rid of

sus but the others he keaves ummolested, As a monist an advocate of the God-llan theo-

v, Drews charges liberal peeple with spiritual . atrophy and directs his polemic 2gainst

Professor 7, B, Smith falls in with Drews Aalthoug‘,r;. trhey 21ffer .in motive ard method,

.oir plea is for the mrimacy of idea in religion over personality, They forget that

idea without personality is worthiless. 1liany people have great ideas but are very re- .
‘ant beacuse they possess no persomality, Ideas must be embodied else they diséipate

.._.- personality is the medium for the @mbodirent of ideas, Personality turns ideas into
channel of action amd mekes them effective.- Smith does not talk like either a theolog-'uo.w
or a histo;'ian. He talke as a mathematician who deals with imaginary points, lines,

 - figb.res. He forgets that in the realm of experience things cainet be treated mathe-

B Gi1;.  suithvs methed is the oriticsl methed.

‘ An inquiry into Mr/ Robertson's work will be made along side with the others. We

ed only mention in t7is cmnection that Mry Robertson is net taken seriously.




Professor Jensen.,

In his enterta.ining treatiee already alluled to in other connections, "Das Gilgam~-

_ '_esh Epos in der Weltliteratur", Jensen propes the febulous origin of most of the biblical
¥ "4characters. The femous Bebylonian epic of %Algamesh is bel ieved to have been in exist-
: .;ence at least two thousend years before Christ, It deals with the adventures of Gllgam-
.eah, kingf of Erek in soutlern Babylenia and his friend Eaban’i. The whole t'ext is ‘Inot

" eserved as sane tablets have net been recovered and therefare this leaves a gap, Thé
'oount ¥f the Deluge referred to at the opening of this paper, was discovered by George
lith and is an integral part of the story. For Professor Jenses the Gdlgemesh epos is
prototype of every literary production belenging to the Semetic race and he extends
l influence to other fields of lifera.ry activity in 21l cases and in all t imes. Schol-
'i g suffered Jemsey to follow his ideas themselves remaining uncongerned with tham, rad
!?nsen been less hasty, had he taken ti.;,:e to inquire into the origin and aithenticity of
‘1: New Testament d ccuments, he would never have committed the blunder he did., The paral-
i,iels on wiich his assertions are baseirgroll to the extreame, He pats in columms the Bab~

lanim sazas and in opposite columns the Bible incidents and goes on t o prove the depend-

ants of the Bible norratives on the others, The following are examples of such parallels:

Babami retumes home from the wild- ) Jesus returnes hame from thé wilderness,
erness to his dwelling, the home of Gll- ;

émesh. ;
'2’ A plague of fever, Xisuthros inter- ) The mether~in-law of Peter is sick‘ of a
_de:les for suffering humanity, by which ; fever and Jesus heals her,

he plague is stopped, 3

"f‘ Xisuthros builds himself a boat and A boat is kept ready for Jesus.

geps it ready.

&

v ¥isuthres with his family and his I ) Jesus ard his Disciples enter the boat
_diate friends enter the ship one even—}) one evening,

ing. )

 _, A storm arises and falls, ) A storm arises and falls,

hese are only a few of the specimens presemted by Jensen and are some of is strongest
ﬁtances. The points of resetblance here are much more numerocus and more close than

s usually the case, But what do they prove? Certainly they do not prove tlat this

v”_ia the order of events chronolegically arranged in any one of the narratives, Jensen
ought them from every part amd section of the storiev/' There is a literary composition
d logical unity to the epic but t'ere are no such things to the ®ospels, They do not
._boird: things in order not &b they record the same things, In this case parallels are
..‘ouperﬂuous. The evangelists take for granted that people know tle life of Jesus and they
'.: nt to tell those wio do not believe in Jesus samth ing about *im, Of course these who
'?read these parallels are deceived bacause thegy are unmacquainted with Jensen's methed; To

] be sure events from the lives of other countless imiividuals can be put in parallels with
th“e from the Gilgamesh epic. Who has never entered a boat? Or who has not visited
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i _l wilderness? There are more important thihgs we do in commen and more essential things
| ‘:“ e said of us in the same language, and yet v;re retain our individuality. Boats, wilder-
\esses and healings are not confined to the Gilgamesh epic and to the Gospels, There is
‘_he resemblance in number five? "A stomm arises and falls", In one case it refers to
deluge sweeping away a sinful race and the other am ordinary storm on the Lake of Gél—
-ee. mere are accounts of storms in the Odyssey. The -ilgrim fathers met with,gtgrms
_t they knew nothing of the Gilgamesh eple. Jensen is teaching issyrian in'z.iai'burg, but
ome da!y he is going to die and he will be succeeded by anotl;ler. Should someéne erite ;
out him and his successor he will say of both that trey taught Assyriology in I&arbufg,
(hich is true but does not prove the mythical nature of either. Jensem unneccessarily
T OWS th_e field of experience. Thus we see that the wording of an expression amounts
little, Then Xisuthros entered the boat he did so to protect himself from the flood,
- Jesus entered he did so for the purpose of instructing the peopla. But worst of all
'he series ends abruptly without the slightest reference to the srucial scenes in Jesus'
.im mo these scenes that meke the 1ife of Jesus so unigue the Gilgamesh story offers
not t-he faintest resemblance., Jesus was a teacher, é preacher,. a ffiend of the outcast,
'_ fighter ageinst wickedness in high places, & martyr and many other tkings, Vhat was
'i'].ga:nesh?. This cembination of elements that do not belong together and tris sepsration
‘7 elements that are meant to be one 1s not a literary virtue. It is vicidus. Furtler
eﬁsen does not spare other echolars 'from his rédicule. Ve nay get an 1dea of how Jensen
s regarded by other scholars from a quotation from P, C, Cony‘o}re. He says: " I caand
:- t think thet my readers will resent eany further specimens of Dr/ Jemsen's system. He
has not troubled himself to acquire the merest &. b, c. of textual/:rlticiam. He has no
Sense of the difference of ides and style which divides the Fourth Gospel from the earlier
apels and he lacks &all insight into the developement of the Gospel tradition, He takes

.';‘- Christian detuments out of their historical context and ignore their dependence on

f_fha Judaism of the peried B.C, 100-A.D.100, Ee has no understandi ng of the prophetic,

e .

sianic and Apocalyptic aspects of early Christianity, no sense of its intimate relatiors

with the beliefs and opinions which lie before us in Apecryphas ~like the Book of “nech,
:Pe-Fourth Esdras, the Assent of Isaiah, the Mestaments of the Patrierchs. He has neveme
ea.rned that in the four Gospels he has before him successive stages or layers of stratifi-
La.tion of Christien tradition and he accordingly treats them as a sig;éle literary block of
ich every part is of the same age and evidential value. Like his Gllgamesh epes, thé
Gospels, for all he knows aout them, might have been dug only yesterday among the sands
_,f lesopotamia, instead of being the work of a sect, with which, as early es tle end of
:t'he first century we aré fairly well acquainted, Never once does le ask homself how the

! thors of the Nes Testament came to have the Gilgamesh epic at the tips of their tongues,
,:exa.ctly in the formm in wlich he translates it from Babylonian tablets incised 2000 years
.c. By what chennels did it reach them?

I.-Ir/ Conybeare has onee for all refuted Jensen's claims znd “e is only one of may

' whose sanity of reason is offended by such claims,

ProfossTr—D0Ews .
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The most consplcuous 61gure in this campaign and the one who has attracted most atten-

on is Professor Brews., Te published two heab¥y volumns , theme entitled," T e Christ

th,"1910 and the other, "Witnesses tb the Historicity of Jesus,” 19]8. In the former

 traces the origin of the doctrine about the Messlah to Parseeism, e goes on to say

e persian modes of thinking never lost their gip on the mind of the Jews.even after the
. A . G
‘urn to their native land . But, 6as 1§ often the case, Drews 1s unaware of the contra-

tions. In the chapter preceding fthe one on the "Influence of Parseeim on the Belief

n 2 Wessiah" he says that the Vessianic hope Was universal and grew out of a fegling of
e uncertainty of 211 things humen which weighted like a. ghastly dream upon most minds,

1o gencral distress of the time, the subjugation of 21l states to the Roman yoke forced

e :
iback upon their wpnner 1life, The only way thelr longings could bve satisfied was

ough some divine and miraculous intervention. Whoever was fortunate encugh to bring

‘--u peace of mind became a savior., = This saviour counld be _ﬂ:gmstus and could be Jesus.
] N

s this true of the Persians? Were the céndit ions thet gave rise to both Jewish and

: sian Messiahs identical ? The only inference we can draw from the chap'er, "The
,é-.Christian Jesus", is that Judaism also developed its liesslanism during that age of
lapse. But in the charvter which vfollows Drews tells that llessianism was pessessed
the Jows centurdes before. This is an inconsistency and incomsistencies form a notable
"edient in the wrk of the Christ Myth school. Drews moves forward and chows t’at
y'c Greeks had a doctiine of mediation. This doctrine, togethér with mény other forms of
reei thoug nt forced its way into Jewlsh thought and could not be expelled again, For
.' example, Phileo is cited. Here Qrews amply proves how sadly he lscks historica‘._.data.
t never dawned upon him that although Héllenism influenced *he Jews in the dispersien,
influence on Palestinian Judaism was meagre. Mhe Palestinian Jews made a staunch
lnd against tle invasion of foreigh thought and checked ﬁ‘;s advance with seme success.

