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TEE BXEGETICAL METHOD OF OSCAR CULLMANN

This study is an examination of Cullmamm's exegetical method in

Christ and Time anmd The Gospel According to St. John and Early Christian

Worship.> While Gullmann claims in his two books %o deal with the New
Testament data per se and to let it "speak for itself“,3 he does in fact
attempt a synthesis between the New Testament datz and his own theolog-
ical presuppositionss Cullmann's theological presuppositions concerning
time and history are not inherent in the New Testament bub are imposed
upon it. In Cullmann's presentation the presuppositions determine the
selection and organization of the data. To the extent that Cullmann's
exegetical method includes theological presuppositions it fails in its
objective to allow the material bo "speak for itself",

This study is important for three reasoms. (1) Very little
critical work has been done on Cullmann in the English-speaking world.
The most important of Cullmann's books have been translated into English,
but the translations have not been accompanied by the critical reviews
which greeted their first publication in German or French. The debate

which has been stirred up by Cullmann's work has been largely confined to

1Trans. F.V. Filson, Third edition, Londom: S.C.M., 1962,

ZA'translation of Les Sacrements Dans L'Evangile Johanniques
(Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1951) which forms the second
part of Barly Christian Worship (trans, 4.8, Todd and J.B. Torrance,
London: 8.C.M,, 1953). ”

3A paraphrase of what Cullmwann says om Pp. xil and xxix of
Christ and Time.




the continent of Europes One striking exception is James Barr's Biblieal

Words for Timeq which devotes a chapter to criticisms of Cullmann's pre-

suppositions in Christ and Time«. But there has been no corresponding

attempt by an English-speaking author to determine the presuppositions
behind Cullmann's wurg‘@n the Fourth Gospel. (2) Cullmann's approach to
the New Testament material is, in many respects, typical of the modern
Thiblical theology™ movement. If it can be demonstrated that Cullmann's
exegetical method is adversely affected by his theolegical presuppositions,
serious questions will then arise concerning the validity of the whole
Yhiblical theology" énterprise. It is not the purpose of this study to
draw general conclusions about the "biblical theology™ approach to the
seriptures, but merely to show the particular problems which emerge from
an examination of Cullmann's theologieal exégesisa (3) The search for a
method in Wiblical studies is always imporiant, and must be tonstanily
renewed in the light of developments in eritical scheolarship, The mest
effective way in which the search is renewed is by careful study of the
methods which scholars have used in the past: A critical study of Cull-
mann's exegetical method therefore contributes to the ongoing search for
a2 methed., As a splution to the problems created by Cullmarn's method, this
study concludes by proposing the complete separation of exegesis from
theology. The proposed "descriptive exegesis" requires the same critical
examinaticn which this study cannot provide.

The study is arranged in five chapters. In chapter I, Culimann's

exegetical method is placed in the context of contemporary biblical

hicndon: 8.CeMa, 1962.



scholarship. Chapter II presents Cullmann's argument for the necessity
of a theological exegesis based primarily on the claim that theological
presuppositions are inherent in the biblical material. In chapters ITI
and IV the results of Cullmamn's exegetical method are compared with
those of exegetes who approach the biblical material without theological
prespppositions. Chapter III is a oritical analysis of the section in

Christ and Time which deals with the New Testament terminology for time.

Chapter IV is an examinatiorn of Cullmann's exegetical methed as it is
applied to the Fourth Gospel. Chapters III and IV show cenclusively
that Cullmann's theological presuppositions are not inherent in the
biblical material. Chapter V draws together the results of the entire

study into a systematie critique of Cullmann's theological exegesis.



CULLIANNYS THECLOGICAL EXEGESIS IN CONTEXT

Cullmann freely admits that he approaches his exegetigal work
with theological presuppositioms. By this admission he acknowledges
his debt to Karl Barth and places himself firmly on the side of all those

who, since Barth's Epistle to the Romans of 1919, have advocated a

"theological exegesis”, On this particular matter Cullmenn is in agree-
ment not only with Barth, but with such diverse theological opinion as
represented by Bultmenn and the more recent advocates of "The New
Hermeneutic".1 All of these schelars have reacted against the earlier
Form - critical approach to exegesis which had applied the same scien-
tific historical principles to the biblical material as were used to
explain all other literary material, The application of these principles
led to a breaking down of the biblical material into many unrelated
strands of tradition, with the result that very little attention was paid .

to the whole (either the 0ld Testament, the New Testament, or both together)

1The title of a book edited by James M, Robinson and John B. Cobb
Jrs {(New York: Harper and Row, 1964) in which the views of Gerhard
Foeling, Ernest Fuchs, Robert Funk, Amos Wilder, and John Dillenberger
are presented.
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because of the preoctupation with the parts.z Cullmann's reaction differs
from the others in a number of significant ways, In the introductery

section to the third edition of Christ and Time Cullmann discusses his

similarities and differences with his contemporaries; and in an article
entitled "The Necessity and Function of Higher Criticism”a he further
¢larifies what he means by "theclogical exegesis”.h 4 discussicn of the
context of Cullmann's theologlcal exegesis is a necessary preliminary to

the delimiting of his theclogieal presuppositions.

