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Witnesses to the P..istoricity of Jesus. 

In 1872 George Smith noticed that th er ewere points of correspondence between the 

of the deluge and the account given us in Genesis. FUrther sat-

l act ion came to him when three years later he~ discovered. that there existed. a. 

rildng similarity between the reports about the creation of the world given by the 

ove sources. Subsequent to that date it has been the tend.ency of biblical scholars 
r 

take t ds fact into c onsid.erati on and to admit a stain of Babylonian influence on the 

m1ght and. the literature of the Old. Testament, es::,eciaUy on the Epistemological, etJ~1-
tteories. 

logical end :theological. That these sch6lars are right in making such an assumption, 

ich is really •no longer an a.ssuipption but an accomplished truth, is more than verifiable. 

be fruitless, in:leed, either to question or g2insay this view that takes its stand 

solid bist orical and etymological grounds. Uevertheless it is equally vain and super-

luous to deny all originality 2nd historical setting to the biblical narratives and make 

1em pure ad.aptati ons of the Babylonian myths. To accuse the Hebrew people ., the one people 

d.er fre snn most celebrated for their exclusivene'",s,for their staunch opposition to f~e1gn 

influence, for their fanaticism and ruspicion of ever;,_;thing alien, to accuse them. of 

lavish de!Jendence on foreign literature sounds like e..11 insult. T:tis is especially t be 

a.se since these accounts were compiled after t 1·is people attained 2, national consciousness. 

' is preryosterous;then .,to say that a host of biblical cbaracters are liiversit' j..ed expressions 

three o~iginal charaeters1 that the widely differing geographical settings are alterations 

one locality; ar.d that the long period of time is only the creation of fiction. Such 

are unw2.rra11table. History has again and again shovrn us hov, a novel theory carries 

off their feet and mak:es them lose their balance. The first impulse is to exaggerate 

nd look at everything from the lJOint of view of the newly d.i scovered theory. Precisely 

is w} at happened about the close of the nineteenth century when there came into exist-

in Germany a new school of Biblical interpretation vfr1ich set out in a dog.matic feshion 

by tracing back all the numerous books of the )ible to Babylonian sources and. strip~ 

t1:em of historical worth. The appellation, "Pan-Babylonian" has been gi Ven to fo is c ire le 

f biblical students. Having focussed their attention on the literary fragments recently 

iscovered in r.tesspotarnia on the sites of ancient Babylonia and Assyria, they became slaves 

heir material and it became everytl:.ing to treni,f .A visible reaction is witnessed on tr..e 

exception of a few. 

nPan-Babylonia.nism.n 

The lead:ers in this movement are : Professor Peter Jensen, i:arburg; Professor Gunkel 

Gi,nd. :Professor Winck:ler, Berlin; Professor Zimmern, Leipzig; Pastor Jeremias, Leipzig. These 

are by no means equally ra:iical but fall into different classes of radicalism. Most of 

these men bega~1 their work 011 the Old r:iestament but they Lave gone· on to include the :New 

Testament in the range of their studies';' The real criticism of the Mew Testament begins 

v:;ith tbe 11Christ Myth School'' and its antecedents/which is the main theme CIDf this paper. 



The beginning of thet'Pan-:Babylonian° school maybe said to date from the publication in 

1892 of two articles b~y Professor Jensen on °F.lamite Proper Ne.mes", in vm ict . he claimed 

that the characters in the Book of Esther were Babylonian deities. These articles were 

preceded. by a.nothar article from the pen of Zum:tern whose thesis was that the feast of 

Purim mentioned in Esther only , is of Babylonian origin. In 1695 appeared a work by 

Gunkel entitled,"Sch0epfung und Chaos, urzeit u.nd Endzeit", dealing with the influence 

of the Bab~1lonian creation--myth in the Bible ,worked. cut in great detail. o the passages 

in the Old Testament where Babylonian influence was already recognized, Gunkel added. sev-

eral others. He po inted. out at the sane time the P,abylonian influence on Jewish Apocalyp-

tic literature and tl:e transmission of tr:.is to earlJ1 Christian Apocalypses. 

legitir. :ate and true argument a'.d Gunkel is to be congratulated. on his work. 

':"'his is a 

Another important contri \ ution ,vas furnished by Stucken' s 0 Astral-Eythen: 1 . Abraham, 

1896; 2 . Lot, 1997. The Principles laid down here were developed on someviha.t more adequate 

lines in Winckler• s nGe9chichte Israels 1:/ In these books the astral elei:ient is at the basis 

f the discussion. l!oon and sun gods and goddesses, we are told, are the heroes and t h e 

~eroines of biblical textff'aealing vn.t h characters beginning with .Abraham and ending ·with 

Solomon. Jensen, Jeremias and z immern share th is view. By Jensen it is carried to its 

reatest extremes. Another name for t~ is group is tha.t of the "} .. stral Schooln / · The 

foreru...-viner of the Astral School was Stucken . Goldii.t r •s theory d.ra~n largely from ety-

But stuclz.:en based· his theory on a.n an.az ing nur.aber ology had been long since discredited. 

of parallels wtich he accummulated from the 1 iteratures of the world. .· This is an illogical 

proce \ dure v;t. ich leaves not}1ing for ·psychology to say. Tl-:.e psychological processes be h ind 

two incidents ma:.r be exactly identical , but t-·--is identity need. not necessarily send. one to 

tLe mythological cate gory because it har:rpens to resemble tee other . Again it is possible 

t1:at an ach-:..al event corres -)onds in outline to a m~.rth Dnd. yet its actors be una·ware of t he 

existence of the latt:er/ :Eu.man action antedates mythology and. the technique of r.-1ythology 

is ie pendent 011 

not vica versa. 

it. Mythology could devel opt, only by b orroYring analogies from ''ist or:-.1 and 

'!1his mus-t not be overlooke5-. VJincklerbuilt less on l)arallels from rernote 

nations ani more upon the recurrence of c1:-z.racteristic numbers, sucL as four, seven, , hvelve ., 

nd began to make a wide and interesting application of than. 1,~e.ny such applications are 

~.ighly fanciful. Jensen, on the other hand, follows a path ·peculiarly 1, is ov..n. His in-

fallible chart is the Gilgamesh Epio, of wh ich he ·was a st 1dent for some time. The ~?iC 

is a series of legends and m:1ths coming dom from d.i ff eren t periods and wc•ven together into 

v.;hole. Professor Jensen's dictum is t: -·at all t11e biblical stories are nothing but ver-

iat ions of one or another part of t~e stories in the Gilga~esh ~pie. Taking Israel tribe 

by tribe, he gathers into one group all the tales belonging to a T.)Erticular tribe and then 

seoks ·to find t 1:e points of resemble.nee between them and the stories about Gilgamesh, 'Sabani 

or parnipishtin. Th is is a great revelation to Jensen WLich enables him and others to see 

that the patriarchs, t,he prophets, the judges, the kings, Jolm the Ba_pt ist, Jesus, and Paul 

are, whe:". their 1;iaslrn are removed., nothing but one or another of the three heroes of the 

Gilgamesh i:Jpic . Any attempt to refute such a speculation is so much time wasted. 
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'T'he theory is selfdestruct ive. What is 17uzzl~i11g about the dramat is personae in the 

Gilgamesh ~.:_1ic is the fact that they do not play their roles consistently. In the sane 

scene they are rrad.e to play the µi,rt of several biblical c11aracters and. swing back and 

forth from one to t he other. ·As a result we are confused. .,.,\ good. ilil:us trat ion of 

th is is tr e new version of t} , e Bapt is:r.1 of '-Tesus. John the Baptist is -Sa.bami Y.~·1en :te 

meets Jesus who is Gilgamesh. ImL.ediately following the baptism comes tJ'"'e. te1T[)t2tion. 

:\t this pobt Jesus tmdergoes a metamorphosis and v;it1 , cu t explanation becomes. Eabami. 

e a.re struck ·with awe as 't'Je behold this suid.en change. u1:s is not to ·· question ,why 

en c.Tensen sa?s ttat this must be so. Ee never stops to · ask himself wt.ether these 

si·~ilarities are due .·to the more or less uniform conclitions of life in t1· e Semitic world 

and to the common pedigree and heritage of the Semites. Life among the Semites 

in their earlier stages was simple and. li mited to a small number of eY:l)eriences. It 

centered. about fountains, springs, oasis, trees, wild animals, cla ,ns and few rel tgious 

ideas. 

dialects. 

One home, .,~rab ia, bred them • It taught them one language ~md. they ma.de the 

It taught them tl-e sane manners ani ~ustoms. In br'ief , t 1 e~r were children 

of one fcr.1ily. One economic 2nd social :reason in time broke up the famil~r ties and 

sent the:~1 in var io· ,s directions in search of their bread. The unity however was never 

wholly and. substantially broken up. mhese things Jensen and. Yis s+aff sr .ould. reme'..'lber 

if they pretend to be Semitic scholars. 

Results of Investigation/ 

Tvio qµ.estions here confront us: ( 1117hat do the great scholars think of such a 

rationale, and~2l To what deeree is it true? ~wo things at least must be concedei -

to these investigations, first, that the Babylonian civilization exerted a tremendous 

influence on lesser neighboring and. kindred civi.1izations, and secondly, t r ere are cases 

ere a stors has been heig 11tenel b;,1 the ad.mixture of astral elements. rr}:e s in of the 

stral school has been its forgetfu.1.,.ilness of certain principles. These princi 2les are 

tr0 follovving: (l} not all stories are 2.stral. Ant hropolog? tel ls us thet orts ~sstratur.n 

f terrestial events lies at the bottom of these stories. :People h2.i long ins ,)ected 

terre::;tria.l ob.1ects 'beiore t: , e;1• turned tc 1 t-:1.e st an~. (2)/ Historical criticism 11n.s b een 

set at naught. This school :.loes not bring out t l•e distinctrion between documents wMch 

re approxi matel;y~ conte:nporary wi tL the events recorded and doc m::ients vi:2ich are removed 

b~.1 centuries from the inc id.en ts t:1ey purport to d.escbibe. Events chronicled. in cont er![)or-

ary documents can seldom be m~1th ical .. It is this consideration t hat !l::ai:es Jensen s treat-

ment of Jesus ludicrou,s. ~h is brings us tc the Cli..:rist l~1 th school ani its antecedents. 

But tefcre we leave t Le Pant,B~~bylonian school it will pay us to g et a bird's eye view of 

ssyriology w:i its uses and abuses in biblical criticism 

ssyriology. 

Assyriolog y is t 1:e s cmewhat inadequate term epployed to denote the scientific in-

vestigation of the history, literature and. art of the Babyl:onians 2nd. the Assyrians, as 
( 

these have been revealed. tb.rough excavations on the s:ites of their ancient cities. 



mhere have never been more surprising discoveries in all human rese2rch. T:b..e cons ti tu-

tions and. external # fortunes of gre 2t peoples, their religions and. morals, their langu ag es 

d. writings. even t heir personal he.bits and modes of life have been su.d.denly disclosed.. 

Centuries wholly unknov.n 1:ave been rescued. from t h e abyss of t h e past. new, vast and. 

has been a.ided to the panorama of hi story.. Th e fortu..11es of t h ose ancient 

eoples who thus emerged from darkness were fa.tally intertvvi.ned wit h t hose of the ltebrew 

nation. It is therefore, not strmige t hat tr .:.e eager students of ph ilology and l'i stocy 

hailed the new di scoverios 821d plunged. with energy into the work of their eluc ·id.a.ti on. 

o tris number was soon added trJ8.t group of the critics of Cb.ristianity vvho with little 

ent for tr .e task began to make Assyriology sergiceab le in tearin g doYm t h e scriptures • 

ing wtat the apolo g ists had been doing only for anot t er pur pose. Th ese people lackei 

cool judg1:1ent ver: 1 sadly and the virtue of schol 2.rl y patience was lmkrwwn to than. Th is 

olemical temper whic L is 8lwa ;y7s on the offensive, alwa ys re r:~,dy for assaults and read y to 
I 

ive the first blow wit :-i any new wea9on avails little. TLe votaries of Assyriology vYill 

learn caution as the excflUment of exploration abates. The extrar 1e raiicals have swallowed. 

ith lmseemly voracity theories not SUi?ported and not understood., while the well ascertained 

of the literary cri tieicm of the Bible have not apppealeI to them. :More openness 

to scienti_fic proof and less greedy snatching is badly needed. Experience and. ma-

turity alone s t ould be the i::assports of those vft;o advance nENv theories. The blemewort hy 

t1:hig has been tl1e inadequate care to guard. against mista.kes!t The most rigid observances 

of the rules of critical investigation must be enforced. Conclusions · must not be jmnped. 

at but reached from the weig h ing of avid.enc e. But what rig ht has anyone to doubt biblical 

texts and d.evour t h e contents of the Bab~1lonian texts as truth? The documents of the twer..-

tiett. century ViTitten b~, persons of far superior culture and. character to those of t h e ·writ-

ers of th I Bab: lonian texts, can not boast of precision and · t he absence of pre~udice. 

e Babylonion texts are not illf"allible/ They contain 1!listakes and. deliberate misstatements. 

'M.lrn the tablets containing tri e annals of t:he kings of Assyria, for example t h ose of Tiglatl-1 

ileser Ill and sanherib. In his campaign against the people of t h e lands of the Kairi, 

lathp-ileser wculd. have us believe that the people of the lands of the Nairi acted before 

as a mouse before a cat. Sanher ib on the other hand. tries to conceal t :t e failure of hw 
alestinian campaign by reversing the order of the customary ·1.;ray of v:riL:ng. We therefore 

refer the account given in II Kings, Chapter 18 to his account • Similar illustrations 

y be cit ed. from t he conflicting re171ort s of the European nations in t h e pretrent war. 

The absurdity of the argument from appeal to Assyriology becorres more apparent 

we exan1ine it. Hebrew history is no more m:·thical than the history of western 

o:pe which was a more direct decen.i.en t of Rome tban ""ebrew ci vi lisati on of Babylonia. 

estern E~1.rope and the Cat h olic church inhe):'"ited Rorr.an institutions, Roman law, Roman names, 

nearly everst Ling tl:'. e--J had was Ronan :md :·et they are ~~istorical institutions. Does mere 

roser.,blanc o and. r.;1ere borrowing exclude from h ist oiici t y'? Our bodies more than anything 

else vie have reserrlpl e t l:e bodies of primitive p eoples but th~ 1 are not phantoms. They are 

sub st ant ial. 



The A..r1tecedents of the Christ Myth SclJOol. 