‘;'mother chapter Professor Drews speaks of the Jesus cult in the creeds of J ewish sects-

NI'enes, Theranuetes and ot hers- who reti’red into 2 life of contemplation and religious

cises, Te megnifies tlhe importanc® of these sects in Jewish history when on the cm-

rary they left a faint impress eitl.er on contemporary or on subsequent thought. They are

:ly heard of. ﬂpassing‘allusion is made to than in religious history out of an inter-
st in things antique. % have no real knowledge of the imnermost tenets of any of these

: leties, TVhat we know points in a very different direction from whet Drews knows. The

t aim of such mas always been that their spirits should unite with God and this

as to be accomplished by the exelusion of both sacrifice and conscious theought, Does this

b

room for a Jesus? But what cannot be supperted by any substantial evidence is the
:erous speculation that there existed emong the Jews secret i)olytheis*ie cults., Xow could
‘. be? Drews arguments from etymology served as a splendid pasfftime to many who are

ing over serious matters., The rest of the(¥hrist lyth deals w1thfthe Jesus of the Gos=-
and the Pauline Jesus end concludes by a shapter on the "Religious Problems of the Pre-
t." It is this last chaepter that constitutes the thesis of Drews, To uphold this

hesis Drews wrote what he wrote. All the extravagant sreculations and all the misreadings

hiatery and the misrendering of language were indulged in regardless of principle,
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to suppert t:is thesis of doing away with 1dealized human figures, urs/ Anﬁie Besant

In her book, "asiseric Christianity" understood the workings of the psychidal being
etter than Prews and therefore allowed for the feeling of affections which gave birth

c tle mystic christ, at the same time retaining her belief in the histerical Jesus.,

. ews'closing words are a plea for the doctrine of the God-lMan, History he conceives

of as &he painful and struggling expression of the deity . But Drews does not leave us
here we are, He takes us into the confused literature of the Vedas where le gets in-

tc camplicaﬂons out of which he cannot escape. The Vedas he confuses with the Vedantas
which were written 2t a much iater date. He is a perfect straﬁger in these fields but
evertheless_ he recklessly dabbles with things unknown to lhim. Bhe name of the fire God
;;_:- he says, is the basis for the latin title '*Agnus deil,” But the correspending

tin word for the Sanskrit word "Agnir is "Ignis.v \’Ihaé relation has the fire with a

‘lamb? Besides the word lamb occurfs in the 01d Testament and Isaiah 53:7 applies the
figurdtc the coming Savier. The Hebrew word has no etymelesical connection with either
Agnl or lgnis, The cxpression existed lang before Christian phraseolegy became Latinized.
'Bu.tigni is a God a.né. holds no devendent position on other Gods, He is not the Agni of

'somebodly else. Why then is §ll this play with the Latin cases?

Professor Drews has another series of words which he traces to cne roet:; Simen, Shem,

amash, Sem, Semo, Samens, Samson, Professor Drews can carry his series to infinity if

-e wants, He can find many Chinese, Japanese, Hottentot end other names w’:t:icﬁ are homeny¥

‘nous with the zbove. He mey add Schumann, Siam, Seaman to the list just as well. He

'- leaves no place for phonetivr::tfmich he 1s unacquainted arpargntly. He ought to know

; ébdut the 1limitations of sound productionw, Anet her very clevef but far fetched

_argumenjb of Drews is based upen the relatiom of Pe‘!;er to Jams. Janus was the God of

%&oors, he had two faces and looked in oppesite directions. So Peter has keys to the

oors of Heaven, he ®Was double minded and unsettled, and the crowning argument is that

l‘ the cathedral of St/ Peter in Rome has Janus Hill for a-gite. It is most convincing

md Drews congratulates hirself over such an argument. Then the Passion of Jesus is

nothing but a drematic version of the Passions and victories of Adonis, Attis, Mithra

-.-Etnd Osiris. But which of these ad a message the proclammation of which é{% hm to

If'persecution? Which of these was accused of blasphemy? Vhilch was tried, reviled, desert-

e by friend, disgraced, beaten and humbled? Which died between two thédves and was

ried? Which was pderced with a lance after death? For t’r:ew which did the

3, #oldiers cast lots? At the execition of which were women cresent? Every man born inte

e world dies but tre conditions attending death differ v.rit?x different individuals.
Concerning the sole incentive for the writing of the Gospels documents, namely the

Kingdom of God, Drews ramains silent. Te eccupies Trimself with nox{essenﬂals, with

P later additions =md interpolat ions and leaves the real and historical to taeke care of

';;"‘itﬂself. No wonder %tlat he Joes this vhen his whole purpc')se is to exalt idea over real-

ity. EHsying undermined the histarical foundations of ihe Biblical characters one by one.

‘ and proved them all mythical, he does not tell his readers how to discriminate between the

mythical and the histerical. Where uwre we to fix the exact vear when the Biblical character!
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eased. to be myths an’! became men and women? The next , and this is the most impertant

jork of Drews is "The wi:tnesses to the Historicity of Jesus”, Te classifies his witnesses

der four categories:(l) Jewish witnesses; (2) Romen witnesses; (3) Paul as a witnesé; : |

4) The Gospels as witnesses, Ilet us consider each of the above divisions separately.l
Jowlsh Witnesses.

We are struck with astmisiment at the project to demonstrate t at Jesus never existed,
Before a man undertakes such é discussion as to who and what Jesus was, it is only righ:t
‘ha’c we should inquire into that person's knowledge. Ve are also entitled t.o ask how
ch that verson knows of the Judaism of the peried; how much he accepts as history and
;ow much he rejects as 1egtud. The great argument for Drews and Smith is the argument fmom
"ilence. They mention three witnesses: Philo, Justus of Miberias and Josephus and t’ en ask
these had nothing to say about Jesus. Jesus, 1t rust be remembered lived during the
a‘le of erod and his son Archelasus and of the succeeding Roman prefects. During the ad-

‘» nistration of these men‘theusands upon thousands of Jews were slaughtered., Could anyone
emember that among the thousands, one,there was v ose nmme was Jesus? Twenty years after
esus' death *he fermentation be%an among the Tews which led to the combat with the Romans
‘1:1 the comsequent annihilation of the Jewish state with the death of hundreds of thousands,
iefore this vas forgottman a frightful war broke out under ﬁ‘ra;j an which, with the exception

."_ one interruption lasted until the year 135 A.De It closed with the destruction of al-
l;‘{:‘:;n‘tire Jewish neeple. For a2 time it looked as t}-.oug;;iff Palestine was transformed

. a battlefield. After this crushing dewn of the people, began frightful religious
iersecutions or those who survived. These persmcutions were carried on to the reign of

it oninus Pius. Under these circumstances w'o could remember a Galglesn peasant who attract-
6d 1ittle notice during his 1ife time.

: Flavius Josephus, whose Archealogy was written in the vear 88 of the first century,

's born in Jerusalem in the year 35 A.D, and lived there t1l the year 71.A.D. He s poke

: .Jesus in his book, he eglso spoke of John the Baptist and of Jemes the brother of Jesus.
attacks on these pass.ages are inexcusable. One of the greatest philologists and his-
i-l'h"ians of tve last century Alfred Von Gutchmidt, declared +he passage on Jesus to be from
'osephus' hands. Of course he =dmitted certain internocletions at a later date. Mhe pas-
reads thus;"In that time, (time of Pilote) lived Jesus, a vise man, Te performed
‘_onderfu.l workd, I'e brought his following meny Tews and many Gentiles, A4t the request

he Jews Pilot sentenced him %o crucifixion, Nothwithstanding,those wio loved him “orm-
*eriy remzined true to him even ~fter his death., Up to this time the followers of Christ
}ld not cease to exist." Antiquities 28:3:3., TRemember Josephus is writing forty five'years
‘ter.JeSus'cdeath}that he rezerded the executlon of Jesus 2s 2 painful event for the Jews ,
;.. can easily see from the following sentence, "I.ikew_ise at that ti;’ne no other misfortune
50 confounded the Jews,n The chief objection raised b~ the theclogians is that as 2 Phari;—
_'ele, Joseplus could not speak so sympathetically of Jesus, Jokhn the Baptist amd James, But
e NegwTestament theologian ought to be able to tell us whether or not = :‘«har‘e,see could

'o speak. Certainly as geed a Jew and Pharasee as Josephus spoke very tolerantly of the

hristians. I mean Gahaliel in Acts 5:38, But what Gamaliel is suppesed to have said, is
1in reality = Greek paraphrasing not entirely accurate, of an anonymous speach in the I;:iscbna/