1« CULLMANN'S DEBT TC XKARL BARTH
According to Cullmann the twentieth cenitury is “the century of
theological exegesis', and Barth more than any other ascholar is respon-
sible: "Karl Barth must always be remembered with gratitude for having
raised implic¢itly in his commentary on Romans the proklenm of exegesis -

whatever reserves some of us may have about its contents. This commentary

Z"At times, it may be hard not to sympathize with the reaction,
particulariy if we have Just consulted, say, a volume of the 01d Testament
section of the International Critical Commentary, with a view to the immed~
iate exposition of the Christian faith in the pulpit or the dogmetic theol-
ogy classroenmi® IE,R. Fairweather, "Christian Theology and the Bible,"
Canadian Journal of Theology, Vol. II, Ho. 2, p. €9.

3First published in The Stucdent World, Vol. XLII, no. 2, 1949,
Geneva, Pps 117-33. English translation in The Barly Church, edited by
A.J.B. Higgins (London: S.C.M., 1956) Pp. 3=16.

kCullmaﬂﬂ has written other works which outline his exegetical
methods. Eg. "Les recentes etudes sur la formation deé¢ la tradition
evangelique™, 1925, Revue d'Histoire et de Philosophie Religieuse (Stras-
bourg) Pp. 459-477, 564-579, and "Les problemes poses par la methode
exegetique de Karl Barth™, RHPR, 1928, p. 70-83, but the two named in the
text have been selected because they represent Cullmann's mature outloock
and were written at approximately the same time as Christ and Time and
The Gospel According to 8t. John and Barly Christian Wership.




has re-orientated exegesis as a whole by calling it back te its aims”.5
In Barth's coumentary the subjeet matter of Paul’s language is radically
translated into the language of the twentieth century. "It is this fait
accompli', says James M. Robinson, "that has called forth the hermeneu-
tical reflection of our timea”.6 Barth reverses the procedures of the
Form - critical school where the investigating subject mastered the
objects of his studies (documents) and obtained kis answers. For now

it is the object which puis the investigating subject inm question.7
Cullmann assents to Barth's revolutionary approach. Cullmann says, for
example, that "z genuine and complete interpretation must try %o develop

in medern language the objective ideas expressed in the text”.g Cullmann
further points out that an interpreter musi stand in the kind of relation

to uis subject where he is deeply involved in it. The examples of Pascal's
Pensees and MHozart's works are cited: in the first instance the interpreter
"must attempt to pemetrate to the very subject which Pascal wished to
express”, and in the second instance, "he must also himself be a musician".9
Thus both Cullmann and Barth attempt to give recognition to the factor

which the modern existentialist exegetes siress beyond all others, namely

L . o . 1
the involvement of the interpreter.

EThe Rariy Church, p. 15. 6The New Hermeneutic, p. 22.

?James M. Robinson c¢ites Barth's debate with Harmack in 1923 as a

good example of this shift in emphasis. Harnack had been suggesting that
the task of theology was to "establish the content of the gospel™, or

"o get intellectual contrel of the object'. Robinson duotes Barth's
reply that "the ‘scholarliness’ of theology consists in being bound to
the recollection that its object was first subjiect and must again and
again become subject”. The New Hermemeutic, r. 25

8‘:‘}3.6 Ear'}.y Chul‘ch, p. L"o 9Ibid-, p-’ 5t

10
Infra, p. 137f,



Cullmann is also critical of Barth on a number of points. In the
first place, Cullmann says that Barth drews too rigid a distinction bet~
ween "purely historical" documents and "ideological® documenﬁs.11 Accord-
ing to Barth an historical exegesis is adeguate for dociments which simply
recount past events. But if the documents are of a religious or philo-
sovhical nature an historical exegesis is radically insufficient. Here
Barth betrays his rositivistic view of history as a science, for in his
attempt to counteract the liberal guest to establish Christian truth by
scientific historical investigation, Barth accepts the liberal view that
it is possible to isolate objectively the "facts™ of history.qz Cullmann,
on the other hand, is aware of what he ¢alls "the naive historicism of

13

and he concludes that the same historical principles must

14

be employed "whether in reference to the Bible or any other document".

3 3 ¢ ¥
the perioedy,

It is not legitimate, according tc Cullmann, to separate into two
distinet domains historicel exegesis and theological exegesis. With
regard to the bibklical material, both methods are relevant and must be
carried on simultaneously because the material is both "ideological
T - -3 " ’%5
and "historical'.
Cullmannts second criticism of Barth arises out of the first. If

goncerns the implicitly negative attitude of Barth to the value of higher

o
’1Cf. Jean Frisque, Oscar Cullmann, Tournai, Casterman, 1960, p. 32.