The modern denial of Jesus' historicity is not without its antecedents • As early 

s the end of the eightennth century certain French writers classed. Christianity among 

tr.1.e mythical religions of a.ntiqµ.ity, and Jesus• person took on the co~respondingly shad-

owy form. Tt.e great precursors of t 1··is theory of the Christ Myth were Charle~ Francois 

puis, 1742-1809 and Constantin Fl:"a_n_cois ~~olney, 17.57-1820. Dupuis wrc,te: Origine de 

tous les Cultes, and Volney 'Wrote: Les I-"~uines. These works are literar;>7 monuments but 

from the point of view of the hist.orr . of religion they do not amount to much. In Germany 

ahrdt and Veniu.rini introduced a sceptical mover.1ent in reaction against the pl." availing 

supernatural ism of current interpretation. But they did. not deny Jesus ' existence. The 

secret of ~"'is career ther traced to 111s connection wit .h t he Essenes. The lssenes war .a 

believei to have d.ravrn upon Babylonia, Egypt, Greece and. Iniia for their secret wisd.om, 

In r.is :/ou.th Jesus had. been ·triined in its secrets and during his public r.1inistry he was 

losely int omh vlith tl:e leadi11g oen in that brotherhood~ Such sunnises are the products 

How c 0uld Jesus be an :Essene when the Essenes abandone~i ' the r.~essianic hope 

ich Zias the ·crux of Jesu~' teact ings? .Again the ~ssenes were a sort of u :r;:onastic · fra-

ternity with constitutions and rules for their conduct a:nd thought. But Jesus was a rnan 

interested. in the welfare of society and a ma.n of action. re ~s not bound by conventions 

or rules. Certainly a wide · gap seperates hrim1 from the Essenes 1)oth in l:is m.od.e of living 

i in his thinkills • Is there the least rex:iarlr in ei t 1- er the Christian li tcrature or 

tradition which leads us to s11spect that Jesus had any intercourse Vlith these Essenes? 

.y are they extraneous to early Christianity? How are v.'e to explain the fact that Jesus 

selected fishermen and artisans as 1~ is colleagues, vihen he was a mer::ber of such a learned 

class? Gra.ntirig· u~at Jesus }::new the rnjster'ies of tbe :E ssenos, yet 1.,e made no use of P ·em. 

en he- t·arJi:s· he talks like a Jew who knew little else besides t:-ie Old Testament . The ~ssenes 

ere aicet ics but Jesus crune eating and. drinking, they were vegetarians, ignored. the temple 

oult, renounced m9.rriage, Jesusdid none of these. 

like l:im. 

Eis immediate followers even Paul talk 

The one name deserving special consideration here is +hat of Strauss, a ::egelian. 

trauss may b.e said to h2ve been the first critical scl ... ola.r with a serious pur p ose . He is 

nly conditionally a forerunner of the mytrdcal school because he never ceased to believe 

in tr.ie h istoric it;.7 of Jesus a,nd made the Old. ~esta.ment res ponsible for tl-:e mytl: ical elements 

in the 1T-ew. It is to him tlnt · .. -e owe the v,rord "myth 0 • His book "Das Leben Jesu!T, 1s'3C 

discrb 1i11ates between the historical and m"thical accounts in the lfow Testa.r:1ent. Dy rr..yth 

he L:ennt: the clotl:.ing in 1'...istoric form of religious io.eas shaped b:~ t l'e unconsciously in-

ventive power of legend and 6.rathering about.,,1 istoric :;>ersonality. Some of his predecessors 

ai al ready applied t >is ex:-:la11at ion to tifue begi1hni:ng and. e:nJ of t }:e life of Jesus. 

Another conspicuous figure is Bruno :Sauer also a Ee,gelian t1~roug11 and. t:b..rough . :_.:: Setting 

history aside he made Fegel ' s logic and ideals his stru:-ting point. He allowe:i 1~1 s wild 

fanc~· free play ana reac}-ied his conclusions in a comparativel~ 1 short time. Ee held to t.ne 

riority of :Mark and. made it the l!'.ain source for 1:atthew and truce. In this way the united 

5/ 
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tesU.t1on:,1 of the tlu .. ee beca.llle in reality the test im.onj7 of one witness only . The next 

step v:~s to treat !Jark as a litera.r:; fiction and. this left the gospels no :m.s.ttorical 

value. A sir.uiler result attended. Bauer 's stud.y of the Peuline EPistles. Ee pronounce.i 

aul's letters ·pseudonymous. .rJaturally .Jesus' historicit:y7 stood. unsupported. In one 

of Us books nchristus und. die Caesaren", he gi vos tbe second. half of the seccnd. century 

as the a.ate of the evangelist ·wbo ,vrot e I.lark. In presence of suet. i:na.ccura:t e readings 

of listory, the arbitrariness of such men _need. not .cause any agita.tinn on our .:;art . Vie 

.UL;,.y we 11 rece.11 Pope 's words: 

0 A little knowledge is a da:~ceroas tr~ing, 

Drink deeply or taste not tl::e Pierian spring. 

auer is no f L-r1al judge in this r.ra tter. He undertook to accomplish d.uri ng 1:is brief 

.. -riod of activity, wi_th alrr.ost no me.teri.:!l for research v:ork at r.ds disposal, wlat hurnlreds 

of scholars with more acc'1r2te and. abuniant iata 11ad. been seekir.g to accor.qplish for the 

last seventy ~1ear s. T}1e Christ :Myth writers are noted for t 11eir quick insight and are fam-

uw for tl'eir abilit;; to give a fil;.al ruswer to questions of biblical 1--istory. rt is ,sur 

rising w',nt the~1 can do an a short time. 

The radicals in Rolland began b;-.· doubting the authenticity of the Pauline Epistles. 

m'<,ey assigned. the contents of ROL:.ans, Corinthians and Galatians to tl~e !nid.1le of +.he second 

oentury. s. I:oe1rstra and Samuel .::\drian 1Taber did not even believe that the Gospels contail'r~ 

w c.ny inforr.iation regerding Jesus as Messiah. Leman in 1~81 essa!1ed to prove that tbe ~~Wv7 

to 
estair.ent literature belonged

1
_the second ce,rtury. But wben ,_-m.blis1 ed ~is book on the 

nonsenuineness of the Pauline letters he d.i scovered. as Van t:anen discovered., that there is a 
I 

!istorical kernel in the old.est Gospel document. So far, no disputer of tl'e listoricity of 

Jesus he.s t:ho1.1.ght of answering the quest ion, nWbat is tt.e foundation of the belief in the 

istorical Jesus nnd the explanation of its rapid spreadn? \71'...at little attention this 

question has received 11as resulted in discordarttanswers. According to sane the Gospels are 

a composite of principles a:nd ideas created. by productive movements,social and religious, 

iclioonsolid ated to form primitive Christianity. By others they are treated as tt .e re-

sult of a definite mythological evolution centered around an unhistorical dominant concep-

tion. The first theory is symbolic and makes the earl;l Christian com1::i.unity tfrnself, the 

originator of t> is histocy by pro,jecting upon an individual its ideals and. P..spirations . 

he otLer theory is tr.:e mythical. Tte first r:iakes historical ·· ,appenings to correspond · 

o the religious ideas, the second tells us to seelr events in primitive narrative rnatcr:e:l 

ic1: was gat}-::.ered and condensed. into a. stor:, 1 accomplished. in a remote past on Jewish soil. 

The Cr.L!'ist Itrth School. 

The lead.mg men in this group are: ?rofessor A. Drewfs, KarlsruheJ ?rofesser r;. B. 

"'ulnne liniversi ty; as far as he ieals with the problems of the new Testament, Jensen 

inc lud.ed among t1Jese. A minor satellite in this constellation is J. H. Robertson. 

It would be worth cur effort a.nd time, if before we ir.alrn the transition to the examination 

of the theories elucidated by the above ex:_1ound.ers of the Christ r.!yth dogma., for it is a 

dogma to its believers, to say a word in regard to the position of Kalthoff. Kalthoff 
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revived Bauer ' s viev;s witl : slight mod.ifications. .s an extreme socialist reacting against 

t; ,e iniividualism of Christianity, Kalthoff pleads for a. socialistic :version of it .. Obrist-

according to him began as a pur ely socio-reliesious movement arnong the r.:.asses and these 

embodied tl eir ideals in a Jesus . But tPis is too logical and. scientific a process 

istorv to follow. It is more appropriate to the laboratory than to the in-methodical 

irregular flux of human even ts. When Kalthoff says this, he is t h inking . of the state-

ent in Acts LI: 44 and. Acts !III; 32-35. But these t1i ings came t o pass after the death 

followers had no option except t ha t of co:n,grecating for mutual protection 

But t.resus and. ,,is D; ac iples &lring his lifet irne refused. even to give an 

inion res:i;:ecting the distribution of r.1oney and the settlement of economic questions• The 

.rable of the talents is a strong argur.:1ent agai:nst t he communistic theory. uoJ tr~e Gos-

els lmow r:othing c:.bout socialism . :uoreover, KaltLoff l :as no right to say tl 1c .. t earl:1 

Christiani ts was socialistic because a few people in Jerusalem si:rnred. tLeir goods among 

t:-:er.1s elves for a time. ':.'he Qhristians in the Gentile lands were no m~re socialistic than 

eir pagan neighbors exce pt th8.t they had a stronger clas~onsciousness. mhis clascjcon-

sciousness is natural to every new move:ienf; and is at first more or less socialistic. 

It cannot be ot:herwise. But to say tl at the early Christians hai a s~cialistic pro-

bac?-ed b:· evidence. All this ti~e Kalthoff speaks of the masses and we 

1-as in mind. Who are t 1 ose Christian masses and ·where were they? ~very-

their numbers were absurdly s~all, and yet Kalthoff speaks of t h e masses. 

' few Cn..ristians that l~vei in the Apostolic age were expecting tre end of the world 

id not bot he r with social reform. Some of then even gave up v:orki1"€ and began to 

:>aul usos severe language in vrrit ing to those idlers, 

to their work. ':"11.e 'Escaat olog,y of the synoptic Gospels and of 

e Pauline letters is the best weapon to use against Kalthoff . So t 1
·• is arg:,u::ent from 

es truggli:ng proletariat who dramatized. their experiences by creating a hero belongs 
knew 

the schola.rs' cell ani not to hi story. mhe early Christians practically not h ing a-

a..~d noble ideals of equality, justice a.."li brotherhood apart from their 

n!hen t,,.,e:,7 wen~ to be tried. or to d.ie tl.ey ir.aie no dramatic orations explalhning 

WI .. ich the: ; ·.1:ar e dying. They did. not die for the Fatherb ood of God. and 

e Brotherhood of man, nor better government and. freedom nor for any principle ai-

from fersonal ity. They~ied for Jesus. The story of the f ofrty w~ ri ors Yl:. o 

vont to die in the cold sang: 

"Forty worriers figh _ting for thee, .o Christ, 

.-dnning tfor thee the victory, and from thee the crown," 

ybe be equally true · of all C:b..ristian rrertyrs. Them last low whispers were burionei with 

v'hen ?aul spea .ks of 1mowing nothing but Jesus and him erucified, he is re-

rating the v.r--:rds of those who belong to the same household of faith. 'Ve know cf :no 

ttical cree.ture who exerted. t1:e influence that Jesus exerted., ·an influence that has been 

rowing in geometrical ·progression throughout the centuries. It is outrageous, therefore, 
Q.. 

suppose that all the schisms 811d all the prfsecutions were over a m;ythical fabrm at ion. 
"' 

an nature is above tLis ignominious and U.."'1reservea slaver;/ to fancy 



s. 
~he "Mod.us Operandin. of the C'!br ist N.iYt h Aivocates. _ 

No two investigators have tre same met:-;odology. Each Yas his ·:peculiar method of 

approach. · Each h.as a thesis to which he subordinates reasonableness and fact. 
:...~o.9 

Professor 

Jensen adopts the litenary method. or to be more ·precise the etymolo€,)\ method. He hss 

no id.ealism, no social r:>assion, he is si:-::ply a literary critic. In 1906 he publishe-

nnas Gilgamish-:Spos in der Welt Litera.turt 1 a work wr:ich, as far as size goes, is colossal. 

The work was controversial and shallow and no time was v;asted in replying to it • Thiw 

embittered Jensen and in 1910 he publi a11ed. a second work entitled, n1roses, Jesus, Paulusn 

in which h~ appealed to the laity. He compares great points in the ttew Testament with 

trivial _points in the epos and vice versa. Fe also lectured. in different places and held 

. b lie meetings / He challenged. his co lleagci.es in the fa.cul ty of the University of r.:arburg 

to answer him . Finally Jlilicher took it upon· himself to reply to l~im. 

Professor Jrews on the other hand. follows the philosophical method. 

fessor of philosoph~l at Karlsruhe and. is a pantheist and follcwer of Hartmann. 

J"e is Pro-

'!.'hat ke 
as a deep religious feeling is unquestionable. Not only that but also his religion 

means somet hing to him and he wants to share it with otLers. He is a ph ilospher of re-

ligion and not a historian. Orthodoxy and Catholi.e1i1m are regarded. by hit: as the true 

types of Christianity in proportion to the emphasis on the ~rson of Christ . He combats 

tte liberals who loor:: on Jesus as a man. T~ ... is is the gnostic idea. ~he gnostics re-

solve Jesus into a phantom. Jesus was me rely an aeon. This is <f1isapprehensi on on 

rews' part of the Gospel narr2tives and their purpose, else he vvuld not indulge in such 

travesties . He inverts t}..,e orier of the Gospels to suit "is pur p ose. He goes to t·he 

ourth Gospel for r..is support. ..pparently unaware of the fact that the Fourth Gospel is 

a nrod.uct of tre second ce-ritury doctrine of the logos. Drews thesms is that we should 

et rid of tlie leadership of pr ominent riistorical persons . He woi.1ld have us ;'.:et rid. of 

Jesus but the ott.ers he ieaves unmolested.. .As a monist an ad.vocat e of the God-!.lan theo-

, ..,rews cha.rges liberal people vri th spiritual . atrophy and d. irects "!-J s polemic against 

ttiem. 

Professor • B. mith fa~ls in with Drews al though t~· esr ,lii'fer in rnc>tive ad. L'.et: 10d. • 

... '11air plea is for tll e pr ime,cy of idea in religion over perso:na.lity • They for get tha. t 

id. ea without p er so :na lit y i s wor t l: 1 es s • r::a.ny p eople have great ideas but are very re-

_t/ilgnant beacuse trey possess no persomli ty . Iieas must be anbodied else t he~1 dissipate 

nd personality is the medium for the ernbodi r:ent of ideas. Personality turns ideas into 

channel of action am n:akes tl:!em effectiv-e. Srdth d.oes not ta.lk like either a theolog '""-o..""--

blr~ or a :~istoria.n . He talks as a nnther.aa.tician who d.eals with imaginary points, lines, 

.nd figures. He forgets that in the realm of exgericnce tl : ings cmnot be treated mathe-

atically. Smith's r.nethod is the critical method . 

An inquiry into 1::i.·/ Robertson's work will be made along side •with t h e others. We 

need only mention int" is connection that r.r / Robertson is not taken seriously. 
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Professor·Jensen. 