12, |

act Abuth, V, »XV1I, anci a similar passege may be found in. Scheetgen Horae Hebraicae et
mdicae T, I, pege 423. The passage in Scheetgen is by Rebbi Abrahem in the book of the
‘chasin, fol, 139, I,
. "Ille tempere tres fuerun& sectae, nam praster Pharisaeos et
sadducacos, Jelmda Galilaeus tertlam sectam inceplt, quae dicitur Essenorum, - -
~ Opinio Nasiraeorum, qul Esseni dictl sunt, quorumque auctor fuit Judas Galilaeus,
I1ll1l vero caussam dederunt Judseis, ut contra Romanes rebellarent, dicentes,
Neminem debere aliis hominibus lmperare, neque Domimim vocari, nisi solum
Deum S¢B."
8 in a measure corrcborates the stetement in Acts, which we have Just citéd, There is,
herefore,ne reason to reject the passage as entirely unauthentic, After all, there 1s tn
arly account of Jesus froam Jewish hands,the The ﬁew Testament theolegians have in Jesephus
' dianend, the nsture of which they dil not understand, anl they cast it away. Josephus
uld not write any more than he did, He was residing in Rome, a8 e.guest of the State
ther efore used discretion by avoilding a subject whichwas net directly cencerned with
:he general current of political histery and was distasteful to Rome, Bedides, he was
_..1ting. for educat ed people whe knew nething about Jesus, But whatever the character of
= passages in meaephﬁl mey ‘pe, there is left the fact that.the interpolator wented %to
. ove the Mess iahship of Jesus through the wr it ings of one wh, by race at least belonged
" the group that rejected Jesus. The interpelatei teok for granted the earthly life of
'nua and the fadt that those whe rejected himv bel ieved that he lived and so #e tries new
prove to them that Jesus was the Messish, A paséage in Anfiquities XX, IX, I, speaks
g the trial of James, the brotler of Jesus, thus making a passing reference to Jesus him-
,f'olr. Josephus canot be the auther of the :t'_irst yassage as we have it, He was much too

plitic to meddle with Nessiznism, the stumbling bleck to the Romans, In his "Belle

ico" he speaks of Vespasian as the r anised Messiah,

_ There is, hewever, little ground for doubting the authenticlty o¢f the second passage,
] igen quotes from it three times in nis nGontra Gelsum" I1I, 13, Jerome corroborates
.'1gen's reading, but %\huerer says that the text Origen used accounted for the fall of

: nsalem as divine displeasure for the killing of James, Shuerer goes on to say that

his must be & Christian revisim, But wint motive was there to prompt the Christiamns te
‘nnect thls calamity with the 'death of James, when they had already before connected it
Ath the life of Jesus? Then do not let us farget thet if there wes a revision it must heve \es

de by Gentile Christlans who were neot pe.rticﬁla.rly fond of James, On the other hand,

1: is not int#insidaily improbable that meny Jews emt ertained a2 good opinion of Jemes be-
suse we#:ﬁf him in the New Testament as one loyal to the law, Ve also know how dis-
,eased the Jows were with Annas, the Sadducean High Priest, for sent encing James, that they
._en petitioned Albinus te restrain him in his rash cmduct, Here public opiniom was for
Ts, and his case was in no way a threat to Remen power, Josephus mey have thought it

y proper to allude to it, Evidently 1% caused a grester stir aml a greater natiemal
ékh:lnm than the case o Jesus,

d .Bub it was not till recemtly that the infallibility and the untainted purity in which
.': texts of Josephus hadebeen sup-osed to have been pres.erved, have been proven false oncer_'

G M o
o1 all, This task was left to A, Berendts, Dorpat, He published, "Die Zeughkisse \%m
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Jaristentum im slavischen 'de bello Judaice' des Josephus", 1908, Te has also an article

the Zeltschrift flir die neutstementdliche Wissemschaft, Vel. IX, 1908, pages 47 to 70,

. itled "Analdcta zum @lavischen Josephus", Certainly all the things that Berendts rec=tts
having happened to Jesephus' works did not l=ppen in the order of the @etaiis he enumer—
es. But something happéned, we know net what, that left Josep_hus' warks 1n.:bhe ssme
itim with other books, No more reverence or respect was shown to them than to at;her
feks. Berendts starts with Josephus gown statement, which says that he had first written
s account of the war in his native tongue, and so infers that the Greek edition which

. ephus later mdde and which has become the standard text, was enly a revisimm of the earlier
paic work, Ancther transla.tmn was made of the orgginal text inte Greek, but Without any
ision, This translation became the perticular source of the present Slavie rendering.

._ tilis original Aramalc edltiom Josephus spoke of Jesus several times, ‘ Later he modified
_ statements radically and in premmring a version for Roman readers he suppressed these
'sages. This may be an exaggerated theory which has assumed too much, but its utterances
:_ very suggestive and helpful Asince v;e know Josephus, The fact that he was called a

: tor is proof of his having been before a2 goed Jew, In the early text he plainly ex~
;sses his hatred for Reme, It 1s different, therefore, from the éher text, It is proba-
. that the Slavic version elaborated on Josephus' references to Jesus, but why éhould it
Josephus the hater of Rome? On the centrary, we should éxpect the Slavic text to

ke Josephus hate the Jews, the enemies of Christiemity, The tendency,then, was to shift
o blame from the Romans over to the Jews, markedly so in the Gentile world.: The gospel

; Iuke is an imstance of this tendency.

There is & deviation in the Slavic text from the Greek, especially in chapter 36, 7,
Josephus' lack of clearness accounts in part far thié. In Chapter 31, 1,2, the devia-
is not so much from the content as from the form, This theory, at least, has a great
§ of truth in germinal form, It is open-minded and counteracts tile rash radimlism of
._aa who read Josephus unoritically, Later when Josephus wrote to the Romens he mentioned
- of Galilee, John the Baptist, Theudas the FEgyptian, and others whose movements dwindled
id left no impression, But he slurred over this disturbing Galilean peasant, Jesus, whose

sion wes still living and growing end whichiwas a thorn in the flesh of the Romans and
'Jews. Josephus refused to link this Christism superstition with Judaism,

pare we belie history and say that the passage in Josephus zbout the three above men—

in these men

ed men owes its origin to Christisn hands? 1If so, what 1nterest dia* the Christl ans hav_g/?
__e men were in & way rivals of their mmster., They teok active measures te keep them in
btckground. The competition between the followers of the Baptist and those of Jesus was
e ti:at the Evangelisfs consciously undertook te subordinate John, S0 the Baptist—‘
' tian cantroversy is a far stronger, far mere adequate ’proof than z'nanj mere suggestlions
historians use to prove facts of history, But this proof is one among many., When
'anembers the conditions in which Jesus and his disciples lived, hs will Leken bow B

1a.te the merest allusions, There was nothing spectacular about Jesus and his group{
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made no public cli;ms to Méssiashig till the day rrececing the crifcifijion. He

ved within a limited circle and worked mainly among nersond® friends, There was no

_\dramt ic event in his dareer,' that stired any great exditement, in spite of all the

fﬁramatization of the evangelists, Healing was a common practice and Jesus did less

_' of it then others. There were more conspicuous preachers and enthusiests than he,

‘_what feason is the:je then for his occupying a prominent position in Josephus? The

‘Ohristisn movement was more or less secret in Josephus' time and attracted little

_:notice. And finially Josephus does not give an account of the Judaism cozrbanbor’anaéus

“-“with early Chris'f;ianity. Perhaps we would find more references to Jesus if we_.had access

i{to the literature of centemporary Judaism, The age was unproductive from a 11terar5}
point of view and whet was produced was destroyed by all kinds of calamities. So this

, ‘again is a point to be considered by these who seem to know the d.aily M of his-

] vtory by heart. The Gospels furnish us with fragmentary information about the Judaism

E 3 of Jesus' time which harmonizes with other fragmentary accounts, So this argument from
ailence &pplies more to that sge than to those who live in.K%s Jesus lived then he had
his share of inattention,

If Josephus says so little ebout Jesus, why does mot Philo say more? But of vhat
vinterest to Philo was Jesus®? Jesus was net a philosopher, not a theologian, he was not
:"of any value to Phile, Of what walue wes General Bodth %o AdolfiHarnack? Of none,
i,Hei’cher was Jesus to Phile who was wrapped up in the allegericsal 1nterprét§.t ion of Jewish
- 1iterature, : As a c mtemporary of Jesus Philo lived too early to have heard much if any-
:"thing of Jesus' movement., FHe lived in Egypt, remote from the.movements of the reople in
Pal estine,

. As to Justis:of Tiberias he was busy compiling a chronicle of Jewish kings., Ie
ooald not afford to investigate this rreaching® Terhaps he nevex?mhard anything sbout
i’c wi.ich “1s not at all surprising tcius who know the 11fe led& by men of learning, And

' of still greater importance is the faet that Justus was a.contemporary of Joseprus and

.his worst political antagonist, He wrote a good deal of polemical literature which he

- directed at this opponent whom he escribed as = traitor, This kheaves no room for Jesus

;‘:o'r_‘ anybody else, The otlher Jewish witnesses come frmh three main sourceé of lste dafe.