V256 Alan Richardson, Histery Sacred amd Profane, London: S.C.M.,

196k, for a refutation of the positivistic assumption in historiegraphy -
the view that Vit is the task of historians (like other sciemtists) to
establish 'facts' which may be objectively ascertained by following
recognized scientific procedures'. p. 15k,

13‘1‘1’1@ Early Church, ps 5. qklbid., e e
P1pig, p. 16.




eriticism. In his debate with Harnack, Barth had stated that his objective
was not to remove from theclogical research the critical historical method
of studying the Bible, but rather "to identify the relevant place for it".16
Cullmaunn says that Barth has not succeeded in reaching his cobjective.
Cullmann's reason for this judgement is that Barth "seems to treat phil-
ological and histdrical explanation as too exclusively preliminary in

17

character”. In the preface to the first edition of The Epistle to the

Romans Barth states: "The critical historicsl method of Biblical research

has its validity. In points to the preparation for understanding which

is never superfiuous. But if I had to choose between it and the old

doctrine of inspiration, I would decidedly lay hold of the latter. It

has the greater, deepér, more important validity, for it points to the

actgal work of understanding witheout which all preparation is useless.

I am happy not to have to choose between the two".18 Cullpann is sug-

gesting that Barth has in fact chosen between the two by placing such

a great importance on the doctrine of imspiration, and has thus reiegated

the critical histerical method to a secondary and preliminary role. Cull-

mann gives the historical and philological criticism a more positive

role in exegesis. "It must never be considered as wholly a preliminary

work. It must rather accompany exegesis from its begimming te its end“.19
Cullmenn is not prepared to support Barth's contentiom that the

o
exegete has "dogmatic responsibility"‘cm Rather Cullmaun says that "the

16The New Hermeneutic, p. 26. pe Barly Church, pe. 16.

18Quoted by Robinson in The New Hermeneutic, p. 22.
Ytye Barly Church, p. 16.
200ited by Cullmann in footnote no. 10, The Barly Church, p. 16.




great and unique responsibility of biblical exegesis is to be faithful to
the text in a radical manner, even if the exegeticsl result of this is but
modest and may perhaps at first seem useless for either the dogma or the
practical 1ife of the Chﬁrch”.21 In contrast to Barth, then, Cullmann
draws a distinction between dogmatic theology and biblicsl exegesis; and
says that the latter can only serve the former when it is faithful to

its more limited taSktzz Cullmann places himself in the category of the
biblical scholar rather than the dogmatic or systematic theologian.23
It remains to be seen whether Cullmann can justify a "theological exegesis"
without overstepping the precise and parrow limits which academic inbegrity

demands of the biblical scholar.

2, OCULILMANN'S ASSESSMENT OF THE CRITICAL WORK OF THE 19TH CENTURY
While Cullmann is firmly on the side of Barth in insisting that
exegeéis must be theological, he implies that Barth has gone too far in
his reaction against the critical work of the 19% century. Writing in 1949,
Cullwanp says that "the moment has now come to defend the necessity of
philological and historical criticism" and to do justice, "while using

all necessaery reservations, to the debt of theology to the 199 century.’

2lope Farly Church, p. 16.

zzﬂullmann makes the distinction clear im the preface to the third
edition of Christ and Time, p« xxviii. "The New Testament scholar.... is
regquired to show only what the New Testameéent teaches.... But it is his
bounden duty to keep within the limits of his work, for which the dogmatic
theologian is thankful because only in this way can he rely on the results
of the exegete's labour®.

23Chris'!; and Time, p. sxviii,

ZMThe Barly Churchy ps 5e
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Cullmann says that the value in the earlier approach lies in "the
application of all forms of human knowledge to the study of the Bible",25
and he insists that this "application” must accompany the exegesis at
every level. He laments a tendency among the present generation of
students to pass a negative judgement on the philological and historical
work. "They make 'theological exegesis' a pretext for passing as gquickly
as possible from phileological study, with its greater austerity and its
demands on their abnegation, to systematic studies¢“26 Cullmann goes

on to expound the theological basis which underlies his philological and
historigal exeresis. 1% is at this peint that Cullmann's theological
presuppositions become evident, and these will be examined in detail im

27 In summary, what he claims is that a particular view

the next section.
of history is the central affirmation of the New Testament. Because 6f
"the theological affirmation which is at the foundation of the Hew Testa=-
ment: VJesus of Nazareth iS‘LOidkj history (that is to say, Jesus of
Nagzareth) is itself the subject”.aﬁ The importance of this position for
Cullmarn's assessment of the role of higher criticism is that because "the
word became flesh” (John 1:14) and entered history at a particular time
and place, this negessarily involves the application of historical cate-
gories to the New Testament. VAlthough here we are speaking of a very

particular history, a biblical histery, it is nome the less histerg.“29

24114, p. b

preeiy

25he Barly Church, pe 5.