In his entertaining treat iee alroady alluded to in other connect ions, "Das Gilgain-

esh Epos in d.er TTeltliteratur'', Jensen prov:ftes the fabulous origin of most of the biblical 

c1aracters. The famous Babylonian epic of f lgamesh is bel ievei to r.£.ve been in exist-

ence at least two thmsand. years before Christ. It deals with the adventures of Gilgam-

esh, ki ~ of Erek in soutr.ern Babylonia ax1d. bis friend ~aba ~ i. The whole text is not 

reserved. as scme tablets have not been recovered. and therefore tLis leaves a e;ap. The 

account t>f the Deluge referred to at the opening of this paper, ·was discovered. b:1 George 

Smith and is an integral IE,rt of t~~.e story. For Professor Jenses the Gilgamesh epos is 

the prototype of every li terar? production belonging to the Semetic race and. he extends 

its influence to other fields of literary activity in all cases and in all times. Schol-

ars saffered. Jense J/ to follow bis ideas, t.riemselves rerroining unoori~ erned with than. Had 

Jensen been less :bast~y, 1:ad he taken tir;-.e to inquire into the orig in and a1thenticity of 

t::e :-rev; Testament d oouments, he w~iuld never have comr.1i tted the blunder he d.id.. The para l-
are 

lels on w}'ich his assertions a.re based drol l to the extreme, He pu.t s in columns the Bab-

;rlonian sagas and. in opposite columns the Bib le be idents and. goos cm to prove the depend-

nts of tl:e Bible n__rratives on the others. The fo llow:m.11g are exmaples d such parallels: 

I/ Eaba?J:li retumes home fror.1 the wild- } Jesus returnes home from the wilderness. 
' ) 

erness to his dwelling, the home of Gil- ) 
) 

ganesh. ) 

2 . A plague of fever, Xisutbros inter-

ceies for suffering humanity, by which 

the pl~'""lle is stopped. 

3 , Xisutr.iros builds himself a boat and ) 
) 

keeps it ready. ) 

4 . Xisutbros wi tb. his family and h is ) 
) 

imraeiia te friends enter the ship one even-)) 
) 

ing. ) 

5, A storm arises and falls. 

The mother-in-law of Vet er is s ich of a 

fever and Jesus heals her. 

A boat is lrept ready for Jesus. 

Jesus and. h is Disciples enter the boat 

one evening. 

i~ storm arises and. falls. 

These Cl,r e only a few of the specimens present ed. by Jensen and are some of ::is strongest 

instances. The points of resemblance here are much more numerous and r.:iore close than 

is usually the case. But what do they prove? Certainly the;;.1 d.o not prove t1 at this 

is the order of events chronologically arranged in any one of the :na.rrat ives. Jensen 

bDought them from every part ani section of the storiew/ · There is a literary composition 

and logical unity to the epic but t· ere are no ruch tr , ings to t be {Jospels. They do not 

rec otd thi .,,,gs in order, not" db they r ec ord. the same things. In this case paral lels are 

superfluous. The evangelists take for granted. that people knew; t: e life of Jesus and they 

want to tel 1 t:~ ose wJ-o do not believe in Jesus s orrett ing about 7-im. f course those who 

read these paralle ls are deceived b acause they are unacquainted with Jensen's method. To 

be s::ire events from the 1 ives of other countless inl ivid.uals can be put in parallels with 
those from the Gilgamesh epic. Who ha s never entered. a boat? Or Vvho :1as not visited 



the wilderness? There are more important things Vie io in common ani 1:-"'ore essential things 

are said. of us in the s~1e language, and yet we retain our individuality. Boats, wilder-

nesses and healings are not confined to the Gilgamesh epic and. to the Gospels . ';'!/here is 

t;1e resemblance in nur.nber five? "A storm arises and falls". In one case it refers to 

the d.el uge sweeping away a. s inful race and the other an ordinary storm on the Lake of Gal-

ilee. ,.,. ere are accounts of storms in the Od.yssey, The _·;ilgri1r. fat 1· ers met with storms 

but they knew noth .ing of the Gilgamesh epic • Jensen is teaching Assyrian in ·r,,:arburg, but 

some day he is going to die and he will.be sncceed.ed. by another. Should s~neone write 

about l:.im and his successor he will say of both that tJ-,ey taught Ass~iriology in !t:arburg, 

\'lLich is true but docs not prove the mythical nature of either. Jensen unneccessarily 

narrows the field of experience. Thus we see tJ:1at. the v;ording of an exp~essi on amounts 

to little . When Xisuthros entered the boat 1-.e did so to protect himself from the flood. 

When Jesus entered he did so for the purpose of instructing the people • But worst of all 

""he series ends abruptly without the slightest reference to the orucial scenes in Jesus• 

lif~ mo these scenes that IT.ia.ke the life of Jesus so unigue the Gilgamesh story offers 

not tl:e faintest resemblance. Jesus was a teacher, a preacl.er, a friend of the outcast , 

a fighter against wickedness in high places , a martyr and r.:any other tnings . What was 

Gilg2.:"::esh. This combination of elements that do not belong together and tI·is separation 

of elements tLat are meant to be one is ~1ot a ltterar :; virtue. It is vicious. Furtl.er 

Jensen does not spare otr..er echolars from his rmd.icule. \Ve rray get an id.ea of t .0'\'7 Jensen 

is reg•ard.ed by other scholars from a quota ti on from F. C. Conyb1re. He sa:,1s: " I cm net 

" ut think tr£t my reaiers will resent any further s9ecir"'~ens of Dr1 Jensen's system. He 

'· as not . troubled lliusel f to acquire the merest a. b • c • of t extualf r it ic ism, He ·11as rio 

•sense of the difference of idea. and st yle \~a .. icL ii vi des the Fourth Gospel from the earlier 
-

Gospels and. he lac ks al 1 insight into the d.eveloper:1ent of the Gospel trad.i t ion. He takes 

he Christian doc.uments out of their historical context and. ignore their d.epenieDce on 

the Jud.aism of the period B.C. lOO-A.D.100. Ee has no uni erstandi ng of the prophetic, 

A •• essianic and .Apocalyptic aspects of early Christianity, no sense of its intimte relatiora 

· ith the beliefs and. opinions which lie before us in Apocr~y1phas · like the B<)0k of "":noch, 

the Fourth Esdras, tt.e Assent of Isaiab, the Testa.men ts of the Patriarchs. He has neve ft:ec 

learned. that in the four Gospels he has before him successive stages or la;;ers of stratifi-

""-cation of 01'...ristian tradition and he accord.ingl~r treats th$1 as a sigle literary block of 

whichever:,; part is of the ·same age and. eviJ.ential value. Like his Gilgamesh epos, the 

Gospels, for all he lmows a.gout them, might 1Jave been dug only yesterday among the sands 

of :Mesopotamia., instead of being the work of a sect, vii th which, as earl::,1 as tJ''e end of 

Ue first century Yle are fairly -rtell acquainted . ~-Jever once does Le ask homself har1 t·rce 

aut'·ors of the !Tes Testament came to have tbe Gilgamesh epic at the tips of their tongues, 

exactl ~· in the fonT. in w' ich he translates it from :Ba.bylonia.n tablets incised. 2000 years 

B.C. Br what cbannels did it reach than?" 

.,.,.r / Conybeare has onee for a 11 refuted Jensen's cl&ims and be is onl? one of r.:a-1 y 

wr.ose sanity of reason is offended. by such clair.1s. 

Fr 9f esarnz .t1r ®s .. 
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The mo st conspicuous 1f gure in t ".,. is campaign and. the one ·wLo has attracted. most atten-

ion is Pr orf es s or Drews. r:e published. two heavy volrrrnns , · theone e'i1titled, 11 T'. e Christ 

th,"191O and the other, ttWitnesses trb the Historici t~: of Jesus,n 19~ In the former 

the origin of the doctrine about the Messiah to Parseeism. ~e goes on to say 
r"--

the persian modes of thinlti"'lg never lost their gi}? on the mind of the Jews.even e.fter tte 
" 

return to their native land • But , as iS often the case, 'Drews is unaware of the contra-

dictions. In the chapter pre ceding the one on. the ,. Influence of Parseeism on the. '&,lief 

in a IJessiahtt he sa~1s t:td the Tu:essianic hope was universal and. grew out of a feeling of 

tte uncertaint;1 · of all things human v1}"'ich weighted like a ghastly dream upon most minds . 

·:e general distress of the time, f-1'.ie sub,;ugation of all states to the :Roman ;r,oke forced 
\.... 

en b~1ck upon their unner life . rrhe only vra.:1 their longings co ~1.ld. lJe s&tisfiei vms 

through some a.ivine and. miraculous intervention. Vlhoever was fortunate enough to bring 
11\., 

tl:em peace of mind. became a savior, This savio"J.r co·•1ld be .. \firustus and could be Jesus. ,... 

Is this true c1f the Persians ? Were the condi t ions that gave rise to t1: Jewish a:r.d 

ersian messiahs id.entica.l ? he only inference we cm1 dr2.w frcm t7··e c}·apter, i•The 

Pre- Christian Jesus", is t; ,at Judaism also developed its Messianism d.uring tha.t age of 

collapse. But in the chq-rt-.er w1·ich follovvs nrews tells t},2.t r.Iessianism was possessed 

•· the Jews centuries before. Tr.is is an inconsistency and inconsistencies form a notable 

in~red.ient in the work of tlie Christ Myth school. rews moYes forward. and. shows t: .e,t 

·1-'·e Greeks Lal a d.octr ine of ":ied iati on. Thi -s ::loctr ine, t ogetl :er with rna.~y other forms of 

Gree:~ thoug}itforced its way into Jewish thought and could not be expelled again. For 

1 ex8ri\ple, Philo is cited. Here Drews ar.·})l:r proves how sad.ly he lacks Listorical. a.eta. 

It never iawned upon liim that al though 1IeI lenism influenced the Jews in t }~e dispersi o n, 

its influence on Palestinian Judaism v70.S meagre . ~r,e Palestinian Jews made a staunch 

stand Egain st t: e invasion of foreign tr ought and. checked. its advance with sorne st1ccess. 

In en.other chapter Profess-ir Drews s_peaks ~.~f tte Jesus cult in the creeds of Jewish sects-

~ssc~es, Therapuetes md others- who ret ~re1 iJ.:to a life of contemplation and religious 

exercises. He n:agnifies H 1e i!nportanc e of t:tese sects in Jewis h history when on the con-

trar :1 .1.1-cey left a faint impress eit~_er on contemporary or on subsequent thought. They are 

rd.ly heard of. ~ passing (il lusion is .:.ade to -:-he-fl in religious history out of an inter-

est in things antique. v/a ·i:ave no reru. k~owled.ge of tre inner most tenets of an._y of tr..ese 

societies. V:112.t ·we k"!low points in a very different d.irection from v.fhgt 'Jrews knows . The 

reat ai1:1 of s·-1ch f~:~as always been that their spirits sl ould unite with God and. t :1is 

'T·as to be accomplislied by the exclusion of both sacrifice and. conscious thollght . oes _tJ:Hs 

leave room for a Jesus? But vihat cannot be supportea. by any substantial evidence is the 

~zer0us speculation that tl ' ere existed. among t:t.e Jews secret polytheis,l.ic cults. Eow could 

'-is 1'e '? Drews arg:.:t?:.'1ents from et~vmology served as a splendid Jas /time to 1mey who are 

oring over serious matters. The rest of t}"e~ brist Eyth deals v,i th / t1ie Jesus of the Gos-

the Pauline Jesus end conclud.es by a eha9ter on the 11Religio'1s Problems of the Pre-

It is tl1is last chapter that constitutes the thesis of Drews. To uphold this 

l)rev,s wrote ·what :he ·wrote. All the extravagant sr ecalations and. all the misreadings 

f ,.,istor y and. tbe misrendering of language we! e indulged in regardless of principle, 



to support t:u s thesis of do inc away vv:i. th ideal izea human figures. r:1rs/ !\nnie Bosn.nt 
(!} 

in her book, "~ s,,t:eric Christ ianityi' und.erstooi the workings e,1f the psychical being 

better than Brews and. therefore allowed for the feeling of affections v, ic;1 gave girth 

~o tre mystic CI·u"ist, at the same time retaining t~e:r belief in the historical Jesus. 

Jrews'cl osing v,ords are ::?. plea for the 1octri'ne of the Goi-Man. History he conceives 

of a.st.he painft:.l and struggling expression of the deity. But Jrcws does not leave us 

where we are. He t alces us into t:te confused. 1i terature of the Vedgi.s where Ye gets in-

;(.. 

to comp lie ati 011s out of w1: icl:. he cc;1mot escape. he Vedas he confuses wit}, tLe "T,Teda.ntas 

which were written at a much later date. e is a perfect . stranger in tl:ese fields but 

nevert heless he -,,•ecldessly dabbles v.i th things unknmvn to him . w.ie name of tLe fire God 

O'ni, he says, is the 'basis for the la.tin title nAgnus dei." But the correspond.ing 

latin word. for the Sanskrit word 11Ag11iu is "Ignis . t1 'Ybat relation has the fire with a 

lamb? Besides the word la'Tlb occur #s in the 01.-1 Testament 2nd. Isaiah 53:7 applies t:t.e 

figure to the coning Savior. The Hebrew ,vord bas no etymological connection w itl:. either 

gni or Ignis . The cx·.9ression existeJ. lD.ng before Cl..ristian phraseolO€,~ became Latinizei . 

Eut igni is a God and. holis no de,endent position on other Goas . Ee is not the Agni of 

someb op.y else . Why then is -~11 t rJ.s play with the Latin cases? 

rofessor Drews has a.11 other series of words which he traces to cne root: Simon, Shem, 

Shamash, Sem, Semo, Sam.ens, Samson. rofessor Drews can carry his series to infinity if 

he ·wants. lie can find uany C"t.inese, Japanese, Hottentot and. other names wt.ich are horr.ony~ 

nous wi tl:. the above . Ee :my add Schumann, Siam, Seaman to the list ;just as ".vell. He 
With 

leaves no place for phonetics which he is unacquainted. a.9par~nt ly. He ought t o lmow 

about the limitations of sound prod.uction w. nother very clevef but far fetched 

argument of Drews is based upon the relation of Peter to Janus. Janus wa.s t1:e God of 

&oors, he had two faces and looked. in opposite direct ions. So Pet er tas keys to the 

Doors of Heaven, he was double minded a.YJ.d unsettled, and the crownb.g argUJnent is that 

the cathedral of st/ :rioter in Rome has Janus Hill for a.4ite. It is most convincin 

ani Drevrn c ongratul2tes 1:b1self over s,_1ch an argument . Then the 1:iassi on of Jesus is 

nothing 1-ut a dram.a.tic version of the Passions and. victories of Adonis, Attis, Mithra 

and. Osiris. But which of tr,ese "ad a ri.:essage t11e ~"lroclammatio"!1 of vihich him to 

persecution? Which of these was a.ccused. of blasphemy? v:n .. dch was trie1, reviled, d.osert-

erl. by friend, disgrLced, beaten and humbled~ Vlhic L died between two tl:&dves and v;as 

'buried.? Vf11ich was pierced with a lance after death? For tLe vihich dicl t:.10 

soUiers cast lots? At the exec 0:;.tion of wl1ich were women ::resent? Every man "'Jorn into 

tte worl1 J.ies but t 1·e conditions attendi:ng 3.eatt differ ·rith ~lifferent individuals. 