One may find early historical material embedded in these., These sources are, first,

i the Christian references to Jéwis'n opponents, second, the Talmudic sta’‘ements 2bout Jesws

and third, the so-called mToldoth Jeshu stories, As earls as Paul's day Judadsm and

. Christianity were in conflict with each other. This situation perpetuated itffself all ‘

throughthe Wew "Testament period and has continued dowmn to our own day, This m

. wversity can be clearly traced in Paul's letters, Indeed scme of these letters, at least

. portions of them were written in the interst of Christian-Jewish polemis, ™e Gospel

of Matthew artlessly betrayes the influence of this polemic. Lukl holds the Jews re-

'eponsible for Jesus! death . M™e camposite of all these quarrels is the Gogpel of John
. which always lholds up the Jews to ridicule and blame. mhese controversies and the perse-
', cutions resulting tlerefrom are incontestable facts. Dut dlrect accounts are lacking,

| liot even the lTew Testament writers are explicit., At no time do they write anything of

f the nature of a narration about the comtroversy, 2
11 theycay is incidentel end by im-
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.lication + The apologists took part in this burning controversy, Justiﬁ uertyr is

very prominent figure in 1%, He died about 168 A.D,, so he lived in the czrly natbt

:1’ the sccond century. The quarrel was not over noth'ng, else it would not have lasted

:11 dowm the cemturies, The two carties involved took for granted the “istoricity of

eaus both elaﬁorat ing on it. One idelized it to such an extreme that it became almost

eel. The other disparaged it to such a degree 'l:ﬁat it became comnonplace,
 The Rebbinesl Literature and Jesus, ‘

Before we tale up this subject it soudd be remakled that no contemporary li‘rera_ture
jxis’cs. The l/ischne-Kedex which Schuerer and others speak of as the chlef source for con-
itions in Jesus' fime, originated at the end of the 'second century and represents nothing
;ore than the Rabbipism of that century., No adequate account of the status que of Jesus'
is in existance., Frum Jesus' day to the writing of this Kodex revolutions followed

@e another 4n an unbroken lihe, TEspecially revolubtions in Jewish religious thought.
flhe Judaism prior to the Jewis'h war was different from the J‘udaigm of the Mischna. The
:‘duoees and their institutiomms had: the mreference in the farmer, The Rabbis first

ippeared on the scene during the last two decades of the temple 4,D, 50-70, Owing to

he‘ favoraple circumstances they could expanmd and meke an impression, but this success

88 ephemeral, It is absolutely a grave mistake for anyone to act on the theory that

i%ﬁe Mischna is the chief source for information about conditions during Jesus' time, A

a ch better source than this may be the mMosefta, 1Its elements are older than the Mischna

ind it ¢ mmtains many historlicel passages respecting the High Priests of the Saddusees.

§ The Rabbincal literatwe of the second century includes a collection of sayings that

?ve come down from the Rabbi¢gs of the second end first centuries B.C, and the first cen-

~~ ¥ A.D. ':r'his matetial thus brought down contains some two dozens '& moral sayings

:' ich altogether £fill from two to three pages. They give a definit ion of zleligious law

a.nd deal with questions of ritualand ceremonies amd other kindred subjects, Naturally

;in such'a collection we do not expect to read about Jesus,

3 In the Malmud proper one finds comperatively many references to Jesus which fall

11nto two classes. Those belonging to the first class are third and fourth century pro-

:_',duots and ' ave no historical worth whats.oever » except that they eche histerical event,

The others very few in number are first century and are not important , The earliest

| invidious legends abot the person of Jesus which gradually accurmulated in the Talmad

S@ate from the third century. The only correct statement they contain is that Jesus was

.éxe.cuted the day before the Passover., Unfortunatel:  they err when it comes to the

- place where the execution occured which they designate as having been the clty of Lydda.

Otherwise the sccounts are without value, The Talmud so hestile to Christisnity weuld

f__.have seized the slightest oprartunity to ridicule the Christians as followers of a myth-
\': idal cheracter, The Telmud ought to be the last authewlty for appeal, It is more of
encyclopedia of Jewhsh scholasticism then a Tistory book., It cohtains some ethical

::jaaé sages, Of what remains those passages wiich are not directly unedifying are non-mor-

al, ™ Talmud cannot be rel led upen for historical purposes. It is very fortunate for

the reputation of the Malmud that mose of the offensive pagsages have been removedk, not
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'-' Ghriatian senses but by the Jews themselves, This can be got at from the writings
Agobard, Bishop of Lyons (1820-1830) in his "De Judalcis SuperstitionibBust, and

f gbanus lMaurus, Archbishop of Mayence in his "Fontra Judeeos' 847 A‘p. ~ However the
'urgated passages in tlhe Melmud were published separately and Strack mentions no Igass
hm four such editions., The one inpertant fact g thet vhatever the character of the
_"almud mey be it accepts without question the earthly life of Jesus, In this Jewish

‘d Christion opinlons coincide. The Jesus of history 1s no subject for de'ba‘tb. It is
Ve liessiah th.at engaged both parties. Bofere ve leave the Malmud, let us know that it

pars witness to the registration of the birth of Jesus in the temple apchives, This we

épe will staisfy our skeptical friends.

™e third source is tlie Toldoth Jeshu or Origins of Jesus. These stories reached
heir final form in the ninth century .“v..D’. and were composed from varlous sources. They
e a black spot in the Tistery of literature,tBe preduct of low fanaticism, malicious
;light in fefgmation and vulger imegination, They tell how Jesus was born out of wedlock
take great deliéh-‘c in such recitels which they meke so detailed and elaborate that
:e wo 14 blush to read or Tear about them. In spite of 1t all they ,toa)‘bear witness to
he historical Jesus.

| Romén Witnesses.

; From Jewish Witnesses we turn %o Romén witnesses; Professor Drews mentioned par-
1cular1y three: Pliny, Suetonius and Tacitus who was the first to mention thedihristians
ncidentally. Wile t;' ese sources are scanty, they furnish a few ilems of importance,
iéiiny when governor of Bythiﬁia, wrote to 'I‘rajah asxing his advice for suggestions as re-
1 ards the coubge he ought to follow in dealing with the Christians, The date of this
__ettei- is ccmmdnly fixed at 112 41.,D. The movement was not & new one in Pliny's time,
J.iny rentions one person o confessed that he had abandened it before, Drews raises an
;ibjectiqn in which he says that Pliny wrote of hymms trat were sung "to a God", /d a
tter of fact Pliziy explicity says nas if to a Godr——r quasi deo"/

3 In his "Life of Gleudius" a part of "is "Lives of the Caesars” Suetonius refers to
:{the Ohristians. TEven Professor Drews admits the suthentiecy of the remark exceﬁ trat he
"lays that Suetonius wrote from hearsay evidence, Unfortunately hearsay evidence is our
_:eheifest evidence for early history. Suetonius also mentions %the fazia;ero punished

.i"'the Christians. 1o falls to distingulsh sharply between Jews and Christians whicl} goes

ff;to prove that th epnteccdents of ehr istianit; are Jewlsh,

For more satisfdetory informetion we refale to Tacitus, IHe says very definitely
fthat the ahrisﬂ:i.ams whome Nero persecuted were name& afiter C hrist whé was put to dsath

‘_‘y P%ilo*b in the reigi of Ti’beriﬁ. Macitus wrote before 115 A.D, and the genuineness

:of tris passage is upheld by the majority of scholars. But these who deny Jesus' his-
;tiricity resort to Hochart's argunimts- This French writer rejects the'sannals " and

the nHistory" as fgl3ifications and forgeries by Poggio Bracclolili en Italien scholar

f-iof the Renaissance peried., But recent discoveries make it a fact that 400 years before

;vl?racciolihi’s manuscripts of tre last six books of the ® Annals" and the first five books
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? "che nHistories" existed, TFOPra fuller account one should go to C. F. Arnoldss
udien ueber dle neronische Christenverfolgung", Tacitus'testimeny is valueble as
t is very possible dhat he had access to afficiél records which make him an independ-
_j_t witness, . .

The Witness of Paul,
if Jesus of whom Paul kmows 1s the mythical Joshua and if the contemnts of the belief
\n Joshua were likewise transferred into the belief in Jesus, then we are en‘bifled to0 ask
_oil/lgate, the mood and the circumstances of the transference, Ue have a right to ask for
Aidence to that effect, We doubt very much the fact that of &all heroes Joshua alone could
‘ive through the centuries, OQutside the book of Joshua and Judges, Joshua is harlly known
fd yot we are to'd that he was worshipped. The prophets denounce the worship of foreign
:ds, but make no mention of Joshua, Anoether proposition is *het in the course of time this
' .ty ws thought of by his worshippers as the expected Messiah, It is claimed that those
'_:;.. looked for this Ilesciah concelved later under the influence of writings like Paalmg'
I and Isalsh ¥XITI, the idea of 2 Messiah who was to suffer death and afterwards rise
Iai'n for the seke of mankind. But the truth is that Christiamity searched the seriptures
r such ressages in order to find parallelisms between its prophesies end the incidents in
,'a= life of Jesus, Scripture passages were strained and the life of Jesus was exploited
i th 2 view to making 1% resemble events described i.n.the 014 Testament, These proposi-
1ans are purely hypethetical, Further, in the passages quoted by Drews a natiom and not
 ' individunal is meant., The resurrectim in the 0ld Testament stood for natiomal exalta-
bon,
i If Paul's writings and other New Test ament documents are legendary, then they ought
subsaibe to the same belief, but they do net., They c ontain cmtroversies over historiecal
sonalities, They quarrel over questicns of law and other schemes of salvation, It was
.'hen that pagan Influence was beginning to show itself amd not 5’efore. Is the ¢ anything
allel to this in the Gilgamesh epic? 1lLikewise, the heterogenedty of the material 1is
eof enough,
l' e now come to deelexclusively withthe witness of P aul, The extreme views of the
tch school regarding Paul's epistles are discarded, In his brief book "Der Galater
rief" Steck admits a few Paullne fragments In Romens, The "partitiom hypothesis" of
ilter in his "Die Eomposition dey Paulimischen Briefe® =u? R, Scott's "The Pauline
“is‘bles" are not to be treated sericusly, The result of patitnt criticism leaves us
atians, I end II Gorin‘bhiéns, and Romsns as unquestionably Pauline, and adds to the
t’ist as very probably coming down from the same pen, Phillipians and I Theésalenians.
olossy, Fphesians and II Thessalenians stand & fairer shov than they ever did, Even
,he Pastorals are thought to contain Pauline élements. Glement of Rome, writing te the
orinthians in the lest decade of the first century, A.D,, not only calls Paul a '"notable
ttern of patient endurance®, but exalts his readers to peruse again "the epistle of the
::ledéed Paul", Are We to dlscard Clament and other uncanonical suthors as worthless?