2

7Infra, Pe 25fF.

28The Barly Church, pe. 7

ZgThe Early Church, p. 1.




11

Cullmann is attempting to maintain a relationship between what he calls

"hiblical history! and “general hi$tory."30

Begause of this relationship
the labours of all those who examine the biblical material from a
historico ~ critical point of view are relevant and imporitant.

It is evident that Cullmann's attempt to anchor the Christian faith
in the 'real' history of the world is a reaction against the Barthian
tendency to undervalue the role of higher criticism. Cullmenn agrees with
Barth that Christian truth cannot be attained by historical enquiry apart
from the insight of faith, and he rejoices with Barth that the liberal
“guest of the historieal Jesus" ended in failﬂre.31 But for Cullmann this
does not mean th%t the historical facts which criticism can investigate
are irrvelevant to Christian belief. On the contrary, because "“the very
essence of the critical affirmation of the Bible has to do with histary“BE
historical criticism is éssential.

Cullmann says that philological and historical exegesis must be com-
bined with theclogical exegesis at every level, and he suggests three ways
in which higher criticism cen assist in explaining the ”theoloéicalbpurpose

of all biblical texﬂs".ﬁa The first and most fundamental role of higher

BO@hrist and Time, pe 21s

. 3ﬂﬁxlan Richardson's assessmeut of the "liberal quest" in Histery
Sacred and Profane, p. 140, admirably expresses the views of both Cullmann
and Barth on this matter: '"The attempt to aghleve security by means of a
scientific historical investigation was a form of unfaith and therefore a
illegitimate theolegical procedure. Faith was net a fevourable assessment.
of historical probabilities but a response io the proclamation of the Word
of Ged in the living present'.

BZThB Earlj Church, P« 7.
33The Barly Church, pe 15
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criticism is to assist in the theclogical understanding of the text by
taking history with absolute seriousness, and te include the centrality
of history in the exposition of the text. "Ve must learn how to coubine
with theclogical thought a historical viewpoimnt which presupposes both a
knowledge of the facits and the capacity to link them together in a def-
inite perspective. In other words.... we must be both theologians and
historians."Ba That Cullmann is aware of the extent to which this first
role of higher criticism is based on his theological presuppositions is
evident in his zdmission that it is "an easier matter to find agreement
among modern intarpreters with regeard %o the second function of historical

and philological exegesis."Bs

-

This second function Cullmspn calls Vdefining the human setting";Bb

that is the use of all the sciences which are auxiliary to history (phile
ology, archaeology, papyrology, textual history, literary criticism and
even psychﬁlcgy) in order tha# the interpreter "may see with the writer

the truth which he sew and with him may attain to the revelation which came
to him“.37 Cullmann eriticizes the earlier liberal view that only some

of the truths of the Bible are adapted to the idess of the period in which
they were written while others are valid for all time. He emphasizes

that "biblical texis as a whole wear a dress which belongs %o the time

of their writers" and the "message is wholly adapted to the ideas of the
period”.Bg

The third and final rcle of higher criticism is to control the

30he Farly Church, pe 12. 221pid., p. 12

21pid., p. 12 3 1bid., p. 13. 3ry5d., pa 13
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theological interpretetions. Cullmann points out that the good exegets
faces the danger of introducing into his exposition ideas which are not
in the text. "The critic faces his severest trial when theological ideas
spring up all avound him, meet, gel entangled, conflict and are combined.”39
At this point higher eriticism is essential both to contrel the theologieal
ideas and to eliminate those which are alien to the text. "The scholar
must regard his own personal discoverdies with a pitiless eye, however
seductive they may ’owea.""t“*O Cullmann thirks that Barth is particularly open
to'the criticism of mnot subnitting his interpretations to the contrel of
historical exegesis, "not oniy because of the richness of his thought, but \
because systematically he seems to treat philological and historical
explanation as too exclusively preliminary in character“.k

Cullmann attempis to restore higher criticism to a significant status
in the exegetical endeavour. 'There must always be a continual interchange
of results between historical study and theological peretration so that
each may enrich the cther.”hg It remains to be seen, however, whether a
"theological exegesis™ such as Cullmann advocates can in fact be open

and receptive to the findings of higher criticism.