Concer!li11g the sole imentive for the v1riting of the Gospels documents, nau:ely t·Le 

Kingdom of Goo., 7rews remains silent. He occul])ies himself with no1esse11t.ials, with 

later ad.iitions a:nd inter:)olat 1 ons and leaves the real and historical to ta:c<:e care of 

it~self. llfo wonder t::at he ~loes this v;hen his w1:ole purpose is to exalt id.ea over real-

ity. E:aging underu.ined. t1-e Listcn. .. i.cal foundations of the Biblice1 c~·:::racters one by one 

a.11a. oroved. +1 .. or .. all mythical, he does net tell lis readers how to discri.r'inate hetween the 

msit: ical and. t}: e }1is t orical. VfDere are we to fix t',e e:,a.ct ;·ear when tLe Biblical chai"acter 
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ceased. to be myths an:l beca.rne men and women. The next , ani this is t.1,.e most important 

·;vork of Drevrn is 11 The witnesses to the Eist orici t~,1 of Jesus" • Pe classifies his witnesses 

unier four catagories:(l) Jewish witnesses; ('"~) Rom8l.1 witnesses; (3) Paul as a witness; 

(4) The Gosrels as witnesses. Let us consider eac1: of the above d.i vis ions separately .• 

Jewish Witnesses. 

We are struck •with a.st c:nisbrnent at the project to demonstrate t · at Jesus never existed. 

Before a man undertake~ such a discnssi on as to who and. what Jesus was, it is only right 

frat we should inquire into that 1Jerson's lmowieige. We are also entitled to ask how 

mch t!" 1at 1?erson lrnows of the Judaism of the period; how muc1: he accepts as r•istocy and 

'ow much he re.j ects as legt!fd. The great argument fc·r :;Jrews ani Smith is the argument :6nom 

silence. They mention three witnesses: Philo, Justus of Tiberias and. Josephus and. t: en ask 

·w these had nothing to say about Jesus. Jesus, it must be remembere~l lived. d.uri "T)g the 

rle of I''er cd &nd his son Archelaus and of the succeeding Rom~n prefects. During til::.e ad.-

.Ministrati on of these mentthousands up on t}-:ousands of Jews were slaughtered.. Could. anyone 

ror:1ember t' at among t..1-ie thousands, one 1 there was vv-:· ose name was· Jesus? ~wenty years after 

Jesus' ieath the ferment a~ ion be ~an mnong the ··ews V'Z.1 ich led to the combat with the Romans 

a.M t11e consequent annihilation of the Jewish state with the d.eath of lmnd.red.s of tr..ousand.s. 

:Before this 0:-as f orgott:an a frightful war broke out under ,,.,ra,j an which, with the . except ion 

of ~me inf-erT·uption lastei until tre year 135 A.D. It closed Yfi t}, the Jesi-ruction of al-
cJ..Q_ 

o~t entire Jewish 0eo,...l e. - Fore tine it looke;-:1 as tbough of Palestine if!ES trensforr 1ed 
1' 

into a. battlefield.. After tri s crushing dovm of +r·e people, began fris-},tful roligi ous 

nersecutions on those who survived.. Tnose ryorsucuti ons ·were carriec.l on to the reign of 

Antoninus Pius. Una.er these circumstances w· o could. r emember a Ga1(1;lean :peasant ~tho attract-

ed. li-4-tle notice during his 1 ·fe t ilr.e. 

Flavius Josephus, whc1se Archealog:1 was vrritten in the year 8§ of -t:J:ie first century, 

·as born in Jerusalem in the year 35 A.D. and. lived the:se til the ;/ear 71 A • .., .. Ee spoke 

c:·. Jesus in his book, ho ai so spoke of ,John the Ba1tist and of James t be brother of Jesus • 

All attacks on tr tose oass~tges are ine~ cusab1 e. One of t h e greatest p"·ilolocists an::i r' is-

tdlrians C)f t· e last co:nt ·.u-y Alfred Von Gutchrilidt, decla.rect t he passage on Jesus to be from 

Josephus' bancls. Of course } 1e 8d::1Hted certain inter9olations at a lPter d.ate. mh e pas-

se;2.:e reads t1ms:"In t h at time, (tin:e of ?ilote) lived. Jesus, a 'r ise r_:an. !~e 7erforme~-

wcinJerf :J.l ·vorkd.. 1:e brought - is foll ov.1. ng :1i~;11:,,1 Zews an:l ma.ny Gentiles. ,., c11e ·i:-equest 

of t:he t.Tews Pilot sentence~l 1ri.im to crucifixion. 

erly rem2in~d trL1e to :•im even ' fter bis ;leath. 

iid. not cease to exist." Antiquities 28:3:3. 

rrothvri thstand:i.ng,tJ --ose wl:o loved Lim "orm-

Up to this til:)e t he follo· wers of Cl:ri st 

emer11ber Josephus is writing forty five ;; ears 

after.Jesus'cd.eath j t hat Le regarded. t he execution of Jesus as a painful event for t Le 3'.ews , 

ne can easi1~1 see fron tr ... e following sentence, "Likewise at that time no other : isforttme 

so confounded 4:he Jews." The ch ief objection raised. b;;• the tr . eologians is t llat as a Ph&ri;-

see, Jose p: us could not S!:'eak so sympathetically of Jesus, Jopn the Baptist and James. :But 

tr.e lre~ Testai nent theologian ought to be able to te 11 us \vh ether 
\ ,r not a PhPr {,see could 

so speak. Certainly as good a Jew and. Pharasee as Josephus spolte very tolerantly of t .ne 

Christians. I mean Gamaliel in .Acts 5:38, But what Gamaliel is supposed. to }:ave said, is 
in reality a Greek paraphrasing not entirely accurate, of an anonymous speach in the Hiscbna/ 
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Tract Abuth, v.,XVII, and a similar passage may be found in Schoetgen Horae Hebraioae et 

Talmu.dicae T. I, page 423. The passage in Schoetgen is by Rabbi Abraham in the book of the 

JUchasin, fol~ · 139, I, 

"Illo tempore tres fuerun(. sectae, nam praeter Bbarisaeos ·et 
saduuoaeos,Jehu.da Galilaeus tertia.m seotar:a incepit, quae dicitur Essenorum. 
Qpinio Nasiraeorum, qui Esseni d.icti sunt, quoru.mque auctor fuit ~das Galilaeus. 
Illi ve1"'0 caussam dederu.nt JU.daeis, ut contra Romanos rebellarent, d.icentes, 
Neminem debere aliis hominibus imperare, neque Domintim vocari, uisi solum 
!)eum s~ ." 

This in a measure corroborates the statement in Acts, which we nave just cited.. There is, 

therefore,no reason to reject the passage as entirely un~uthentic. After all, t h ere is an 

early account of Jesus f rc.m Jev,ish hands.the The New Te-stament theologians have in Josephus 

a dianond, the nature of which they d:i.i not understand, and t h ey cast it away. Josephus 

oould not write any more than he did. He was residing in Rome, as o.. guest of t h e state 

and therefore used discretion by avoidi:tlg' a subject vihich\'ns no t directly concerned with 

tbe general current of political history and. -was distasteful to Rome• Besides, he was 

writ inc for ed.ucat ed. people w: ... o knew nothing about Jesus. But wlat ever the ch aracter of 

,I.he passages in a:osephus ma:y be, th ere is left the fact t JJat the interpolator wanted to 

prove the Mess iahship of Jesus through the writings of one wpo by race at least belonged 

to the group that rejected Jesus • The interpolator t9ok for granted the earthly life of 

Jesus and the fadt that those who rejected him believed that he 1 i ved and so ile tries now 

to prove to them that Jesus was the Mess iah. A passage in Antiquities XX, IX, I, spePk.cs 

of the trial of James, the brotl:er of Jesus ,, thus rraking a pa.ssir:g reference to Jesus him-

self. Josephus caw -iot be the author of the fir st p:tssage a.s we have it • He vvas mu.ch too 

politic to meddle with 11essi~ism, the sturnoling block to the Romans. 

JUd.aico" he speaks of Vespasian as the p:- cmis ed. ?Lessiah. 

In his "Bello 

Tbere is, however, little ground. for doubting the authenticity of the second passa ge. 

0rigen quot es from it tl:ree times in his "Contra eelsum'' II, 13. Jerome corroborates 
C. 

Origen•s reading, but Shuerer says that the text Origen used. accounted for the fall of 
" 

Jerusalem as di vine displeasure for the killing of Ja100s. Shuerer goes on to say that 

this must be a Christian revision. But ,vmt motive was there to prompt the Christi ans to 

~onnect t his calamity with the ·1death of James, when they had already before connected it 

th the life of Jesus? Then do not let us forget that if there v;as a revision it must have 

mad.e by Gentile Christians who were not particularly fond of James. On the other hand _, 

it is not inttins icaily improbable that ire.ny Jews entertained a go od opinion of J8lle s b e-

ca.use we~ of r...i:1 in the Uew Testarnen t as one loyal to the l aw. Yle also know h ow dis-

leased the Jews were ·witll Annas, t he Sadducean r.:igh ?riest, for sentencing James, tbat they 

even petiti onei Albinus to re-strain him in his rash c ond.uct. Here public opinion was for 

James, and his case was in no way a threat to Roman power. Josephus may have thought it 

very proper to allude to it. Evidently it caused a greater stir ani a greater national 

schism than the case of Jesus. 

But it was not till recently that the infallibility and trie untainted. purity in which 

tbe texts of Josephus hate been sup r:osed to have b een preserved., have been proven fe.lse once 
.. 

He published, nDie Zeug:fJ_sse 't/oi11 for all. This task was left to A. Berend.ts, Dorpat. 
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hristentum im slavischen •d.e belle Jud.a.ice• des Josephus", 1908 . IIe has also an article 

in the Zeitschrift flu- die neuteatam.entliche Wissenschaft, Vol. IX, 1908, pages 47 to 70, 

entitled "Analecta zum Slavischen Josephusn . Certainly all the things that Berendts ?"eC c;,lis 

as having hapi;:ened to Jesephus ' works did not r.appa:i in the order of the details he enumer-

ates. But something happened, we know not vvhat, that left Josephus ' works in the s.s.me 

cond.ition with other books . Mo more reverence or respect was shO\m to then1 than to other 

books. Berendts starts •with Josephus•~own staten:ent, which says that be had first itten 

his account of the vvar in his native tongue, and so infers that the Greek edition which 

Josephus later ~ e and which has become the standard text, ·was onl:1 a revis icn of the earlier 

,J.(;l,io work. Anotl:er translation was made of the orgginal text into Greek, but without any 

revision. This translation became the fe,rticula.r source of the present Slavic rendering. 

In this original Aramaic edition Josephus spoke of Jesus several times. Lat er he modi fi ea. 

his statemen ts radically anJ_ in prepi.ring a version for Roman readers he suppressed these 

This may' be an exaggerated theory v.hich J::as assumed too much , but its utterances 

every suggestive e:nd helpful sime we lmow Josephus. The fact that te vms called. a 

roof of his r.aving been before a good. Jew . In the early text he plainly ex-

hatred for Rome. It is different, therefore, from the ether text . It is proba-

lavic version elaborated on Josephus' references to Jesus, but why should it 

e Josephus the hater ·of Rome? On the contrary, we should. expect the Slavic t2xt to 

t1~ Jews, t1i..e enemies of Christian ity. The tend.ency,then, was to shift 

Romans over to tho Jews, mar keily so in the Gentile world .· The gospel 

f Luke is an instance of this tend.ency . 

There is a deviation in the Slavic te:ct from the Greek, especially in chapter 30, 7 . 

Josephus' l ack of clearness accounts in p::1.rt for this . In Chapter 31, 1,2, the d.evia-

ion is not so much from the content as from the form . This theory, at least, has a great 

al of trut"h in germinal for It is open-minded and counteracts the rash rad.:imlism of 

o se who read Jo seph:u.s uncritically • Later Y1hen Josephus wrote to the Romans he mentioned 

. das of Galilee, John the Baptist, Theudas the Egypt i an, and others whose movements dvYindled 

nii left 110 impression . But he slurred over this disturbir.g Galilean peasant, Jesus, whose 

Jews, 

still livi ng and trowing and 'lfrlich\wa.s a. tnorn in the flash of the Romans a.nd 

Josephus refused to link thia ChriJtian superstition yJitll Judaism . 

nare we belie hi story and say that the passage in Josephus about the three above men-
in these men 

oned men owes its origin to Christian bands'? If so, wbat interest did 1. the Chris1i ans hal!!~? 

semen were in a way rival,s of their master . T:b...ey took active measures to keep them in 

background. The cornpet ition betw8en the followers of the Baptist and those of Jesus wa 

acute that the Evangelists consciously undertook to subordinate Jobn . So the Baptist-

1st ian controversy is a far stronger, far more a.deep.ate proof than many mere suggestions 

ch historians use to prove facts of hi story . But this pro o f is one among many . Ylhen 

remembers the conditions in which Jesu s and his disciples lived, he vvill learn how to 

1reciate the mer est allusions . There was nothing spectacular about Jesus and his groupJ 
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He made no publ ic cl~-.s to Mmssiaship till the 5.ay prececing the cr U,r,ifi Xion. He 

ii.ovcd. within a limited. circle a:nd. worked. n:ainly among 2erson a friends. There was no 

dra.Tiatic event in h is career, that stired. any great eYditement, i r spite of all the 

dramatization of the evangelists. Healing was a common practice and Jesus d.id less 

of it than others. There ·were more conspicuous preac}.1.ers and enthusiasts than he. 

Y/ha.t reason is thel"e then f0r ' is occupying a prominent po sit ion in Josephus? The 

Christian movement was more or less secret in Josephus' time and a-ltractea little 

not ice. And. finially Josephus does not _give an account of the Judaism cont anporaneous 

with oarl:v Christianity. orhaps we wculd find. more references to Jesus if we had. P.ccess 

to tt.e li tera.ture of contemporary Judaism. The age was unprod. uoti ve from literar~1 

oint of view and what was 1;roduced. was a.estroyed. by all kinds of calanities. So this 

aga.in is a point to be consi1ered by those who seem to know the daily ohtaui= Qes of his-

t ory by heart ,. '::he Gospels furnis"l us with fragmentary information about the Judaism 

of Jesus' time which harmon iz es with other fragmentary accounts. So th is argument from 

silence applies more t 

bis share of inattention. 

hat age t~.an to those who live in ~ --\s Jesus lived then he bad 

If Josephus says so 1i ttl e about Jesus, vt: y d.oes not Philo say more? But of vhat 

interest to Philo was Jesus? Jesus vrn.s not a p} iloso pher, not a theologian, he was not 

of any value to Philo,. Of what value \Vas Goneral Booth to Ad.olf :1rrar11ack? Of none. 

Heither was Jesus fo .Philo who ·was wrapped up in the allegorical interpretation of Jewish 

literature. s a c cntemporary of Jesus Philo 1 ived. too early to have heard much if any-

hing of Jesus' movanent. ..Ie lived in Eg~,7pt, remote from the cmovanonts of the r oople in 

alestine. 