alem-:m‘.:, 49: 1-5, is a referemce to I Corinthlans, Merclon, & historical persen,
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ulds tenatiously te the Pauline episﬁles.

| The abofa is merely external evidence, but the strength of the internal evidence is

:rfable of deciding the gemine character of the documents in question. The first canon

a pseudonymous writer is that the individual impersonated shall teke the point of view

B 1ink the thoughts of the sctusl Writer snd of the sge to Whick he beleuge.  Such i

.» the case with Paul's letters. The realistic eschatolegy of Paul whose active career
longs to the middle of the first century, could hardly have been fabricated at the la,ter

te whén subsequent history was showing the folly of such expectations, yet eschitology

evades Paults wri‘lnngs. The Romans ere reminded of the coming end, marriege is

' scouraged among the Corinthians a 4 they are exhited to refrain from judging one another

’ view of the near approach of the final judgment, Philliplans I; 6, .10, speek with

‘_infidence of the day of Christ, I Thessalonians, L;10, III:13, IV; 15-18, V:2, 23,
likewise, Another great weapon against the pseudonymity is the nersonal refers

i.- es, No Vedas, no Gélgamesh Epic, no Evestas, contain such personal references, Again
'e biographical details of Paul which he claims in his letters are unique é.nd ﬁ&sp;w'w

mdonymity These details come into the epistles quite meturally and incidentally,

id show no inclinatim on the part of the author to give a full account of their apostle's

esr, Besides, the pa.ssionateness\of P aul's language and his zeal for the cause of

ist isA pronounced, This could net be ti:e languagev of an impersomator, Paul, more~

.'er, deals with first century problems, To appraciate the difference between what a

writes and what others write about him one need enly comtrast Paul's epistles with

. book of Acts, The pictures the two give are consistent with one ancther, DPaul is

missionary in both, Acts is only more conventional and gives one phase of Paul's life,

see Paul moving from one place to another, On the other hend, the Epistles reveal the

. geholégical side of Paul's life, His moods charge, To illustrate, let s teke the

' _count of the journey to Jerﬁsalan. According to Acts, he goes to Jerusalem at the in-
igation of the church in Antioec¢h te discuss witﬁ the brethern in Jerusalam the degre: to

1ch the Gentile Christians are responsible to the demands of the Jewish law, In Jerusa-

) terms are concluded and the decisim 1is in the favor of Paul, Paul returns to Antioch

nd moves on quietly to further evangelization, Acts scoys nothing of the anxiety Paul

‘t have felt on this occasion, ‘ How different is the account in Galatiéns. Galgtians 1I

cws Paul in Jerusalem in his fidgets, When he returned to Antioch he "resisted Beter to

face because he stood condemmed", Gal,II,1l, His relations with Barnasbas werc severed
; cause he "was carriez“/’sg. their dissimulatior", Gal/ II, 13, Beul 1s a humam being in

atioms with humen pé.ssions, emotions, fears, angers, Real and not dramatized 1life is

,scribed. This may be said of =1l Paul's letters, Paul's emetionel tamberament displays

-self again and again, His indignat ion is aroused when he hears of the treubles 1n Galatia

~ Beis voluble when he hesps anathemas on those whe preach another gospekl, He upbralds

'. Christians for their fickleness, A minute later he calls them his childrem, The same

;terplay of feeling is even more strongly marked in Corinthians, especially in the passage
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;- the relations that existed between him and the Christians of Corinth, These letters
fre not spurious. Their febrication is impossible. Recent excavation in Asia 'minsr
ring to light the cities in wiich Paul preached. The remains of those churchés can be
'f‘en. They verify our conclusions and show the great influence that Paul left behind

‘= result of these excavations can’;:: gainsaid, W ith the establishimg of Paml's his-

\ lecity and the authenticity of x;echt eplstles the historiecity of Jesus must necessarily
E.llow. It may be urged t at Paul talked 1ittle about the earthly Jesus. But how are
to tell® Do the Bpistles we have contain everything that Paul ever said or wrote?
-'man would have written those Tpistles in the space of a momth, “He could have written
out the hibtorical Jesus and those writings El‘ave not been preserved to us. hen Paul
a.imed to be preaching = gospel which did not look to 2 humsn source for its au‘bhent_;ication.
't which had been received directly from the heavenly Christ, he was under fire from his
_ponents who debidd him the right of apostleship and he said this to Justify limself,
. g theme of this controversy was neitler the historical nor the heavenly Jeéus Tut the
ghtkapostllhip. 0f course Paul's psychology was sueh as not to enable him to believe

- the earthly Jesus until after he had seen the heavenly Messish, Paul thought it blas-
'anqs at first to mentify the two. ButDPews is in the wrong when he says that an unpre-
'diced reader of Paul would not suspect trat the apostle ever thought of an earthly Jesus,
,.:. 1:3 speaks of Jesus as "born of the seed of David~ according to the flesh, Romans
12 speaks of the "man", the counter—paft of idam,  The whole theclogy of Paul, his
trine of redemption, are meaningless if he did not think of the histerical Jesus who
__'ame a propitiati on, The historical Christ is everwwhere inplied, Jesus could not

"e suffered for our sins in heaven.' How does Drews dispense with the "Cricified Jesus"
:.Paul. Such proofs may be multiplied wien one Peads Paul, Paul could not be utterly
iinfonned on this point, His llife touctied the life of the early cammnity at too many
1nts to allow nim to be ignorant of the historical J esus, Cefore he Became a follower
_;Jesus he persecuted the Christians for plaiming Messiahship to a mere men, He lived

'h Teter 15 days in Jerusalem, he traveled with Silas another Jesusalamite, If Paul

"e & myth-maker we would not fail to discover at least an effort on his part to arg;ue

2 historical Jesus, But such efforts are absent,

: Ve conclude this 'art of the discussion by saying that Paul is & genuine historiesal
racter and the historicity of Jesus is a prerequisite to Paul's Christisn 1ife and work,
:l impetus to this work was %the resdrecti on for the defen@ of which Paml argues so ve-
;‘bly. I Corinthians 15 mekes Paul say that his preaching would be vein if Christ did
" rise, meaning trat e died and was buried. Gallciens 1:19 spesks of James the Tord's.
other, Brotler camet mean a"followerm, as Drews says, because it is not. & plied %o Péter
to any other follower. Taul wruld be a fool to look forward for t e second coming of

g ¥ho never was on earth,
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mhe Gospel Evidence.

mho reader mey be interested to learn Professor Drews' vosition of the Gospels,
e gives as the reason for writ ng the Gospels the desire %o connect the discinles with
ﬁis fict #Tious God~-Jesus, The difficulity is that' the synoptles have no m;:st'i‘c.ism and
10 m,itery. imheyore very matter-of-fact anl true to Galélean 1ife. They neitler exajltt.

_'éhe disciples nor are they literary masterpieces. Taie them out of their Palestiniaﬁ
;e’cting and they become meaningless, Mheyore equally meaningless if put at 2 latter

_- ate, They offer 2 picture of a man, not a heavenly liessiah, They tell of what others
‘iaid and thought of 1im and Tow his family thought that ‘e wes lundtic. ™he synoptists
hemselves are men of diverse types each with h's own predilections and prepossésstons,

k writes a Petrine narrative with a Pauline tinge. Iiatthew Writeisa ,Jev?énd Luke

ites as = Centile. They sive an unmistakebly realpertrait of a historle personsl ity.
;;, hen thelr product “as been serutinized and cross-examined and all non-hlstoricel mat erial
s dimmissed as such, cne fact remains, namely that their terminus & quo, is Jesus of
‘_a.zareth.

Palestine of today, as Renan sald, is = fifth Gospel, The scenery and life there

e witnesses to bygone events. There are elements in the Gospel tradition which the
__orshippers of Jesus would never have reserved .unless they. had been hended wokn as facts
1 the story of Jesus' life, It is impossible for one $a=rorships a hero to think

a speik in such. a way as to contradict or essentially modify his own worship, State- .
ents of this nature are notlhing less tlhan survivors of the truth, These portions of the
espel tradition are called by Frofessor Schmiedel, Zurich, " Foundation-pillars of the
Life of Jesus", The Gospels o;nnot be pure sagas when meterial so intractable is en-
shrined in +hlem, The following are some of the nascages; Luke 2:52 speaks of Jesus as
‘{growing in wisdom', but = worshipper of a deity presents t1=t deity as fuli-grown, 1
,_. k 3:21 , Mark 8:;12, Tuke 11:29-32, atthew 16:1-4 cannet be understood unless Jesus

E'ttached more importance to preaching, Mark 6:5 makes Jesus' power o‘f febling er‘end

:pon the faith of the sufferer, In Mark 10:17 Jesus refuses to allow the predé:ate ngoodn

._"o be applied to "imself, latthew 12:31, Luke 12:10, and liark3:28-30 maike Jesus say that
_lasp}tu.emy against himéelf was pardongble but not so azainst God. In lerk 13:32 God alone

V.n the hour of the last judgment, not Jesus/ lark 15334 ectioes the reality of the pas-

'1021. Jesus @riesito .h;ls God, Could the religious socialism of the messes be responsible |
_'or this?