%+ CULLMANN'S REJECTICH OF THE Ni¥l HERMENEUTIC
The most severe challenge to Cullmann's exegetical work, and the
one of which he is most conscious, comes from Rudolf Bultmann and other

existentially oriented exegetes who are associated with "the New Hermeneutic™,

7 ] £3.7]
JgThe Barly Church, p. 1% AoIbidng De 154 411%1&., pe 16,

b2
P Tbid, p. 1.
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All of these men acknowledge their debt to XKarl Barth for pointing out
that exegesis is fundamentally theological because its primary role is
the transliation of the biblical words into contemporary language. Gerhard
Ebeling, for example, says that "the text is there for the sake of the

event of the ‘:i.n“t:e:t:'p:c-ca‘ﬂl;a‘l‘:icm,“bf:5

and that "theology itself is hermeneutic,
for it consists in translating what the Bible has to say into the word

for today."hh Ebeling echoes Barth when he states that "in all the words

of Scripture we have to do with nothing other than the incarnate Som of

God, Jdesus Christ. The effect of this is that not a single word of
Beripture is undersbtood if it is not grasped im its corrslation to faith.“45
Similérly Ernst Fuchs says that ""the New Testament is i%self a textbeook in
hermeneutic. It teaches the hermeneutic of faith -~ in brief,‘the language
of faith.”46 According te Bultmann, Ebeling and Fuchs, faith is the only
way in which the New Testament can be understood - outside of the context
of the believing subject it is meaningless. Because faith means the involve-
ment of the subject in order that the text may have meaning in the present,
this brings the existential element into interpreﬁaﬁion. And it is at

this point that the representatives of the New Hermeneutic claim to

have made a substantial advance over Barth's position, for they state

that the existential element is a factor in the interpretation of all

b7

texts, and not simply those of a religious or philosophical character.

AEThe New Hermeneutic, p. 68. #AIbiﬂ., Pe 67
Lﬁlbid., pe 64, '“*611‘01«1., . 141,

7Supra, pe 75 where it is noted that Barth draws a distinction
between "ideological and Ypurely historical" documents.
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By means of existential interpretation the representatives of the New
Hermeneutic claim te have established theology as a disg¢ipline on the
same level as other academic disciplines;qg ‘For not only the bibliecal
texts but alse the classics, letters and philosophy "demand an intellectual,
moral, religious conversion of the interpreter over and above the brozd-
ening of his harizon“.&g In all fields of interpretation the "econversion®
is only the first sitep, for there remains the task of thinking out every-
thing from the new and more profound viewpoint. The thecologians of the
New Hermeneutic are engaged in working out the implications for the
presentation of the Christian faith.

Cullmann has dissociated himself from the New Hermeneutic, and he
makes his reasons gulte clear in an important paragraph frow the intro-

duction to the third edition of Christ and Time:

I am & theolegian. But the lectures I delivered at Basle,
where I am a member of the theologiceal faculty, are in no
way different from those I deliver at the "Ecole des Hautes
Etudes" and the Sorbonne in Paris, where I am a member of
the department of *Relionsgeschichte" of the faculty of
Arts. This is possible, because in both of these depart-
ments I observe the same limits. Indeed I comsider it a
theological necessity also to listen obediently Lo what the
writers of the new covenant are saying before one evaluates
or criticizes, before one feels Yiouched in one's existence,”
gven if their words are strange to our modern minds, I am
aware that I thereby stand in cmntraggction to a "hermeneu~
tical’ trend widely prevalent today.’

48

Cf. Robinson's comment in The New Hermeneutic, p. 69: "It was
Dilthey's recognition of hermeneutics as the methodology of the humenities,
deepened by Heidegger, that gave to the hermeneutics of Bultmann crltlcal
rapport with the cultural life of our times." EE

#9Berndrd Lonergen S.J., "Hermeneuties™ (an unpublished paper), p. 3.

BGChrist and Time, p. xxXix.
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The issues which Cullmann raises in this paragraph are fundamental

te the delimiting of the scope of the exegetical method. It has been
.51

note that Cullmann considers the importance of the involvement of the

interpreter, but in this paragraph he is clearly drawing a line before
the point of existential “conversion". He agrees with Bulimsnn that

"o previous living relationship with the subject“52 is essential for
exegesis, but he does not agree on the necessiity of what Bultmann calls
Yan eéxistentiell encounter with the texta"EB Similarly he agrees with
Bultmann's view that every exegete must have presuppositions in terms of
Sl

the direction of the enguiry. Only what Cullmann calls a "maive

ﬁqsugra, To 6o
BZRudOlf Bultmann, "The Problem of Hermeneutics,” Essays Philo«
sophical and Theological, London: S.C.M., 1955, p. 252.