As to Justtis :of Tib erias he v.ras bus:y compiling a ronicle of Jewish lrings . He 

co~1ld not afford to invest iga-te this preaching ? ?or haps 1~e nevexz.ea:r d anything about 

it vf. ic~1 •·is · not at al 1 sm··prising -4;~us wi10 1alo1v the life le d.~ by i.:en of learning. And 

of still gi .. ea.ter importance is the . fact tbat Justus was a-contemporar~y of Josey} 'us and 

his worst po litical antagonist. .. e vvrote a good. ieal of polemical literature which he 

direct eel. at this opponent whom he d.escri bed. as a trait or. .... t.is ileaves no ·room for Jesus 

or anybody else. The other Jewish witnesses cor.1e from three mai11 sources of late d.ate. 

One 1~v find. earl-r historical material embedded. in tl:ese. These sources are, first, 

tr:e Christian references to Jewish opponents, second., the Talmud.ic staJements a.bout Jesu; 

and. tUrd, 'tb.e so-cDlled. Toldoth Jeshu stories. As earl y as Paul 's day Judaism and. 

Christianity were in conflict wit 1 1 each other. This situation perpetuated it4(solf all 

t~1roughtbe " cw ,"Testament pcr i od and h as c nutinued. down to our :wm day. This 

-:er~Hs can be clearl~ ,1 traced in Paul's letters. Indeed son1e of these letters, at least 

ortions cif an were written in the intorst of Christia.n-Jewish polemic . ~b e Gospel 

of ~:atthew artlessly betra.yes t 1-cc influence of this poler-de. Luke· holds the Jews re-

s ~onsib le for Jesus' dee.th • The c cmposit e of all these quarrels is the Gospel of Jolm 

w1~ich alwa.Jrs h old.s up the Jews to rid.icrtle and blame . f"i'.}1..ese controversies an he pe~cse-

cu~;ions resulti11g Uerefrom arc incontestable facts. sut. d.irect acccu.nts c....re lackil..""". 

·rot even the Kew Tes 4 anent ,·N1·iters are explicit. t no tir te do t h ey ·write o.nytr.ing of 

he :r.:.ature of a rarration about e controvers:v. 
1 hey sc.;; is incidente.1 !1-r1 'fr im-

- - -- -- -- -~-
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lies.ti on • rrihe Bpologists took pm-t in this burning controversy. Justi ~:artyr is 

a vey, ~· pr 01 :ii ent fi gur e in iv • ..Ie died about 168 A.D., so he lived in the earl::_r patt 

f the s r cond century. The qua:i.·rel was not over noth 1_ng, else it would not :1ave lasto 

ll dovm tho centuries . Tho two i;:arties involved took for granted the ' ' istoricit~ ~ of 

~esus 1 cit' ... elaborati ng on it. One idolized it to such an extrerne tLat it became almost 

unreal. The other disparaged it to such a de gree that it became co mmonplace. 

Tbe Rabb i."1.cal Literature and. Jesus . 

Before we ta :,e Ul'.> t,.__is sub,ject i+ s ~1ou<l.i be ra~nakled t1:at no contemporarylii -erature 

exists. The Mischna-Kodox which Schuerer and ot"1ers spea k of as t he ch ief source for c on-

ditioDs in Jesus' time, oric;inatod a.t the end ·of the second century and represents nothing 

: .• ore than tbe Rabb t -~1ism of th century. No ad.equate account of t he statue quo of Jesus' 

day is in existance. Fr Jesus' a.a.y to t: ce writing of t h is Kodex revolutions followed 

one another 4.n an u.nbr oken 1 ine. ~specially revo 1 ut ions in Jewish religious thought. 

~.Le Jud.a.ism prior to tbe Jewish war was different from the Judaiam of the ].Iiscbna, Tne 

saUucees ani their institutions h the preference in the former . The Rabbis first 

appearect. on the scene during the las wo decades of the temple A.D. 50-70 . Owing to 

tte favoraible circunetances they could e..xpa1:d and nake an impression, but this success 

was ephemeral • It is absolutely a grave rriistake for anyone to act on t he theory t11at 

he Mischna is the chief source for in:format ion about conditions iuring Jesus• time , 

much better source t11an tJ1is may be the ':'·osefta. Its elements are old.er than the I!.Ii schna 

and. it c ont~ins many historical pa.ssa.ges respecting the !ugh l)riests of the Sadduseos. 

The Rabbincal literature of the second. century includes a collection of sayings tbat 

have come down from the Rabbits of the second a.."1.d first centuries B.C . and t h e first cen-

t ur:irA .D . r.ihis matetia.l thus brought dovr.n c ont a.ins some two doz ens moral sayings 

wl1icn altogether fill fr om two to three pages. rnhey give a definition of religious law 

and. deal with questions of rituala.ni ceremonies e-·-d other ld:nd.red. sub,jects. Naturall 

ir.. such a collection v:e d.o not expect to read about Jesus . 

In the Talmud. proper one finds comparatively many references to Jesus which fall 

into two classes. Those belonging to the first class are third. and fourtn century 1')ro-

ducts a.ni 1 ave no historical worth whatsoever , exce hat they echo historical event . 

The ot11ers very -few in number a.re first century and. a.re not important • The earliest 

invidious legenis ab o t the person of Jesus v/:."l ich gra.dual1~1 accurnmulat ed in the Talmud 

ate from +re third century . The on1~1 c nr rect statement ey contain is that Jesus was 

executed t he da.y before the passover . Unfortunatel ;: they err when it c c,m3s to tne 

place where the execution occured vliic:r the~r :l.esignate as having been the cit f Lydda. 

Qtrierwise the accounts a.re without value. Tr1e 111almud so hostile Christianity VFuld 

},..ave seize d. the slightest opp ortunity to ridicule t be Christians as followers of a myth-

idal character . The Talmud ought to be t-..e last aut ity for appeal. It is more of 

n enc:;clopedia of Jewmsh scholasticism t b.an a history book. It contains some et 1:ical 

Of wha t remains those passages w1',ic re not d.irectly unedifying are non-mor-

al. o rel iel upon for lJ. st orical r,urp os es. It is very fortunate for 

tr.e reputation of tho ~almu::l that mose of +he offensive pagsages 1)ave been removed, n 
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by Christian senses but by the Jews t1·emselves. This can be got at from the v;ritings 

of Agobard, Bishop of L;,1ons (1820-1830) in his "De Jud.aicis superstition ibus 0 , and. 

rabanus I.Taurus, Archbishop of nayence in his "fontra Judaeos '1 s,17 A ·n. Eowever e 

expurgated. passages in t1'~e malmud. were :-iubli shed separa~ely and Strack mentions no less 

t' a.11 four such e:li ti ons. rrt e one iiJportant fa.ct i.s trnt v:hatever the character of the 

"'almud. rray be it accepts without question the earthly life of Jesus. In this J'eWish 

and. Christion opinions coincid.e . Tl:.e Jesus of Listory is no subject for d.ebatt . It is 

t1~e Eessiah t,; .at engagel both perti es . Bof ere 7,e leave tl ·e ,.,,almud, let us lmow that it 

bears witness to the registretion of the bil~th of Jesus in tl:e temple acchives. 

'1o'Je will staisfy our slteptical frien5.s . 

This \Ve 

mhe thirl source is the ,.,,old.0th Jeshu or Origins of Jesv.s. These stories re~.ched 

thei:t final form in the ninth century A.D. and. were ccmposei from various sources. They 

re a 'b1_ac~r s90.i; in the ~-,istor; y7 of literature,tfie-prod.uct of low fanaticism, malicious 

J.elignt in d:efdpla ti on and, vulger irJaginati on. They tell how Jesus was born out of wedlock 

and take grea+, delight in such recitals wr ich tl:ey malre so deta.ilea a.:1d elabora-f:e that 

one wo ·1 lush to rea.i or - oar al out trem, ~:P. spite of it all they )t caoJbear witness to 
trie 1:i sto-rical Jesus. 

Roman t,7i tnesses. 

From Jewish ....... itnessos v,'e t -·,rn to Roman Yli tnesses. Professor Drews mentionea p:i,r-

ticularl ~r three: Pliny, SU.etonius and Tacitus wbo "vras the first to ment ion th eC!,hristians 

incidental b. While t: · ese sources are scanty, th~J fu:rnis few i!ems of importance. 

Pliny when governor of Bythinia, wrat e to Trajan as'ting r.i s aivice for suggest ions as re-

gards the coui "9e he ought to follow in dealing with the Christians. mhe date of this 

let ter is c cmnonly fixed. at 112 A..D. e movement was not a new one in Pliny 's time . 

Pliny !nentions one person ~:ho confessed. that he 1~ad. abandaned it before . Drews raises an 

object ion in v1hich he says t11at I_)liny wro+ e of hymns H·at 7;ere sunr; n+ o a God.". 

matter of fact ? liny explicity says "~s · if to a Goi"--"quasi deo·1
/ 

As. a 

In bis .;'Life of Claudius 11 a. part of ~--,is n1ives of the Caesars:, Suetonius refers to 

t1:e Chri s:ians. 'Even Professor Drews adr:1its the a:LA.thenticy of tl-,e rer1ark except t 1 ·•1t he 

sa~rs t:rat Suetonius wrote from hearsay evidence . Unfortunately hearsay evid.ence is our 
hat 

cheifest evidence for earl:7 history . Suetonius also mentions the fact Mero punished 

the Obrist ia.ns. He fails to distinguish sharply between Je\YS and. CL.ristians which P:oes 

to ;;>rove that th o.p.teced.ents of ~ ristia.nit;,- are '"Tewish. 

For more sat isf tie.tory information v1e re}.'.lair to Tacitus. He says very defi~itely 

1-ia.t the Christians vJhome Hero persecuted. were namet aiftter C hr ist who was put to cl :;ath 

by ?ilot in the reig l1\_of Tiberi ...._ Tacitus vtrote before 115 A•D. and the genuineness 

of tMs passage is uphel{t by the ma,jority of scholnrs. But whose who aeny Jesus' . h is-

tiricity resort to Hochart •s arguments• This French writer re,jects the"J.nnals tt and 

the "Hist oryn as fQls!.ficati ons and. forgeries by Poggio Bracciolf 1 i an Italian scholar 

of the Renaissance period. But recent d.i scover ies make it a fact that 400 years before 

Bra.cciolilli's manu~cripts of the· last six books of the ".Am1alsn and. the first five books 



of the "Histories'' existe ...... FOf :•a fuller account cne snould go to C. F. Arnold.es 

Studien ucber d.ie neronisC' te. Chr lstenverfolgung 11 • rracitus •t ostimon~r is valuable as 

it is very :)Ossible hbat he 1)ad. access to official records V'rich F.flke •·dn an inc.epend-

ent witness . 

The Witness of Paul . 

19. 

If Jesus of whom Paul lmows is t he myt h ical Joshua and. if the contents of .the belief 

in Joshua vrere likewise transferred. into the belief in Jesus, t 1--wn we are entitled. to ask 
the 

for/date, the mood and tm circumstances of the transfe ·r··ence . We have a right to ask for 

evidence to tLa.t effect . We doubt very much tr.e fact that of al 1 heroes Jos hua a l one could 

li ve through t h e centuries . Outside t he book of Joshua end Jud g es, Joshua is }Jar lly known 

and. yet we are to "l_d. +bat he was norshipped . The prol')hets d.enounce tho worship of foreign 

god.s, but make no menti on of Jos hua . Anot l er pro position is tbat in the course of time this 

dft t y ms thougr.t of by his wors h ippers as the e:rpectei Messiah . rt is claimed. that those 

who lookea for t :r is r.:esdah conceived. later und.er the influence of writings l ike Psalms 

II and Isaiah :x:xr:r, t h e idea of o. MessiB.h who was to sa ffer deG:th and afte:rvrv .rd.s rise 

again for the sake of mankini. But t h e truth is that Christianity searched the scriptures 

for suc h J;S,ssages in order to find. paralle l isms betwecm its prophesies m cl the incidents in 

t he 1 i fe of Jesus . Scripture rnssa ges were str~ine:i and. t h e life of Jesus was exploited 

w:t th a View {~ o making it resemble events d.escr ibed in the Old Testament • Th ese propos i-

ti ons are pure l y hypothetical . Furt t er, in the pas sages quoted. by Drews a nation and not 

an individual is meant. ':'he ' resurrecti an in t h e Old. Testament stoocl for nat1il.onal exalta-

ti on. 

I f Paul ' s wr i tings Dnd. other Nevi Test aroont documents are 1 ~enda:cy, then they ought 

to S11bsaibe to t r..e serne belief, but they d.o not. Th ei)-1 contain controversies ove r ~1istorical 

pcrsonali ties . Th...ey que.rrel over quest ims of law and other schemes of salvation . rt was 

then that i:ngan influence was begin."'ling to s h ow itself and. not l efore . Is t h a" o a.nyt1-in .Q' 

par allel to t h is in the Gilgarnesh epic? 

pi~ oof enough • 

ikevrise, the hete:-o g ened.ty of the material is 

;e now come to deal exclusively \Vi t h the ·wi tnes f: of:, aul . The extreme views of t he 

Dutch school regarding Paul ' s epistles are d.isc2re1.e: .... 

rie f u Steck admits a few Paul i no fragments in Romans . 

In his brief book "Jer Galater 

Tb.e " partition hy p othes i s" of 

vBlter in h i s "Die Komposi tion d.er Paulinis ch en Briefeu a113. R. Scott ' s "The Pauline 

:Epistles" are not to b e treated. seri· ·usly . The result of patitnt criticism le av es us 

Gal atians, I and II Corint hians, and. rtoman.s as unquent i r,nably Pauline, ana. ad.o.s to t he 

li st as very probably comi ng do...-m from t he sane pen, Phillipians ~mi I Thes salonians • 

Colos DY, Ephesians and. II 'Ihessalonians st and a fairer shav than they ever di a.. EVen 

t:he Pastorals are thought to conto,in Pauline elements . Clen};)nt of Rome, WTi ting to the 

Corinthians in t h e last decad.e of the first century, A. D. , not only calls Paul a. "nota b le 

pattern of patient endurance", but exalts his read.era to peruse again °t h e epistle of t ne 

bl es se d Paul" • Are tre -t-o discard Clement anc.1 ot her uncanonical aut hors as wort h less? 

Clem :nt, " 49 :: 1- 5, is a ref e r em e to I cor int h i ans . .,..:i:arcion, a histo r ical p erson, 
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hoHs tonatious_ly to tl~e Pauline epistles . 