" Ceﬁain pertinent Gblxﬂ.nns ough't to be anwsered before we come to deal specifically

with the Gospel evidence, Such qucstions relate to date, to sources and other kindred

estions, The earliest Gospel we have im—timr—Scmmmi-is the Gospel according to llark,

'1ch in all vrobability was finished about 76 A.D, Christian tradition, relyihg upon a
' itten statembnt of Paplas preserved by Busebimi, has ever regarded the suthor of liark as
-'."special mouthpiece of Peter, This same stgtement makes liark Peter's interpreter and de- a

jla;res that Mark recorded without chronological order same of the cvents in Jesus's life

fhich Peter hapened to recall, This traditional sta tement gains the more in weight in
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jfhe light of Mark's séleetion of incidents from Jesus' life. Besides, Peter figures
;ver;,r prominently in the Warcem Gospel, Peter first appesrences on the scene is in

liark 1;16 and he is almest as prominentiy as Jesus himself, There is here strong evi-
;!ence to show that Mark actually embodies e important Petrine traditiom, This also
jexplains why the other apostles figure so 1little. Peter nstuarelly to7d liark Lis exX~-
;periences with Jesus, vhat Jesus to0ld him and d4id to him, Peter does not xnow much of
'-the contact of the other disciples with Jesus and so he says very little -bout them ,
'_il&ﬂ: belng the chief source for llatthew and Iuke gives them the tendancy to make Peter
i:onspicuous. But it is hardly possible that Iark would have written down the things he
?:Leard from Peter before the latter's death, that is to say, in the year 64 A.D, Ience
must hove been written between 64 A.D, and 70 A",D. The yéar 68 4,D, 1s probably

_'; the vear of the writing of t}:at.eespel as it fites the facts so very well., When Prews is
_ pt to distrust the acuracy of the orientals end to meke so much of their fantasy, he
ht to remerber what unusally retentave memories they had for narrstive.

‘ It is very »lain that llark is writing for the beneflt of the Gentile rather than for
the Jewish Christi&n He is careful to exnlain the meaning of Jewish customs and names,
(nark 7:¢3-4, 15; 42 7311, 10:46), It is very remarkeble that this particular Gospel is
jingularly rich in Jewish details and is characterized by 2 local coloring which is ab-
'sent from the other Gospels, Professor Drews savs tia2t this is due to conscious efforts
n the evangelists part to anphaaigctlxe real humenity of Jesus, and thus meet the argu-
ents of gnosticism., But this task should have been left to Luke and Matthew who stookh
Hearer to gnosticism, MNMark's Gospel in formation is of the utmost liportance from the
-?istorical life of Jesus) He sets forth very simply the 1ffe &f the historical mam. He
peaks of Jesus' home and connections, Nothing is said zbout the annunciation or ebout
;Be’c'r.-l-':han or about the miraculous Ttirth or about any of these elements .éo poetically put
ler’ch by Matthew 8nd Luke, Ve should find the tz*}ﬂ:h for ocurselves and not take Drewé

E ot her

or any person at his word,

The second great source, alongside Mark, is the Logia, =Roth Lfa.tthev& and Luke draw
_\from tris source wlat materisl is more suttable for their purpose, It is now generally
{k.nown by the name "@Q" from the German " Quelle " which means 2 source. .Drews denies

"gr all originality., MTo the Lord's pmayer and most of the parables he does the same,

_He sai;l that these have thelr prototypes in the 0ld Testament, This may be true, but

fhow ccmes it about that within the comparatively narrow limits which the Gospels devote
‘fo the teaching of Jesus, we have brought tofether moral and religious sayings which form
‘-.the guintessence of the finistﬁtterences in the grea*est religions of jt:he world? THow
.,,13 it that while the sayings of Josus are a worihy - parallel *to the hest which has been
{‘paid oflLthought anywhere, we find ourselves always moving on the same high spiritual level
_without any of the sudden declensioﬁs which so often characterize other bodies of teaching?

"If we look at the 014 Testament law we find that it is am amalgam of ritual and morality,

’It entains the injunction "Thou shalt love thy neighbor as 'ch'yaelf" which is immediately

Io‘lowed by the precept,"a garment of two kinds of stuffs ihall come upon thee." The law
». egarded both as equally divine, Is not this tend@ucy in the %eaching of Jesus, to dis- :
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eriminate between the ritusl and the moral, to the adventage of the latter, therefore,
' omething: original? It is requcsted therefore of those who think that they can disprove
:he originality of the Geospels by citing rarallels from the Rabbinical literature that
hey remind themselves c;f the size of the Talmud and Nidrashim end elso of the question
f date,
' As ome reads the Gospels he gains the impression that {;hey are ingenuous 'xvoz;ks ﬁrhose
':laim to a hearing reabs upon the supposed truthfullness and s,e;w:ricibility of their‘conten‘b.-
; ot until tradition labe;;%d them with spestolic names and invested them with a unique dig-
ity, did the netion of an authoritative gospel arise. Ve may very weli congratulate our
'.elves that the Gospels —are amonymous, becamse this lackicof attestation shows them to have
been pioneers in +hat formative period of Christianity when the things of which they speak
ewwe;g;s\less commen property and did not need ariy artificial recommendstion,

Both internal and external evidence y‘{«ﬁlds substantial results regarding the time and
;rigin of the Gespels, Irenaeus' testimony is very valuable on this voint, The four
Iospels were emumerated in the Iuratorism Canony Tatien incorpovated them 1;1%0 his "Dia-

tessaron’, The ramarks of Papias are of still earlier Jote. fThere is more edtidence %o

}he history of the Gospels' rise to prominence then to the fact of their existence., Igna-

fius encowmtered Christiams who were umwilling to accept written authorities except the
harters" probably meaning by that the 01d Testament. These individuals were doubtless
i.mcc{mai“;ed with all the essentials of Gospel traditten as camronly repeated and ‘interpreted
in publiec preachin%.ana teaching. Their hestitatlion was not e rejection of Gospel traditioen
tut 2 reluctance in rezerd to placing any writings on a plane with the 0ld Testament =s
'éripture. The scantiness of reference te the Gospels in the early second century is no i
gir indication of the improbabillty of their existence, It seems that oral tradition i
prized above written records, It comtained everything the Gospels comtained. It j4ed f
'{bhe advantage too of being more easily adapted to individual needs., T he necessity of ac-
_ cepting in good faith the Gospel representation of the historicl Life of Jesus is ineum-
;"bont upon us by his oreximity to the commnity in which his 1life story first took shape/ s

.j he early framers of the tradition bring Jesus upon the scene at = time when his o ntempor-

Elz'ies were still living. It wgs because his reﬂ?ecti on, his llessiahship, his superiority
o Rabbinical teachers, his nlace in the line of dé’gent from David needed vendication, .
that the tend@uey to idealize him was so great. But in spite of the ideal ization we see
.'#'normal person, Mhis persmm goes as the rest Sf the people to hear John the Baptist ;
.preanch; he identifies himself with the movenenfs inaugurated by John; presently re begins
preaching on his own acco'nt aleong lines somewhat different from those of John; his activ- I
;_ities wer e ma‘Elly among his fellow Galileans; country people end fisher-folk were his chief

associates; in time his wark attracts the attention of the authorities by vihom he wes con-

'5demned; from that point on his pepularity memned, At the Passover season he was put out
b of +he wey, lost of his small group of followers, who desertcd him in the last hair,

3 R :
returned disheart:d to thelr Yames; o*tlers tarried in Jerusalem., Such in outline is the
‘ IS

Tlife of Jesus.hround these bare threads were intertwined historical and legendery afcounts,

'!he foundation is given us amd it remains intact while the other parts of the febric fade

and crumble before the 1ligit of eritical research,




This is certainly not a »picture of the Gods of mythology. These are associated with
ﬁthe powers of nature; Their setting 1s vague and far removed from daily life, They do
7 _hot assoc iate with people; they ncver preach or exedd people;thev are always triumphant,

1 ‘never defeated by men,

m™he character of the teachings of Jesus is very aprropriate to an individual who

‘occupled the place and confronted proeblems assigned by tradition to him, Tven the Fémrth
.Gospel #grees with the rest in civing anfeir plecture of Jesus.
Tinally one of the strongest arguments for Jesus existence is the existence of the
'-primitive community of believers, This forceful individuel so impressed his own and suc-
‘ceeding generations with his life of loyal service for humanity that he started Christianity
on 1ts way, whence 1t iias been flewing like a continuous stremm, Jesus is the source.
'_We camot ignore here the @bristian Sunday, Christmes Day and the Lely days of the Oiristian
-palendar which were not knewn before the Christienm era, Other Gods were born in spring
.l.ll with the wexing of = heavenly bedy. Jesus was born in mid-winter,

mhe Witness of ’pﬁe Heretical sectk.