EBIn an essay entitled “Is Exegesis without Presuppositions Pos-
sible?" in Existence and Faith, Shorter Writings of Rudolf Bulimann,
edited by Schubert M. Ogden (Cleveland: Meridian Books, 1960) Bultmann
explains what he means by “existentiell™: '"To understand history is
possible ernly for ome who does not stand over against it as a neutral,
non-participating spectator, but himself stands in history and shares
in responsibility for it. We speak of this encounter with history that
grows out of one's own historiecity as the existentiell encounter'. p. 294,

54€ullmann thus rejects what Bernard Lonergan (in his unpublished
paper cited supra, p.15) calls “The Principle of the Empty Head". This
primciple contends that, "if one is to be objective, if one is not to

Ve

to ‘read into'! the text what is not there, then one must drop all
preconceptions of every kind, see just what is in the text and nothing
more”. In refutation of this primc¢iple, Lonergan asks, "In fact what

is there? There are printed signs in a given order. That is all that is
there. Anything over and above a re-issue of the same signs in the

same order will be mediated by the experience, intelligence and judgement
of the interpreter." Lonergan, p. 2.
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historicism"55 would claim that there is an objective knowledge which can
ke atiained by the silencing of the subjectivity of the interpreter.56
But Cullmann is not willing to take subjectivity so far as to say that
“only those who are stirred by the gquestion of their own existence can
hear the claim which the text makes.”57 Cullmann says that it is preeisely
the duty of the exegete to listen obediently to what the text is saying
before he "feels touched in his existence".

The limits which Cullmann places on exegesis provide his just-
ification for teaching the same subject in a theological faculty and a
faculty of arts. He is claiming {o be able %o interpret the basic ideas
of the New Testament to Christians and non-Christians alike. He would
argue that it is possible for a professor to steep himself in Plato's
thought and teach it effectively without himself becoming a Platonist.
Cullmann would agree with Bulimann that Yonly those understand Plato
who philosophize with him‘ﬂsa but he would not agree that it is necessary
to become committed to Plate's philosophy in order to interpret ite
For fundamentally different reasons boih Cullmenn and the representatives
of the New Hermeneutic claim to have established a working relationship
between theology and the other academic disciplines.59 The significant

point of differencée between the two posifions lies in the asseéssment of

55The Early Church, p. i,

56sugra, footnote Sh.

57Bultmann, Essays, p. 256. Bglbid., e 246,

59Gf. Bultmarn, Fssays, ps 258t "The interpretation of biblical
writings is not subjeet to conditions different from those applying to
all other kinds of literature."
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the extent to which the exegete must be invelved in order to understand.
While Cullmann acknowledges the importance of the existential element in
exegesis he places limits on exegetical work and clearly distinguishes it
from dogmatic theology. He says that he finds the current "manner of
amalgamating them on the basis of a certain ‘hermencuties' dangerous for
exegesis"eéo That Cullmenn's assessment of the existentially oriented
exegesis is atcurate is evident in several ways.

Cullmann holds that the exegete must be historian and theologian
at the same time.61 Examination reveals that Cullmann means something
guite different by "historian" than what the existemtialists mean. An
illustration of this difference is seen in James M. Robinson's c¢riticisms
of Cullmann on the grounds that "the assumption that the historian can
hold off his historieness until he is ready teo shift comseiously inte
the category of theologian is naive“.62 Robinson's statement betrays his
own assumptions about the nature of history. ILike all of the existential-
ists he thinks that historical phencmens do not exist at all unless there
is a subject to comprehend them. Implicit in the existentialist exegesis
is the Bultwarnnisn assumption that "faets of the past only become his-
torical phenomena when they become significant for z subject which itself

63

stands in history and is involved in 1£".%7 Cullmann wishes to avoid

Ochrict and Time, p. xxviii.

61%32% b.s.
62The New Hermemeutic, p. 41.
63Bultmann, Essays, p. 254.
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philosophical statements about the nature of history. His recurring plea

in Christ and Time6m that the biblical material not be approached from a

particular philesophical standpoint is directed primarily against the
existentialist exegetes. Whether Cullmenn's "un-philosophical”™ view of
history, which he claims to derive direectly from the biblical material,
is an adequate substitute for the existentialist view is a guestion which
can only be assessed after the full presentation of Cullmann's position
in Chapter II.

Bultmann's approach provides a good ewample of the dangers involved
in ap exegesis which, based on a particular philosophical outlock, results
in a particular view of history. Bultmenn's statement in "the Problem
65

of Hermensuitics" that one must have understandingw i¥ one is to hear what

the scriptures have io say expresses Cullmann's view that "one must listen
obediently to what the writers of the new covenant are saying".éé Because
understanding involves a theory of knowledge, some sort of philosophical
framework is necessary for the exegetical work of both Cullmenn and Bult-
mann. Whereas Cullmann claims to find his framework in the New Testament
material, Bultmann, on the other hand, makes it quite ¢lear that his
framework is existential philosophy. Speaking about the exegetes selecting
the relevant approach te the enquiry, Bultmenn says that "io work this out

is a matter for humam reflection ~ concretely, the task of philosophical,

61’.‘6%-‘ Pp. iy axvii, ete.
65Bultmann, Essays, p. 261.