T:P.0 above is merely external evidence, but the strength of the internal evidence is 

capable of decid.i~ the c;ennine ctaracter of the documents in question . The first canon 

6f a pseudonyn;1ous "vvriter is that the individual i mpersonated shall take the point of view 

and think the thoughts of the actual writer and of tho age to \Yhich he belongs .. Such is 

not the case with Paul's 1 ett ers . Tbe realistic eschatology of Paul 1.vhose active career 

belongs to the r.1id.dle of the first century, could bard.ly r.ave been fabricated. at the later 

d.ate when subsequent history was showing the folly of such expectstions, yet eschatology 

prevades Paul•s vrrit:ings . The Romans are reminded of the comir.g end, marriage is 

iiscoura.ged. among the Corinthians a . d. tbey are 01Ealised to refrain from judging one another 

in view of the near approach of the final judgment . hillipians I : 6, 10, speak with 

confidence of the d.ay of Christ . I Thessalonians, L: 10, III:13, IV: 15-18, V:2, 23, 

speak likmvise . Another great v;-eapon against the :pseudonymity is the :1 ersonal refer; 

ences. Ho Vedas, no Gil gamesh J:pic, no Jrvestas, contain such personal references . }..gain 

the biographical details of Paul which he claims in his letters are unique and .:Ulisp1 ove 

pseudo nymi ty • These details come into . the epistles quite naturally and ·incidentally , 

and. show no inclination on the part of the author to cive a full nccount of their apostle ' s 

car eer. Besides, the passionateness of P rul•s language and t.is zeal for the cause of 

Christ is pronounced . This could not be t be l e.nguage of an impersonator . Paul, :tiore-

over, deals with first century problem~ . To a.ppr nciat c t 1Je difference between what a 

man v,rites and wbat others write about him one need only contra.et ?aul's epistles with 

the book of Acts . The pictures the two give are consistent with one another . aul is 

mission~y in both . Acts is onl~r more con ven ti onal and. gives one ph9.se of Paul's life . 

e see Paul :~1oving from one pla:~e to another . On the other hand, the Epistles reveal tJ?.e 

psycholdlgical side of Pm.i.l• s life . 

account of tbe journey to Jerusalan . 

His moods chai:ge . To illustrate, let us ta.lee tbe 

Ace ordin~ to Ac+:s, he goes to Jerusalem at the in-

sti gation of the church in Antioch to discuss with the brethern in Jerusalan the degre e to 

whi ch the Gentile Christians are responsible to the demands of the Jewish law . In Jerusa-

lem terms are concluded end. the iocisicn is in the favor of Paul . Paul returns to Antioch 

and moves on quietly to further evangelization . Acts sc.ys nothing of fu. e anxiety Paul 

must r.ia.ve felt on this occasion . How different is the account in Galatians . Galati ans II 

shows Paul in Jerusalem in ?,is fidgets . V!hen he returned to Antioch he "resisted Beter to 

the face :iecause he stood condenmed", Gal . II,L . • His relations with B~1rnabas were severe 
away 

because he "Was carriecl/by their dissimulation", GalJ II, 13 . Baul is a human being in 

Galatians with human passions, emotions, fears, angers . Real and. not dramatized life is 

described. This may be sai a of al 1 Paul's letters . Paul ' s emotio11ti temperament displays 

itself again and again . His ind.ignat ion is arouse~l when he hears of the troubles in Galatia 

o.nd.Beis voluble when he bea.:ps anathemas on those who preach another gospe l. Ho upbraids 

the Christians for their fickleness . A minute later he calls them :.is child~con . The same 

interplay of feeling is oven more strongl~, marked. in Corinthians , especially in +.he pe.ssage 
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on the :relations that existei between him and the Christians of Corinth. These 1 ett ers 

are not spurious • Their fabrication is impossible. ecent excavation in Asia 1!inor 

bring to 1 ight the cities in wL ich Pau.l preached, The rer1ains of those churc 1 1 es ca.n be 

seen. They verify our cone~~ us ions a-~1d. show tb e great influence t r.:.at Paul left behind.. 
"""-~ 

The result of these excavations cm1 be gainsaid.. 
l' 

W it h the establ ishmng c,f Paul's his-

toricity a.nd. the authenticity of recent epistl cs the historicity of Jesus must necessarily 

follO'.rv. It may be urgei t·· at Paul talked. 1 ittl e about t "'ri.e earthly Jesus. But how are 

Y:e to tell' Do the Ep is+..les we r..ave contain everyt1 ing tl)at :Paul ever said or wrote? 

Any' man wculd. have writ.ten those Epistles in the Sl;ace of a 1:1onth. ·He oould. have w1 .. itten 

about tr •e historical Jesus an~'l those vn."itings have not peen preserveJ. to us. Ynen Paul 

claimed to be preaching a gospel ,~,:"icb :lid. not look to a huma.11 source for 'Lts authentication 

but w1'ich had. been received directly from the heavenl;/ Christ, he ,vas under fire fror: ·: his 

op;onents who d.eiliad l1im the right of apostleship and. he said. this to ;justifJr Yimself. 

~;_e theme of thl s conti~oversy was neit · er t:he 1:.istorical nor tr e heavenly Jesus ~:ut tbe 
\,.) 

ri 611\ apostlship. Of course Po.ul' s psychology was sueh as not to ena·o1 e nim to believe 

in the earthly Jesus until after he 1:ad. seen the heavenly I.1ess iaJ i_. Paul thought it blas-

er.~s at first to id.entif:v t11e two. 
/'· y 

ButDJews is in the wrong when he says that an unpre-

jud.icei read.er of raul would not suspect +.J at the apostle ever thougH of an eart hly Jesus. 

Roman 1.:3 speaks of Jesus as "born of the seed of ::)avid.11 accord.ing to the flesh. Romans 

5:12 spea~s of the "man", the counter-ptt.ft of Adam. Tl1e whole theology cf ?aul, h b 

doctrine of 1~ed.empti on, are n:ea."'line;less if e d.id not th ink of the 1-i1 storical Jesus who 

becr,me a pro pit iati on. The J1istorical Christ is ever 1-:i,vh ere i: ·:plied.. ,Jesus could. not 

have suf'f ered. for our sins in heaven. How d.oes Drews dispense with the nCrucified. Jesus" 

Such proofs may be multiplieo. vi en one tead.s Paul. Psu.1 c oulcl not be utterly 

isinformed. on th is point • His life touc: 1ec.l the life of +he earl y c 01mmmity at too many 

points to allow >i.. 1 to be ignore.nt of the historical J esus. Before he geca-rne a follower 

f Jesus he persecute-:l the Christians for :pla.iming IJe·ssia.hship to a mere man. 

i~:r :.eter 15 da~1s in Jerusalem, he traveled. with :Jilas a.not.J,er Jesusa.lemite. 

Ee lived 

If Paul 

ere a myth-maker we v.1tr··ld not fail to ~1iscover at least an effort on ·\is part to argue 

for a l1istorical Jesus. But such efforts are absent. 

\7e conclude 'chis ··1Etrt of the d.iscussion b;/ saying t:tat Paul is a genuine historical 

cLaracl:er and. the J.iistoricity of Jesus is a ??rerequisite to Prul's Christian life and work. 

e impetus K. 
o this work was the res (lr~cti on for the iefe~ · of vr:'.•ich Paul argues so va-

l Corinthians 15 ma..1tes Paul sa y t h at riis preaching would. be vain if Chr:ist did 

rise, !!leaning t · at -"e d.ied. and was burie-. Galicians 1:19 speaks of Janes the Lord's-

nrot ber ca mot mean at'followern, as Drews sa: s, beca.·-1se it is not 811 plied to Peter 

or to 2JJ.y Qth er follower. Pa cil wr,uld be a. fool to look forwarcl for t' · e second coming of 

1ne who never was on earth, 



~he Gospel Evidence. 

~he reader max be intereste earn Profess or Drews' -position of "'-ho Gospels. 

T•e gives as e reason for v·ri.,. ng e Gospels e (lOSire to crnnect the disciples Yli 

t' is f ic+ ~ous God:...Jcsus. rn110 diff iculit~; i 

s . . no r1~1 t-ery. r;,}:e:1o.:re very matter-cf-fact ana. true xt ,-.. 
he d.isc iPles 1101· are the:.v literar y masterpieces. 

~.t the s7mopt ics b1ve no m:vsticism an--

al&lea."'1. life. The;y neit~. er_ cxal 

ma~,e t1:: em out of t;}~ei alestinian 

settin g 3nd they become mea.ningl ess ,,..he., ~ -e equal lj,· rrea,,i '1Sl ess if put n latter 

2. 

a~-e. i::,,hey off er a I)i 0~u re of a man, not a hqavenly I,!es siah. They tel 1 0f nha thers 

sail. an" 1oug1:t of l im s:nd. 1-ow his f ar.1i hought that , e v:ra.s lunatic. r"he synoptists 

.• sel VOS a.re t1an 01· ;11verse t~roes each with 1--,. · s ovm -preiilections anu prepossessron 
a 

ark v;rite s a Petrina narrative with a Pauli~e tinge. r:atthew v,Ti tes a Jewpna. Luke 

writes as a Gent ile. ,.,hes i ve an unnistak, rev.lp9rtrait of a histor ic persom?l i.,..·~ 

en 'tr.eir proiuct ~'as been scruti11ized GrJ.o. cross-exmnine mt s.11 non-historical erial 

i:smis sed. e.s sucb., one fact r crna m.s, nart1ely that the i orm1nus a quo, is '-Tosus of 

.. ,.-aret h . 

alestine of +oluy, as Renan said, is f:i.fth Gospel • The scenery und. 1 ifo tLere 

re ·witnesses to 'bygone events . mr.;0re are ele:r.:c i "' the Gospe aditi on whic he 

1rshippers of Jesus w:..tU.ld. never have 2rose1·ved. u11less thev 1,,,,2 Jeen s facts 

in the stor~ of Jesus' life. I i irnpos sibl e for one -~ s a her to t:i 1i?".-k 

anct. soeak in such a way as C')ntraclict or essentially modify rds ov.n worship . ~L ,0-
% 1r 

u,ents of this nature are notl:.ing less t1la.n survivors the tru 1.:.11.tese port ions of tne 

Gospel tradition are cane~ rof essor Sclunied.ol, Zurich , " Found.at ion- ·pillurs of 

life of Jesus 11 • ____ e Gospels C[\~:no e pure sap:as wlen material so iu-'~ractable is en-

e 

snrined. in tr~em. he f ollovving are s01:1e of the :rassa.ges : Lulrn 2:52 spea1rn of Jesus as 

1D'l'0Vli nf' i 1 wisd..Otf' t OU of a deity presents 1:l"ic\t cleity as fuU-grown. 

a.:tk 3:21 , 11ark 8:12, Luke 11:29-32, t~atthew 16:1-4 cannot be understood unless Jesus 

ttached more importance p:r ea.er ing. Me.rk 6: 5 makes Jesus' power of feeli11u ~ pend. 

upon the faith of tho sufferer. In Ilarlt ·10: 17 Josus refuses to al 1 e T)rectt_?ate ngoorln 

110 be applied. to - L1:.s0lf. !!.atthew 12:31, Luke 12:10, a11d r.:nrk3 :28-30 may~e J·esus say that 

blasphemy a,gains imself was 1x~rdonab le not so against Go ..... In !lark 13:32 God. alone 

·.~ows t1ie hour of the last jud.gaent, not Jesus/ I!ark 15:34 ecl ~oes the reality of the pas-

s ion. Jes ories tto his God.. Could. t 1 1 e religious eocialis m of tr~e masses be responsible 

for ' :is-r , 

Certain perilinent ~,.J~ 0 e anwsere, efore we come t ·eal specifically 

ith the Gospel evid.erce . ..,,uch q_uos"G ions relate to ~ate, to sources m1' her kind.re 

quest ions . 

·'ich in al 

he earliest Gospel we have ie "H G 

•ronab ilit~, was finished about 70 A. D. 

tc.- is the Gospel accord.ing to 1:ark, 

c11ristian trad.i tion, rel~rihg upon 

itt en stat embnt of Papias preserved. by Eusebius, has ever reg8rd.ea the autllo:r 

a special mou1~}-pioce of Peter. This sarre statement makes L:arlt Peter's interpreter ana. ct.e-

clares that 1::ark recorded. without chronologice..l order s cr.1e of the events in Jesus' s life 

, ich Pet er ha opened. to rec al 1. TJ:~is traditional sta ter1ent gains the re in weight in 
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t he light of ~ark ' s selection of incidents from J'esus• life . BesiJes, Peter figures 

very prominenny in the }.Iarcan Gospel. Peter fir st a:)pe8!'ances on tbe scene is in 

Mark 1 : 16 and he is almost as prominen t:t.:L as Jesus himself . There is r.:.ere strong evi-

dence to si1ow that Marlr actually embo::lies en i:::.portant Petrine tracli ti on . This al so 

explains wh:v trie other apostles figure so little . Peter natue.ral ly to1d. t:ark }::is ex-
periences with Jesus , whe.t Jesus told h i m and d.id to him . Pet er does not };::no"t:.v much of 

the contact of the other disciples with Jesus ani so lie says ver;] little r:bout them. • 

ark being tLe chief source for 1:S.tthew and Luke gives them t1rn tendancy to malrn Peter 

"onspicuous . But it i~ hard.l~y possible that 1~ark would have writte...11 down the things he 

'-eard from Peter before the latter • s death, that is to say, in the year 64 A.D. rrence . 
L1ark must h::ive been written between 64 A.D. r .. nd 70 Ap • The y&ar 68 A.D. is probably 

,I.he year of the writing of that Gospel as it fits 1:he facts so very v'lell. \'t11en Dre\vs is 

apt to distru s t the acnracy of ~-.he orientals an::1. to make so much of their fantasy, he 

ought to remember what unusally retentive memories they had for narrative . 

It is ver~/ 211ain that Hark is vrr iting for the benefit of the Gentile rather than for 

the Jewish Christ iW1· He i:· : careful to ex~jlain t:re meaning of Jewish customs and. names. 

(1.rarlt 7 : 3-4, 15:42,7 : 11 , 19 :46) . It is very remarkable that tri s particular Gospel is 

si11g\,1larly rich in J·ewish ~letails and. is characterized b? a local coloring which is ab-

sent from the other Gospels . Professor Drews sa; 7 s tTat this is due to c r;nscious efforL ,s 

on the evangel i sts part to emphasi z~ he real humanity of Jesus, and. thns meet "tJ-1e a:rgu.-

ments of gnostic ism . 13ut this tasl{ should. have been left to Luke and. Matthew who stoo ~ 

nearer to gnosticism . 1:ark' s Gos1'.Jel in formation i s of t'be utmost i t•portance from the 

hi storical life of Jesus/ He sets fortL ver~r simply t7·.e l f fe af the Listorical men . Ee 

speaks of Jesus' home 2J1d. connections . Noth i ng is said. abo :_1t the annunciation or about 

BotH -:hem or about tlle miraculous l·irth or about FJny of tho s e elements .so poetically ·put 

t3 ort h b:: Matt hew and. Luke • 
other 

or a.11y :iers on 8.t his word. . 