Ebienism,

Ebionism is the name glven certian tendencies of thought which criatdlized intc sects
._within the Judaeo-Christian circles during the early Christian gen eratio‘ns.‘ Ebionism is
'.the residium of the féerce antagonism of Judaistic Viri stianity to the universallsm of tre
religion of Jesus, Although the Tbionites had moved out of strict Judaism , still they
:ﬁid not move into the universal cbmmunity, The Mbionites were like their spititual ances-
fors nen like Peter and Jemes who ende avored to combine thg faith of Jesus with the law
:and with the national hope, As time went on Jesus begen to be less appreciated by the
:‘Bbioni‘bes who were the radicals end reactionaries.  Their movement had e oppesite de~
-.'velopemen'b from that of Paul and the Gent ile Christians. But both were c mnected with
esus, especiality Ebonism which knew so well the histarical Jesus that all 1dealization
wes out of the question., After the fall of Jerusalem the Jepusalem elurch was reconsti-
‘tuted ot Pella. There it was recrulted from the Essenes. The Ebionite sects are not
‘-’of any interest except to prove tlat there existed sects which never became converted to
the christolegy of later vears, They held firmly to their Jewish heritage and regmrded
-‘Jesus as a2 mere man, They were nearest to Jesus, to hls disciples, to the home of the
new movement and therefore stood resolute for the first impressi on of hime Although they’
ﬂdisappeared they left seeds that have been springing up ell through the centuries and
:blessoming‘ into heresies. 1Ignorant anl fanatical as they were they were heirs to a few
: precious ideas which are of great help in the fig.ﬁt for the historicity of Jesus, When
..nohamedanism came it absorbed them end they were campletely lost,
| Professor Smith mmd lir/ Robertsom,

The views of the gbove two éen’clemen are somewhat alike and are similar to those of
Profescor Drews, Each attributed his share to the discussion and now the group holds every
-thing in camon as the early Christians did. lir/ Robertson's most significant centridution
f._was fhat Jesus is equivalent to Joshue and that Joshua was a sun-god in a secret Jew(‘sh

been :
‘cult . But whet of this? Pecnle have slways named after gods,as they ame still are,
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j For example meny Assyrian kings had the word Ashur compounded with ancther word ¥o make

_ their hames: So we have Ashurbanipal an’ others. lany Arzbic nemes heve illah in them
‘.like ibdallah or the servant of %od, and Atallah or the oift of Cod, but persons having

.. these hames are historical. What objection is there against the Jews doing a s;milar
:thing? T is sun-god theory seamed to be so convenient that it was used to explain every-
thing in the ploneer stage of the history of religien, It was used like a msster key to

.-" wloek all doors and fling them wide open before scholars. The treatment of mytholegy
must be done with great caution. TRash inferences vhith on the strength of mere super-
]ficial reserblance turned historical episodes into mytholegical fictions must be regarded
7,"with mistrust. 1liyths, of sun, moon, stars, and 81l natural elements may easily be‘ f ound
?w‘erever sought, No legend, no allegery, is safe from thg exegesis of the mythologic theo-
-rists, classic examples of whom we T:ave In mwmch men as Drews, Sumith and Jensen. The 1i fe
ﬁof Julius Caesar would fit admirably into this mythelogical framework, Caesar's conquests
_in new lands are like thé sun rising over countires one after the other, is desertion
"'of Cle@patia is as the setting of the sun leeving one country to zo to another, Ten hés
| erdinance that the solar year sould be tle basis of the calendays The wounds he received
from hils assassins and the shrouding of himself in his cloak *o die in darkness, corress
j‘:pon:ls to the sun's lieavy rays before setting and its disarpearance. But Julius Yaesar is
'.historical and so is Jesus and so are meny others who have been denied this privilege.
;Iwofesser w/ B/ suith is the author of "Der Yochristliche Jesus,” 190§,2nd " Tcece Deus"

‘. 1912. In both of these he declares tle existence of 2 uwre-Christian Jesus, L prineci-
5_'pa1 basis for this aseertion he finds In Acts 18:24-28, Apollos according to Smith was

‘& sun-myth hero, as his name implies, Tphesus was a center of sun worship, Apolloes
fpreac“ed +Te Lord Joshua andknew of the baptism of Oannes *he rreek name for t' e Bab-lenian
'god Ta, to whom John the Baptist was related., FEist of all tlhere must have been many per-
iaons called Apollosy whyothen single out the New Testament Apellos and call "im a myth?
f'Jerusalem was the center of Jahweh worship and kings had Jahweh as part of their name.

.‘.-But 8mith here uses Mis fancy and is not as harmful as when he misleads pecple but in

" accuracy bf expression and by failing to give sxamples, In the early peges of this

." book "Ecce Deus " and unller the title " The pillemma" he says t at chief and supreme smong
ga certain sufficiently well assertained body of literary historical Proto-Christisn facts
is the fact of th.e worship, the cult of Jesus. I'e goes on %o say that this is all-dominent
| In the New mestament . This is untrues There in Christian literature, the cresds of
later counsels excepted, is it s*ated tat worship must be made to Jesus? I'm

r‘- the Now Mestarent is worship claimed for himf ™his is equally true of early Christian |
literature, mo be convificed we want to be referred to “ew Testament nassages, otherwise
"'Sm:lth has no claim on our attention. Smith's logical reasming is ﬂmd.aner}tly Wrong.

, mhe Tew mMestament speaks of “5 i Ooysﬂbu‘b in Greek the article crmes before gll
propnr names and therefore Smith is not justified in translating +le exiression into "The
Jesua" elgse he ocught to do the same with other nemes. He ought to say " The Socrates!

'_ or ®The Plato" end so on. The language of *he Gospels 2bout Jesus is so intimate and so

distinctly the utterance of close friends that it is inconceivable tlat they should use

| former langunage in speaking of him,
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Smith, 1is not the history of dozma ad the “istory ofsacerdetalism,

Te knows neﬁhing apoarantly of the lheretical sects to w ich Cnristianity owes so mmch

iof its historical character, Smith does ot know what he is saying when he writes:

kithat this Jesus is represented in 1;319 Tew Mestament and accepted in &1l following his-

-gery, as a God, is evident beyond argument, It is mede clear on almost every p_age-'?qf

t‘-r:-_e New Testament with all the clearness that can belonz te hﬁman speach, There is ne
iieb.ating with agyone t}n_‘b denies it"/ It this 1s true vhat answers has Smith to zive

to the follewing questions?® D.id the Palestinlan € hristians share the abeve helief?

‘lidthe gnostics accept itf Did Arius, Orige n, Westor, Paul of Seposeta, the apolozists,
;believe 2GT Why were t7e counells convened? Is it writien on every page of the ew
'qutament? Vhere? Is Jesus equated with God in tle synoptics or the Fourth ®ospel or

iin Paul or anywhere out side te Athenasian and simllar creeds? So it 1s net clear after
‘;11. smith eitler sees too mueh in the New Testament speech or is cenvinced by too little ,
towhdseaccount we lay tle blame for t e introduction of the mystical langnage which
gave way to doctring, on no occassion identifties Jesus with Gode Jesus end God

e two distinet beings in paul'smind and he eamtablishes relations between them by uesing
Efrignrative language, Smith doem not want =ny debate with those who disagree with him,

on the ¢ mbtrary there ought to be '.;'10 debating with him and others whlo make such assertions, 3
.No knowledge of ew ®Pesteanent criticism is needed to_ prove tha® his propositions are not
:leunsi. He also urges that the word "Nazareth" was not origind ly the name of a town or
villaze, (&8s in the ':-I.éw Testament), but as Nazarois meeant "gﬁardian" of "savier"——~ L aving
' he same meaning as the word " JEsus" itself. But whatever the decision it remains a
:_fact that even today cities and places get tielr nemes as Nazareth gob its name according
_fo Smithe Ve have Cape of Good Hope, we have Frovidence, we “ave Duenos Ayres, all of

'- hich were given because they meant something. Why could not t71s be true of Tazareth?
_Babylonia is the equivalent of Bab-illi wﬂich reand the gate of God, and yet it is a geo-
'gr'aphi'cal name, Ali names of versons and places meant something in primitive times,

;Haw could it be otherwise? 4 name stood for a concept--religious, military or something
eolse. smith's arguments fall flat before the rational mind. 1f his theories are true

we live them in a world of‘illusion ard myth, Smith included, In quoting gthers, Smith
;eommits the fallacy of accent by singling cut pagsages without reference to the context
land infers from them what the author disclaims, He also commits the fallacy of Ignoratie .
:llenchi or irrelevance by arguing beside the point, Instead of proving that thls or thet
.15 an historical, he says that it is etymdlogically Fsenttructed and therefore unhistor ica.l}
:It is exactly as ‘when the Iawyer at 2 lawsuit says that the srime 2 person is accused of
'is atroclous and deserves punishment, instead of proving $hat the accused MS actually
"ﬁom::dtted the crime, Vhat most of these radical 'writ'ers need is something to hold the
.._'reins of their unruly imaginations, and logically can do that, They are over credulous
gna uneritical,

Chr istian Symbolism/ Its Origin and Use.