663hrist and Time, p. xXHXIXe
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67

or existential analysis of human being”.
Bultmann's philosophical ocutlook leads him to a positivistic
conception of history. In his essay, "Is Exegesis Without Presuppositions
Possible?" he says that exegesis is a part of the science of history. "The
historical method includes the presupposition that history is a unity in
the sense of a closed continuum of effects in which individual events are
connected by the succession of cause and effect...s This closedness means
that the continuum of historical happenings cannot be rent by the inter-
ference of supernatural, transcendent powers."68 Bulimann betrays his
positivistic presuppositions by ruling out, in sdvance of the enquiry
into the biblical evidence, the possibility of the acticn of God as a
factor in historical causation. Alan Richardson points out that recent
discussion "has at lesst shown that other views of the nature of history
and historical method are possible, and that the nineteenth century
positivistic view is no longer the dominant conception amongst those
philoscphers and theologians who have given attention to the problem."69
This examination of Bultmann's exegetical presuppositions has
demonstrated, in a negative way, the value of the limits which Cullmans
places on exegesis. While Cullmann has not, on the one hand, made clear

his own philesophical presupposiiions concerning the understanding which

is involved in any exegesis, neither has he, on the other hand, commitied

himself to philosophical and historical categories which are suspeci in

673111 tmann Y ESS&;! By Pe 258 3
683ultmann, Existence and Faith, p. 291-292.
69Richardson, History Sacred amd Profane, p. 143,
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many contemporary guarters. There is no doubt that all the representatives
of the New Hermeneutic have made a significant contribution to the current
hermeneutical debate by stressing the existential element in exegesis.

But by making the involvement of the interpreter the sine qua non of the

entire enterprise they have been led to an extreme position which is not
in tune with contempeorary historiography, As Alan Richardson peints out:
"it is not necessary to adopt or even understand Heldegger's philosophy
in order to appreciate the existential (existentielle) dimension of
historiography; and mest historians nowadays acknowledge this dimension
without concerning themselves at all with any articulated existentialist
(existentiale) Philosophy”.?g It is for good reason then that Cullmann,

against the New Hermeneutic, attempts to draw a clear distinetion between

exegetical work and systematic theology.

L, SUMMARY AWD EVALUATION
Cullmann stands firmly with his post - Barthizn Protestent contemp-

oraries in favour of a 'theologicel exegesis" against the earlier Form -
critical approach to the scriptures., Cullmenn criticizes Barth for not
distinguishing between dogmatic theology aznd biblical studies, and for
failing to give sufficient importance to the role of higher criticism

in exegesis. Similarly Cullmenn criticizes the New Hermeneutic for its
failure to make a distinction between biblical studies and theological
interpretation. Cullmann and the existentialist exegetes are attempiing

(against Barth) to restore the range of critical scientific disciplines

70Richardson, History Sacred and Profane, p. 149.
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to their legitimaie auvtonomy, But the different ways in which the sttenpt
is macde produce two completely different understandings of the exegetical
nethods

The fundsmentsl guesticn is: must exegesis be concerned with
the interpretation of the texts, or must it be confined to the presentation
of the original., Xrister Stendahl, suggests that there is wisdom ir making
a distinction between the princirles of interpretation (hermensutics) and
the task of biblical studies. The principles of interpretation, he says,
belong to the discipline of theology, not the biblical siudies as such.?1
"Consequently the task of biblical studies must be confined to the present-
ation of the original. To be a good historiam in this field is not only
to give dates and theories of authorship., It includes the empathetic,
descriptive analysis‘of the ideas and the syntheti¢ description of the
patterns of thought. A1l this belongs to the presentation of the material."72
Stendahl says that When we go on te ask the guestion: ‘'what does this
mean to us here and now?' we have moved into the realm of systematic
theoclogy. The theological task of hermeneutics is te "build upon the
solid foundatiom of the originel expounded wholly in its own terms".73
Stendlabl's position is essentially that of Cullmann: exegesis musit be
regarded =+ purely descriptive. This is what Cullmann means by letting
the material ?speak:fer itself™,

Stendahl's delimitation of exegesis as "descriptive" includes re-

ference to the existential element. Similarly Cullmann's exegetical

71Krister Stendahl, "iImplications of Form - criticism and Tradition -
criticism for Biblical Interpretatiocn," Journal of Biblical Literature,
Vole LXXVII, 1958, p. 33.
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method is oper to the insights of the New Hermeneutie, but these imsights
are not permitted to dominate the entire exegetical procedure. The re-
presentatives of the New Hermeneuti¢ have made a significant contribution
in pointing ocut that the exegete is involved in terms of his presuppositions
right from the start: But some seriocus doubts have been raised as to
whether the presuppositions can be adequately described in terms of
existential philosophy.75 The existential foundation undermines the
effort to place theological exegesis on the same level as all other critical
sgientific exegesis.,