We should. fin~l the truth for ourselves and. not take Drews 

The second gTeat source, alongside Mark, is the Logia . :soth I.Iattbew an1 Luke d.ra.w 

f rom tr-is source w7at material is more suitable for their pt.:U"pose. It is now generally 

·:norm b;;7 tt ·e na.me II Q,t' fr ou t. he German tt Quelle " wh ic 11 means a source. Drews denies 

"'1" all originality . To the Lord's pnayer and most of the parables he ioes the same . 
' 

e sat}- trat these he,ve t ~i r prototypes in the Old. Testament . This n"fly be true, but 

how c cmes it about that within the comparatively narrow limits which the Gospels devote 

to the teaching of Jesus , ·we have brought together moral and. religious sa?ings vitich form 

t he quintessence of the fin es t utte:cences in +he greaJ.est religions of the world.'? How 

is it that while tte sayings of Jesus are a worthy :· :paralle l +,o the 1-\est wl:ich has been 

said all. thought a11Y\v1r1ere, Vl e find ourselves a.lwa.;7 s E1oving on the same high spiritual level 

without any of the sud.d.en d.eclens ions which so often ch2,racterize other bodies of teact .ing? 

If we look at the Old. Testament law we find that it is an amalgam of ritual and. morality . 

It cntains the injunction ''Thou shalt love t}-.y neighbor as thpselfrt which is immed.iately 

fo '.lowed. by the precept , "a garnent of two kinds of stuffs !lha.l ~ ome upon thee . " 'l'he law 
regarded both as equally di vine . Is not this tend. Q.nc~; in the teaching of Jesus, to d.is-



criminate between the ritual and. the moral, to the advm1tage of 1-r_e latter, therefore, 

something original? It is requ,:;sted. therefore of those who think tl:at they ca.'11 d.isprove 

the originalit:~ of the Gospels b;,1 citing -arallels frorn the Rabbinical literature that 

the~, remind t1Jemselves of the size of the Talmud. and Midrashim and also of the quest ion 

of d.ate . 
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As one reads the G~spels he gains the impression that they are ingenuous works whose 
r". 

claim to a hearing reats upon the rupposed truthfullness and. sevicibili ty of their content. 
. 

Not until tradition lab~ei than with apostolic names and invested them with a unique dig-
/\ 

nity, did the notion of an authoritative gospel arise. \7e may very well congratulate our 

selves t1~f1t the Gospels are anonymous, b.ecause this lack,:of attestation shows them to have 

been pioneers in that formative period of Christianity when the things ·of vh1ich they speak 

were/' or less common property c"nd d.id not need. any artificial recomrnendation. 

Both internal and external evidence y\._-tU.s sub:3tantial results regarding the tine and 

orig in of the Gospels. Irenaeus' testimony is very valuable on tl~is point . rrihe four 

Gospels were enumerated in the Huratorian Canon.· ma.tian in.corppDated them into bis "Jia-

tessa.ronn . The remarks of Papias e.re of still earlier ;;ate. There is more euid.ence to 

the hi story of the Gospels' rise to prominence than to the: fact of their existence. Igna-

tius encoimterci C:b.ristians who were unwilling to accept "WTitten authorities except the 

11Cha.rters 0 probabl~1 meaning b:1 that the· Old. Testament. rrhese ind.ividual s were doubtless 

' acqua\.qt ei with all the essentials of Gospel tra.d.itron as commonly repeated and interpreted. 

in public 1Jreachin t an tea.ct irg. mheir hesitation Y,as not a rejection of Gospel tradition 

but a rel ucta.nc e in reg2ra to placing any writings on a. :plane 1:vi th tl e Old Testament as 

scri:1ture. The scantiness of reference to the Gospels in the early second century is no 

fair ind.icatie,n of the improbabilit7~ of their existence . It seems that oral t rao.i t ion 

iW,s :Jrized. above written records. It contained. everytlJing the Gospels containei. It has. 
the ad.vantage too of being more easily a~lapted. to ind.ivia.ual neecls. T he necessity of ac-

cepting in good faith the Gospel representation of trie hist oriel Life of Jesus is incum-

bent upon us by his proximity to the corrmunity in which his life story first took shape/ 

The early fra:1ers of tho tradition bring JeSIJ.s n}1on the scene at a time when his oo ntenpoi---
11... 

&ries \Vere st il 1 li v mg. rt v.qs·because bis re WJ·ection, :hisI!essiahshi:p, his superiority 

to Rabbinical teaohai:-s, his ·Jlace in tt.e line of 

t:.at the tend. - ncy to idealize himzras so ereat. 

..... 
:cent from David needed ve1-:d.icat ion, 

" But in spite of the idealization we see 

a. normal person. :!'l·is J)ersc,n goes as the rest of the people to hear John the Baptist 

preach; he identifies himself wi t.h the movanent inaugurated by Jolm; I>resentl y re begins 

preaching on his ovm account along lines somewhat different from those of Jobn; his activ-

ities were ma\:i.ly &a:.1orig l is fellow Galiles11s; country people and fisher-folk were his c: ief 
I'\ 

associates; in time his work attracts the attention of the authorities by w.~om he w-a-s con-

demnod; from that point on his popul~trity Jll"'c;filcs. At the Passover sea.son 1--,e was put out 

,-;f ,l..}~O \'Tay • Most of his small group of follcmers, vi'r:o deserLd him in tho last hcur, 
,y,. ~ 

returned. d.isl-iearted to tr ... eir 1.omcs; o+ters tarried in Jeruscler.a . Such in outline is the 

" life of ~Tesus • .&round tl"JSse .bare threads were interwvdnel .historical and legendary afcounts. 

The foundation is given us and it ranf'ins intact while the other parts of the fabric faie 

and crurnble bef,,re the light of critical research. 
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This is certainly not a :picture of the Gods of mytholog:.1 . _1:ese are associated. Y1ith 

the powers of nature; r_:n1eir setting is vague a.11d. far removed from da.ilt life. They do 

not associate \Vith :people; they n :-ver preach or !.:)eople;the ~r are always triumphant, 

never defeated by men. 

,..,he c r..ara.cter of the teachings of Jesus is very appropriate to an indivia.ua1' i.v}10 

occupied the :;lace and confronted. problems assigned. b:1 trs.5.ition to hi1~1. Eve1i the Fourth 

G-ospel agrees with the rest in giving ai:fair picture -:>f Jesus . 

Ii'inally one of the strongest arguments for Jesus existence is the existence of the 

primitive cmm:mnity of believers , mhis forcer individual so impressed his own and. sue-

ceeding gerierations Viith his life of loyal service fer humanity that he started c:t.ristianity 

on its way, ·whence it t as been flov1ing like a continuous stro:am . t.Tesus is the source. 

,..e ca.mot ignore here the ~istian ::u:nd.ay, Christmas Day and. the holy clays of the 01..ristian 

calenc1ar 1ivhich were not known before the Christian era . Other God.s were born in spring 

all with the ·wa.x-ing r,f a heavenly ooa.y. Jesus was born in mid-winter. 

~he Witness of fA 1:eretical sect J . 

~b i onism . 

-Cbionisr;1 is the name given certian tendencies of thougl·t which cristt.lized into sects 

within the Judaeo-Christian circles during the ea.rl~r cr..ristian generations. -r,,bionism i 

the resid.ium of the f-ierce antagonism of Judaist ic vr.:ri stia:nity to the universal i sm of the 

religion of Jesus . Although the Ebionitcs h ad. moved oo.t of strict Juda.ism , still they 

d.id not move into the universal cbmmunity . The ]!bionites v:ere like tt.eir s~Ji:bi tual ances-

tors men like Peter and. James wl10 ende..--avored. to combine the faith of Jesus ,vith the lav,r 

and with the national hope . Af.1 tin1e went on Jesus began to be less appreciated by the 

-:-,bionites who were the :radicals e.nd. reactionaries • Their movement had an opposite .:1.e-

velopoment from that of Pe..ul and the Gentile Christians. But both vvere c onnected. with 

~esus, especiality Ebonism which knew so well tl:e historical ~esus that all idealization 

we.s out of the qnestion. :After tho fall of Jerusalem t he Jesusalem church was reconsti -

tut ed. at Pella. There it y;ras recruited from the Essenes. TLe ~bionite sects are not 

of any interest except to prove t J-·at t~·ere existed sec+.s ·which never becar ne converted to 

the christolog'IJ of later ?ears. They held firmly to t:teir Jewish heritage and regard.e 

Jesus as a mere man . They were nearest to Jesus, to his d.isciples, i'o the home of the 

new movement and therefore stood resolute for the first impression of 1-iim. Although they 

disappear ed they left seed.s that have been spr i nging up all through t1:e centuries and 

blossoming into heresies . Ignorant an:1 fanatical as they were they were heirs to a few 

precious ideas which are of great help in the - fig:ht for t11e historicity of Jesus . When 

ohsmcdanism came it absorbed them and t:tey were ccmpletely lnst . 

~'rofessor Smith 2nd I.J:r/ Robertson . 

mhe Yiews of tl_e above two gentlemen e,re somewLat alike and ere similar to those of 

... rofes ~·or Drews . t;.ach attributed his sr1are to the discussion and. now the group holds every 

thing in c anmon as the early Chri stia.ns d. id. t'.:r /Robertson ' s most significant contribution 
\ 

was that Jesus is equivalent to Joshua and that Joshua was a sun-god in a. secret Jevrt sh 

cult 

F 

But wta.t of tbis? 
been 

uo-.ple liave always named. after god.s,as they st ill are . 
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For exanrple many Ass~,7rian kings ha.a. t ... ,e ·word. Ashcu" ccmpound.ed. wi~~h a notner wor o malm 

their har.1es So we have Ashurbanipal an6. others. :r.~any Arabic nnm.es have Allah in tne ..... 

like Abdallah or the servant of Go"", allah or the gift of God., but persons haviri.g 

tl:ese ha.mes are historical. \Tnat objection is there against the ~ews d.oin similar 

thing'! ::.1is sun-go hcory secme o be so convenient tbat it was usei to explai~ ever 

tHng in the pioneer stage of the 'history of religion, It was use ike a 1;,aster key t 

lmlook all doors and. fling them wid.e open before scholars. ~he treatment of mytholo 0 ~ 

mu.st be ilone \.i ' "l great cc:.ution. ... ~ash inf .erences whic h on the strength of mere super-

ficial roser.])lance turnocl historical episodes into mythological fictions must be regaro.e 

with mistrust . --.:::1ths, of sun, :moon, stars, and. all natural elements may easily be found 

w erever sought. No legend, no allegory, is safe from the exegesis c e mytholog:b theo-

rists, classic examples of whom we 1!ave in 1n1ch men as Drews, Smith and. Jensen. '.:'he li fe 

of Julius Caesar would fi .~irably in th is myt bological framework. Caesar's conquests 

in new land.s are 1 ike the srm rising over count ires one after t 1-·e other . 'ris u.esert ion 

f Cle O.P a is as t1Je setting of the sun leaving one·country to got not her. 17'_t_en l1SS 

ord.inance that the s ola.r year sould be c bas is of i-'he cale!liar The wcunds he received 

fror;1 'is assassins and. the shroud.i:ng of Limsolf in his cloak to die in d.arkness, corres-

ponj_s to t h e sun's r. eavy rays before settir\g and. its 3.isa ppearance. 

istorical and. so is Jesus and. so are rmny otters who r:..avc been denio' 

ut Julius 0 aesar is 

1i s 1:;ri vi lege. 

rofesser V?/ B/ J::.-~ith is the author of "Der Vochristliche Jesus," 1909,and n Ecce Deus" 

1912. In both of t:'rJese l1e d.eclares t1 e existence of a 1)re-Ct .ristian Jesus. )rinci-

a1 basis for tLis assertion he finds in Acts 18:24-2 ollos accord.i ng to Smith was 

a sun-myt h hero, as ,, is name implies. Ephesus was a center of sun worship . Apollos 

...-,reac: ed. the Lord. Joshua andimew of _tlle ba.pti sr.a of Oannes 1·he creek name for t r e Bab~;lonian 

god ~a, to whom Jobn the Baptist was rela+ed. Fij£ )f all there must have 1)een m::my ,er-

sens cal led Apollos, w11y:!then sing1 e o l~ew Testament Apollos a11d. call bim a m:v.th 

1.Terusalem was the center of Jahweh worship and. kings had. Jahweh as part of t h eir name , 

Jut ~mitb '.here uses his fancy and. is not as 1".!armful as w:1en he :,.,,isleads people but in 

accuracy fuf expression an J failing to give ux8lll2les . In the early pages of t· is 

book "Ecce Deus " and unler tho tit le n The Dilemma.t' he says t ' at chief and. supra'11e &rnon.g 

a certP in sufficientlv well assertained oo of 1 iterEir istorical ,rot o-Christian f2.cts 

is the fa.ct of t: ie worship, t.l~e cult of Jesus. ire goes on to say that t: is is all-d.ominent 

in the Nev.- ~esta Ment • ~his is untrue • ·:n1ere in Christian literature, t-1,-,e crer::ds of 

later counsels except ed., is it s~ at ed t} at ,worship must oe mad.e to Jesus - ........... ., _1--:1'1 _ ..... _ 

t~e new '!esta ,:ent is worship claimed. for him . r-:1:1 s is eq~al ly true of early Christian 

1 i+erature, ::io be convinced. we v;an: o be referred. to :;ew Testa ment passages, otherwise 

Smith has no cJ P . .:L'l on our- £>ttent ion. mith 's logical 1 .. easming is fundamently wrong. 

"''.:e :iew "'estament speaks of H (} j)} ooi)s~ tut in Greek the article c •,mes before all 

propur names and. tnereforo Sr.!ith is •wt. justified in translating t,; ,e eJ...r,ression into aTm 

Jesus" else he cug1
' r; o the Scli1e v·i t11 other names . :-:e ou3l :t to sa:v 11 The :Socratent' 

or 'eThe Plato" an.ct. so on. r.n1e lanr,;uagc of t1:.e Gospels about Jesus is so frt inate anct. so 

istinctlv the ut~erance of c e fr iend.s tlrnt it is inconceivable +.,_,~J es should. use 

f orme:r language in speaking of him . 
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Smith,: is not ~:t·;,;~ t:,Je hi .st,ory of d.og111a a d t1 e ,,~J.stor~1 ofsacerd.otalism. 

Ee h11ows nothing ap.9ararrcly of the heretical sects to vi ich Christianity owos so much 

of its J,istorical cl"aracter . S1~.i th docs :1ot know vhat ho is sa;>7ing ir1hen he writ es: 

11that thts Jesus is re:9resented in tl:e Hew Testament and. accepted. in all following his-

~ory, as a Got1, is evi:1ent beyond. argument . It is male clear on almost every page of 

t 11e uew Testament with all the clearness ti-iat can bel0ng to human speech . Thei:e is no 

debating v'i th apyone ·Hat denies it''/ It this is true ~7hat ansY.rers 11as Smith to give 

alestinian C hr istians s~ arc tho above belief? to t,, e followi" ng questions? Did the 

nidthe gnostics accept it? Did Arius, Orige n, Nestor, Paul of ~ noso ta, tho apologis 

believe it? 7!h~1 were "-~ e cCJnvene Is it written on every pz.ge of th; Hew· 

niestament? V:11ere? ,Is Jesus equated zli th Goi in t>e synoytics or +:·e Fourt}1 §'osrJel or 

in .Paul o:t anywhere out side t; e AtJ:ana.sian ::mcl si 7 .:ilar creeds? .3o it is not clear c.fter 

all. 811'ith ei"L>er sees too much in the New Testament speech or is convimed. bJ too little • 

towhoseaccount we :r.: ~J {:1 1e bl£ 1me for t~, e int reduction of the mystical le:ngu.age wbich 

ter gave '\ve.y tc c.o ctri11~, on no occassion ident idries Jesus with God. Jes· .. :i.s and Go· 

are two d,isti net beings in paul' srnind and he establishes rek.ti '"Jns between them b~1 us in 

fig urative lan~uage . Smith :1oc:s not WtJnt on~~ debate vdth those who disagree with }1im. 