In all religious associationsef all ages =nd countires there were ob’'ects which were

';'held in c ammon by different faiths, guch objects were psychologically -—-universal, 4s -
‘religion is universal, so are its elememnts, phases, theorty, practise and representation,
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.ﬁost religions developed sacrifice, prayer, priesthood, holy places, holy seasons, inde-
‘-rendently. They 211 had more or less one source to draw from, namely the religiocus cen-
‘gétousness and its envirommemt , The natural phenomena are practicd ly al ike everywhere.
Consequently the-social and gpiritual phenomena tend to be more or less alike, There is

2 unity and ﬁniformity in nature. Here aud there are variations but they 211 form'a £if-
fferentia’ced and hgrmoniou ¥oole, There is more lmrmody in the psychical and spiritual ‘
orlds than>in the natural. V While science has been busy unifying nature nature, and while
'thrnpelogy, ethnology , psychology and seciology have been revelutionizing our theories

f the universal reaction of the mind on its environment, tle History of Religions has

been proving how much similarity exists between the different religions. If we reduce life
'o e common denominator, all mem, everyw ere are the same, dc the same things, believe the
same things and think on the same things. Of course human life menkfests its self in various
‘_hadex and colors but fundamentally it is ome.

‘ So When we come to study symbollsm let us keep in mind that the symbols used are zlways
Hngs that are most conspicuous in nature amd soclety, If we take the symbol of the cross,
Br instance, we will be amesed to see how #idespread its usaze was among the peeples of an -
;iquity. mhe question may be raised as towhether all these people received it from one com=-
on source or discovered it themselves. Certainly it would be foelish té say that tley all
received it from one source, Some of them like the Norsemen were shut out from the rest of
he world, Then the different forms of tle cross did not ceincide but were of‘ differemt
'hapeS. Their asscciations were not the same cither, The Christisn cross was asseciz ted
.:ith the ericified Jesus and stands as the emblem of self-sacrifice. Other crosses stood
or other things, Some of them 123 astral origins from sters and constellations which

. lessed oneanother, Otkhers may have arisen as the result of engineering'work‘s such as

:_ 1lding roads or bridges. Architecture must lave exerted a gresat . influence on the devel-
ement‘ of the eross, Today the Italian cross is nearest to the ancient Romen eross, The
,_nnan is nearest to the 0ld Teutonic cross., Indeed anything possessing two or three dimen-
' ons may be spoken of as & cross, Ve cannot weave any small piece of cdoth without making

' psses, So crossing is a mathematical law and it is absurd to limit its operations; It
_s very natural for the Romans to hamg men on objects that roughly correspended to humen

orm , It moy have never occurred to the Romens to connect this cross tiat semved as an in
rument for capitai punishment with tlat worn by the vestal virgins, 8o the Christ-liyth
"hool ought before umdertaking to orove apything, to ask if these similar symbols , these
'_nar phrases, these simllar activities in all religiens heve the same significance. It
'ht to ask whether or not the cross 28 used by other than Cliristian people is the symbol

.4 the object on which the heroes of those particular people sﬁffere.i death, ©Superficial

’ allelism does not help us aw. All men live, all men eat but thls does not prove that men
1 Africa are myths because they resemble scme tribes in South America, Great religious
seders have always been in the habit of going to the soldtude, to nature, to smolve their
reblems, They heve always gethered to themselves disciples to whom they preach aﬁd whem

eg send as missionaries, MTris is veyy natural and could not be otherwise, Of course

lere =re meny myths and meny mythielsms but it takes a discriminating eye to separate them
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from what is histarical,

Christienity borrowed fluch from Paganism because it had to live and to live it must

‘borrow, What Pagen cult 4id not borrogw from other Psgan cultsp Or what great religion
‘was self-suffielent? Ilchamedsnism is nothing when the borrowed material in it is cast
away, Tij.e Arabs berrow.}\from the Greeks science éna philesophy and commented  on Ari-:a-‘
"tctle, but no one calls them myths, Is knowledge, is feeling, is willing lizﬁited to
,one age or to one people? We adopt what universzl things we find even if they have

‘been diecovered by otrers,

Paul who indulged in Pagan terminelogy most, always distinguished between Ghrist-

f--ianity end the ‘neathon{cults « This is why the carly Christians were persecuted be-
‘cause they would not recognise the heathen cults on the‘same per with Christianity, They
;axalted Christianity and its lLord above a1l the rest because the influénce of the per-
'sonal founder was so strong and so near to them., The other cults which had no person-
'ial founders like Jesus, recognized oneanother. They even admitted into their membership
-persons who had affiliations with other communions., . There were men who bel onged to more
than one cult, But Christianity made no ¢ awromise, Jesus alond was Lord, Allegiance
'to others save to him and to his Father was heresy, Only those who delivered tlemselves :
to Jesus unreservedly were admitted into the Christian fellowship, Tihat 1s the meaning
' of such exciusiveness, such loyality to ome person only? This 1s & point for the sceptics

'to think upen,

Even where Paul indulges in Pagan phraseology his background is Judeism, Christian-

ity =nd Christ were to. Paul 'the fulfillment of the law, e exnlains Christianit-s in the
:l-ig}rt of Judaism not in that of Paganiam, Then he speaks of the mystery cults he speaks
; in denunciatory language. "'hen Peul speaks of the death of Jesus he flavors Lis talk

" by gquoting the 014 Testament prophesies, it is very odd that Christianity disclédims all
.ZI'Aconnec'bi ons with the religions surl;ounailg it. 1Its controversles are with Judaisnm froxﬁ
‘which it is an offshadt, Judaism had 11ttle comtroversy with the mystery cults because

' they never had been one before and now stood apart as rivals of each other, Christ ian-
ity and Judaism, deughter and mother, were enemies and rivals, The difference come

" ttrough the acceptance of Jesus as llessiah by the former and his rejection of such by
the latter, Judaism could not telerate as llessiah so prosaic a man as Jesus, The
*figﬁt between Chri‘stianity and the Pagen cults was of a different nature 4 together,

th is not so very easy to put Jesus ocut of the way, hie persom was the only asseb of

' the early Christians who renounced all for his sake, Fis death was a defeat, a dis-

- grace , a2 stumbling block, & cause for apostasy, but ¥is followers got over this and

' followed him, though deads This death needed en apolegy =ndl thls apology lead to bor-
rowing from Pagan sources, But the death 2dmis wes a perilodic event, Fe could ot

! be Adonis if he did not 8ie, Ancther di fference between Christismity =nd the mystery

' cults is the manner of deification. The etdmde cults deify idees. The Vedic Gods

: are personified actions like sacrifice end prayer, or p rsonified nature powers like

fire or rain., The God Brihaspatl vas originally the idea amd the practive of prayer,

Later he becane a Bod, In Clristianity the mocess is reversed. First the versm
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then the ideellization, m™is practice waé commoﬁ enough, the Romen emporors were deified,
Dhristianity which not many years later dominated on Romen soll very naturally Imitated

he Romans and retaided their institutions, Tspecially after the Christians have been
'persecu.ted for refusing to prostrate themselves before Caesar, they found it necessary

,to set up another person to honor in place of Caesar, They therefore accorded to Jesus
:8.11 the honors that were to be bestowed on such a character, Jesus differs from Pagah
'Goda in that we possess references t6 his mother, father, sisters, brothers aznd othér
::'relations who are in the least idealized, Later by virtue of hisl idealizat ioh, they

rose higher in state., The metamorphesis of Jesus came about very gradual ly.in this way,
'In the Gospels we hear of Jesus the son of Joseph and lery, Te was 2 teacher and a
‘healer, In Paul and Acts we read of the risem Cirist and the heavenly essiah more

| than we do of Jesus of Tazereth, In the early church we resd of the Lard/ In tle

" later church we lear of the second rcerson in the Godhead.

Then all has been said t11gré is left the supreme ond final test of persomalilty

which we muct apply *o check 2ll aur speculations, Of all the religious leaders Jesus
‘stands as the spiritual genius pessessed of a mognetic personality wileh Tas notyet been

_ equal. Of 211 men, he is the frient of mankind, A more tender =and affectionate person

‘ has never li¥ved, Tere all recorde to disappear and all testimony to vanish, his 1ffe

.' can be reconstructed from the lives of his devoted followers, - The ippression he left

. is most definite and concrete and shines with a lustre peculiarly its owm. The Buddist

' wants deliverance, the Mohamedan lmows- Allah, the Jew follows the law, the Pagan performs -
-j the cult, but the Christian knows Jesus and his Fether, Never has 2 name bcen more ut-

' tered, never a name sweeter or more fragrant, never a name inore "hallowed by the centuriesm
" as Schiller puts it., Tever a theme dearer to the artists or to the poet, Never a more
interesting topi_c in ‘bhe.hi story of religim, INever, no never, Ie captivates our hearts,
') he stands so vividly and so forcibly on the pages of histery that we almest see him with

. our bedily eyes. mhe intolerance of his followers was not gltogether due to fanaticism

7 but to the superiroity end excellance of their master that admitted of no compremise,
Today more than ever men and wemen gladly take their lives to the alter as sacrifices for

" nis sake and in his name. He is still the greatest dynamic ferce in the world. IHe checks
. the btute in his followers, His follewers are divided up among thenselves on questions

. that pertain to him, Ke is the object of devotion end he 1s the norm of the religious
consciousness, He is ever waxing brighter and beighter and teo his light there shall be

, no end, This certainly cannot be a myth for never was amyt: so unique, so original, so

 vital, Jever did a myth meke our learts burn within us, This is God's dolng and 1s mar=

| velous in ocur eyes.

i
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