On 'the c mtrary t1. ere ought to be no debating v·it h him fmd. others who r£l.ke such assert ions • 

.1:!o knowledge of rrev, festa:;1Gnt criticism is neecled to prove tba+ :-ds propositions are not 

sound. lie also urges t'l ' at tho ·word tti;yazaretlit' was not originally the name of a to·w11 or 

vill~ ~e , (cs in the New Testament), but as Uazarois meant 'fguardiru1 11 of 11 savior"-- h aving 

tbe sar.::e meaning as t 1'e word " J:~sus" its elf. But whatever the decision it rrnna.ins a 

fact that even t cday cities and. places ge ·:eir names as 1'\'azaI·eth zot its nal!le acc,,rd.i:ng 

to Smith • We have Cape of Good Hope, we have Provid.ence, we ,,.ave Buenos Ayres , all of 

wt,ich were given because they meant something . \Vny cot1ld. not t· is be true of Nazareth? 

abylonia is the equivalent of :Sab-il µ which mennd the aate of God, and yet it is a geo-

graph i cal name . All nanes of )orsons and places meant something in prh i+,ivo times . 

row could it be othorwi se. A name stood for a c oncept--rol icious, military or , s omethirg 

else. Smith• s arguments fall flat before the rational mind .If his theories are true 

we Eve them in a world of illusion am myth, St1i th included . In quoting pt hers, Smit, 

commits the fallacy of accent by singling out pags2,ges without reference to the context 

and infers fron them what th ,e author d.i sclaims. He clso commits the fallacy of !g,nordio 

'lenchi or irrelevance bil1 arguing beside the point . Instead of proving that trtls or tr£t 

is an histor ical, he says that it is etymlblogically constructed and. therefore unhistorical ~ 

It is exactly as 1 when the lawyer at a lawsuit says tba.t the srime a p~rson is accused, of 

is atrocious and. dese:rves punishment, instead of proving ahat the accusec1 has act1.1ally 

conl'.itte(l the crime . V/b.at most of tr ~eso radical writers need. is scrnetl 1ing to hold the 

reins of t."!·eir unruly imaginations, and logically csn d.o that . The;,7 are over cred.ulous 

and uncritical . 

c:br isti8'1 Symbolism/ Its Orig in a.11J. use . 

In all religious a.ssociationsof all ages a:nd. count ires there were ob ;ccts wr4ch were 

held in c cmmon by different fe.iths . S--.J.ch objects were psychologically --universal. As 
religion is universal, so a.re its elements, phases, tLeor±y , _:;>racticre and representation . 

-
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·ort religions developed sacrifice, prayer, pri esthooi, holy places, holy s oas ~-.-:n.s, indP.-

penct.en tly . They a 11 ha d. more or less one s01.J..nce to draw from , nar.1e ly the religious con-

se&ousness an d. its environment • ~'he nc.tural phenomena are practical~ alike over ywhor ..... 

Consequently the, .social n.nd. ~iritual phenomena tend to be more or less alilce . There is 

unity md uniformity in nature . .rere here are variations but tto 11 form·a ifli f-

ferentiated and. r.iarmonious ttoole , There is more 1:arm.ony in the psychical and spiritual 

worlds than in the natural . wnile science has boon 1msy imifyi nature nature. and. whi 

anthropology , ethnology , ps~ychology a""ld. s ociology have been revolutionizing our theories 

of the universal reaction of t.he r.1ini on its environment , e f.listcn~y of Religio has 

been prov :ing llow :r.mch s ir.il 'lri ty exists between the d.ifferent If we red.uce life 

to a common denominator, all Len, everyvCere are t:he same, dr _i the sur.:e things, believe the 

same tr.J.!Jgs 1ink on the sane things . Of c curse human life mani fests its self in various 

shad.es and. ·colors but fundanentall~l it is one . 

so when we c0me to study symbolism let us 1-mep in mind the symbols used are always 

t:1ings that are most conspicu.ous in nature a:rtl society . I f we take the symbol of the cross, 

for instance , we wi 11 bo arnaee d to see how widespread it s usage was a.mcmg the peoples of an -

tioui ty . _.he question n--ay be raised. as to \/{}; ether all these people received. it fr om one 

... on se,urce or discovered i~ themselves . Certainly it wcit..li be foolish tdl sa y that t :~ey all 

recei vod. it from one source . Some of them 1 ike tho Norsemen vror e shut out fro m the x-est af 

·-o worlu .• Then t "0 0 different forms of the cross did not coincid.e but were of differerit 

Tbe±r asscciat ions were not tl .1e same e itner . l•e Christian cross was ass ociated 

crb ; fied. Jesus an5. stands as tl-:o ernble:n of self - sacrifice . Other crosses stoo 

f:r othc::..~ t 1•i.,,,.gs . Some of t h a:1 astral origins fr nm stars an~l c c,nstellations ~ii icl 

crossed. o:.1ca.notter . Otters may -r:ave arisen as t h e resu.l t of engineering works s:,1cn as 

buil d. i11g r oa.d.s or br ij_gcs . .arc c i tecture mast 1.a ve exerted. c:. great influence on the d.evel-

opement of the cross . Today tl 10 Italian cross is nearest to t h e ancient Roman cross • he 

.rennan is nearest to tllo old. Teutonic cross. Indeed an:;thing poseessil wo or three d.imen-

ti ons ma c spo lten of as a cross . '.7e cannot weave a·ny smaE p iece of ciboth m thout ma.kin 

crosses . o cross i11g is a matherf.at ical lav.r an::l it is absurd. to 1 imi t its operations . It 

s ver":J natural for the Romans to hazig men on ob,jects t ba.t roughly corresponde5. to human 

form • rt may have never occurred. to the Romans to con n ect this cross " ~ erved a.s an i~ 

strument for capital nisbment wL~ t worn 1Jy the vestal virgins . So the Christ-:. ,:yt· 

school ugl befo i 1 e und.ertaldng o 1rove a~yt h ing, to ask if these similar symbols, hese 

simil ar phrases, t1'ese similar activities in all relicions ha ve the same significance . It 

:ight to aslr w--:::othor or mt the cross us used by _ otncr an Cltr i stian p oopl e is the s:vmbol 

ject on which the heroes of those particular peop l e sufferei cleath . uperficial 

.aral lel isL. cs not help us ~.y . 11 :r..cra. 1 ive, all n eat out this d.oes not prove t ha t men 

in .Africa are myths beet.use they res.amble s cme tribes in South Arn.erica , Great religious 

lead.ors lJa.ve alwa ~ys been in the ha.bit of going to the solm.tuct.e, nature, to -solve their 

Tl. ey lav e always gathered. t,. emsel ves ~u sciples to whom they or each and. wb.om 

~··ey sen- s mi s sionaries . IT'r is is ver:,y natural a 11~ could. not De l~erwise . Of course 

""e maey myths ~""ld 1r.any mythie i sms but it trurns --i.; scriminating eye to separate them 
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from wt.at is 1 ist ori cal. 

Christianit~ 1 borrov.le3. Ifiuch from Paganism because it had to live and. to 1ive it must 

borrow. ·w11at Pagan cult did :not borro w from other Pagan cnlts? Or what great religion 

was self-suffieient? L:oham.edanism is nothing when the borrowed. materi£1 in it is cast 

away. The Arabs borrow~rom the Greeks science and. ph ilosophy and commenteJ· on Aris-

totle, but no one calls tr.an myt11s. Is knowleige, is feeling, is willing limited to 

, one age or to one peop le? 

been discovered by ot~ers. 

We adopt wJ-:at universal things we find. even if they }Jave 

Paul who indulge5. in Pagan terminology most, alwa•rs disting·nishec between Ohrist--

ianity and. the hoatl? en-/cults • Tliis is why the ear ly Christians wore -persecuted be-

cause tr,e~; wculd not recognU3e the lleathen cults on tLe same par with Christianity. They 

exalted Cb.ristianity and its Lord above a~ 1 the rest bece,use the influence of t11e :per-

sonal founder YB.s so strong ani so near to them. rrihe other c1:i_l ts \Vl"~ icr l:'act no ,ers on-

al foun1ers 1 ike Jesus, recognized. oneanother. TI.ey even ad.L'1it ted. int heir memberslip 

persons wl:.o had. affiliations with ot 'ber com.1.1.mnions. There wore men who bel 011.ged. to rnore 

than one cult • But C};.risti an i ty made no c cmpromi se. Jesus a.lond. was Loru.. Allegiance 

to others save to him and. to his Father vms heres:1. Onl~v tl:iose who d.eliverod ttemselves 

to Jesus unreserved.ly were adr:iitted. into the Christian fellowship. V.Tha.t is the r:1egning 

of such exc 1usi venoss., suer _ lo;:;al i ty to one :::ierson only? This is a point for the sceptics 

to tt.zi. :1lt upon. 

-Sven vli--,,ere Pau l ind.uJ.gos in Pagan p11raseolo~r bis ba.clq-;round is Ju~'.kism. Christian-

it:v 2.nd. c:tri st were to , Paul 1the fulfillment of the law . 1:e erplains Christiani t ,r in the 

light of Jmlaisn not in t11at of Pagan i t''hen he speaks of the m~rntery cul ts he spe~s 

in denunciatory la nguag e. ...,.,hen I1au l speaks of the lea.th of Jesus he fle.vors 1 is talk 

b~1 quoting the 01a. ~estament prophesies. It is vel"y odd tl, at Cbrist ianity disclaims all 

connections ·with the religions surround.if€ it. Its controversies are vtiti:, Judr>ism from 

vr, ich it is an off shoot. Judaism ha iHle controvers? wi.tl, tho mysterjr cults because 

t; _ey never had. been one before and now stood. apart as rivals of each other. Cl1..rist iP.n-

it y and. Juda ism, daughter and mother, were enemies and. rivals. The 5ifference c2me 

Frough the acceptance of Jesus as ISessiah by the fonnor a.ni ·ri.is rc~jection of such by 

t1:e latter. Judaism c ~r1l1 n" t tolerate as I,~essi ah so prosai c a Y0an as Jesus. rr:he 

fight between c:..ristianity and. the Pagan cults was of a different nature ogetner. 

rt is not so very ea.ss to :9ut Jesus cut of -t be way, hie person was the only asset of 

tbe early CL.ristia:is wbo renounced all for Ms salce. His deatJ : was a defeat, di~-

grace , a stum1Jling block, a cause for apostas;;~, but 'is f owers cot ever t 11is an 

followe cl h im, though d.eBd. 

rowing from Pagan sources. 

be A:lon is if he clii not Ui ..... 

':11li s death needed. m1 apology tr.is apology lead to nor-

...,ut the death Adonis was a periodic event. }Ie could. mt 

nother difference between Christianity and. tle mystery 

c 1.1lt s is the manne:o of deification. ~e etlniio cul ts deify ideas. The Vedic Gods 

are personified actions like sacrifice and prayer, or 1?.J rsonified. nature povrnrs like 

fire or rain. The a. Bri'1·'1spa.ti ·,~.-as originall;y t1:e idea ana_ the practi'e e of prayer. 

Later he becar. :e a God. In Cl:ristianity tbe :pl" ocess is reversed. First tr , e person 
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·"'en t:t0 idealization. rr-~is ice was common enourd1, the :R.c,man emporors Y:ere deifie 

Ohristianity w1:ich not many years later dominated. on Roman soil very naturall~ 1 imitater 

the Romans anJ. retained. their institutions. Especially after e Christians have been 

persecuted. for refnsi .,,.,..:; t '-i prostrate themselves before Caesar, tLe:r found. it necess::.'l"u 

to set up another person to :ionor in place of Caesar. rri1,e:v trerefore accorded. to Jesus 

(;'.11 the honors that were t e best owed on such a character. Jesus differs i;rom :Pagan 

,,ods in tbat we ·possess refera1ces to his mother, fat1 1er, sisters, Drot :1ers r .. ne1 otner 

relations who are L tr..e least id.et1ize.:.. Later b::1 virtue of h is idealization, t hey-

rose lligher in state. ~he metamorphosis of Jes came ab av. t very grad.ual ly. in this way. 

In the Gospels v,e honr of Jesus the son of Jose :,h and. r.:ary . Fe was teacher and a 

healer. In Paul and. e read. of tl:e risen Chr ist and. tb o heavenly r:essiah more 

tran we do of Jesus of Naza ret h . In the early church we rea f the Lcr , n the 

later church we 1-'ear of the second. ~)erson in the -· ... ead. 

··;hen all :tas been said. there is left tne .preme sr.a. final tos f personality 

· ich we muct a~ly i· o check all our speculations. Of 1 the raligiou .s leaders Jesus 

st and.s as the spiritual genius p assessed. of a r.12gne·1 • ic p ors onality w·,ich i as n otyet boon 

equ~l. Of all men, he is the frien f mankin-..i., more tend.er and affectionate person 

... as never lived. Wore all recorae isap_pear and. al 1 testimony to vanish, l:..is lffe 

can be reconstructed. from the 1hres of his de·1oted. follov,.ers. ':?ho ii) pression he left 

is most d.efinite and. concrete and s h ines -with a lustre peculiarly its own. The 

wants ::' eli verame, the Ko .edan knows '" Allah, .._, e Jew follows the law, the Pagan performs . 

the cult, but tte CL.ristian lmows Jesus a~1i h is !,'e.ther . Hever has a name been more ut-

tered, never a name sweeter or more fragrant, never a name more 11hallowe· .ue centuries" 

. as Schiller puts it. -ever a theme dearer to the artists or to the poet , Never a more 

interesting topic in the ".istory of relig ion. never, no never. IIe captivates our heart s, 

he stands so vividly ani so forcibly on t1le pages of };.istory tha.t ·we almost see him with 

our bodily eyes. rnhe intolerance of hi s followers y,ras not ~lt ogetl!er e to fanaticism 

ut to tho suP3riroit~ r and. excellence of tl: eir master that admitteJ. of no compromise. 

_od.ay more than ever men ani women gladly take their lives to the alter as sacrifi.ces for 

his sake and in his name . Re is still e greatest dynamic force int worl He chec· 

the btute in his followers. ..is followers are ·1.i vided up ong t} 1e.11selves on que-stions 

that pertain to him . he is tl:e object of d.evot ion and l·;e is the norm of the religious 

con sciousness. re is ever ·waxi1~ brig1 1ter and b:eighter and to his light there shall be 

no end. 

vital. 

his certainly cannot -be a myth for n.ever was runyt} ' so unique, so original, so 

Wever did. a myth make our :t~arts b-v.rn within us. This is God's doing and. is mar=-

velous in our eyes. 
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