While Cullmamnn's attempt to place exegesis on the level of the
critical seciences has considerable merit, it remains open to guestion at
one important point. Cullmann brings theological presuppositions to his
exegesis. As an heir of Barth he stands within the tradition of theological
exegesis. Even when seeking to give higher criticism a more elevated
status than Barth would permit, Cullmann still keeps it within the frame-
work of the theological exegesisf Cullimenn will claim that this procedure

is legitimate because the theclogical presuppogitions are inherent in the

750f. the evaluation of the current existentialist hermeneutic by
James Muilenberg: "The value of this (latter) approach is that it seeks
to grapple sericusly with the dilemmas of history and historical revelation,
that it grounds the problem of interpretation in fresh dimensions of depth,
and that it takes very earnestly the relatiomship between the interpreter
and the original speaker in Seripture, indeed, the singwlarity of all
historical existence, 1t exposes, often in a veéry trenchant fashion,
the psycholegical forces at work in dealing with the text; it insists upon
the necessity of the exegete really listening fo what is being said to
him. The danger of this approach is that in ingistence upon the existential
appropriation of the event, the historical and sul generis and concrete
reality of the original event may be lost, and that metaphysical nuances
may at times be introduced (however subtly!) whick are alien to the
mentality of the original writer and, indeed, to the whole Hebraic
mentality." "Preface to Hermeneutics," Journal of Biblical Literature,
Vol. LXXVII, 1958, Pe 2"0
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biblical material. Until a critical examination of Cullmann's claim is
undertaken the validity of his theological exegesis remains an open
question. By stating that the material must be allowed to "speak for
itself” Cullmann has moved in the direction of a separation of biblical
studies from dogmatic theology. He has moved far from Barth and the New
Hermeneutic towards the position of 0. Kuss that exegesis must treat

the New Testament “as a document which is to be explaineéd striectly ac-
cording to the universally recognized methods of linguistic and historiec
research”.76 But the éuestion which will occupy the remainder of the
thesis is: Can an exegesis based on theclogical presuppositions be
included within the framework of '"“the universally recognized methods of

linguistic and historical research"?

76Quoted in: Vorgrimler, Herbert (ed.) %ggmatic vs. Biblical
Theology, Baltimore: Helicon Press, 1964, p. 74.
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THE THEOLDGICAL FOUNDATION OF CULIMANN'S EXEGESIS

It would be beoth impossible and unfair to attempt an answer to
the fundamental guestion of the thesis without first stating clearly the
basic theological presuppositions beéhind Cullmenn's work, and the reasons
which he puts forward in support of his theological exegesis. Cﬁilmann
himself has suggested that interpreiers listen obediently to what is
being said before they attempt to criticize and evaluate.1 This chapter

is devoted to a presentation of the material in Christ and Time relevant

to the tieological foundation for Cullmane's exegetical methoé‘2 The
theological foundation for the exegesis can be seen in (i) the Christian
system of reckoning time, (ii) the place of eschatology in the New
Testament, (iii) the relation of 'biblical history' to general history,
(iv) the relation of theoclogy te 'biblical history', {v) the witness of

the earliest confessions of faith.

1Christ and Time, P. X¢ixe.

zThe preliminary material im Christ and Time is particularly
relevant, including the new introductory section written for the third
edition of 1962. The presentation in this chapter concentrates on the
preliminary material, referring to the other sections of Cullmann's
book only where it is necessary to elaborate points made in the earlier
material

25
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1. THE CHRISTIAN SYSTEM OF RECKONING TIME
In the opening sentence of his book Cullmann states that his object

is ™o determine what is central in the Christian proalamation"aﬁ‘ He

says that "the endeavour to determine this central element must be des-
ignated the one great task of New Testament sc“:l'u:‘lamr'.s}aip"1.‘|+ He suggests
thet attempts toc determine what is central must net start from any
previously established position {(most particularly a philcsophical
position) outside of the New Testament material. Cullmann writes his

book to show that "the specifically Christlan element of the New Test-
5

ament revelation"” emerges from the material itself., According to
Cullmann there is a basic "framewmrk“6 lying behind all the New Test-
ament writings, and this framework constitutes the specifically Christian
element in the New Testament material.

Cullmann suggests that the Christian system of reckoning time, far
from belng merely a convention, Mactually presupposes fundamental assertions
of Hew Tesbtament thdolbgy congerning time and history".7 He finds decisive
significance in the practice of numbering both forward and backward from
the birth of Christ. "Only when this is done is the Christ ~ event
regarded as the temporal mid-point of the entire historical process".8
According to Cuilmann & theological affirmatiop lies at the basis' of the
Christian chronolegy, and it is this affirmation which constitutes the

central element of the New Testament revelation. Thus Cullmenn describes

his task in Christ and Time as an investigation of "the basic presuppositions

Sourist and Time, p. xi.  'Ibide, pe xi.  “Tbide, p» xiie

6Ibid., pe xxviii. ?Ibid., re 19, 81bid., e 18,
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of all New Testament theology, that is, the New Testament conception of
time and histary".g Cullmann says that the main portiom of his book is
devoted to showing “the consequences that result from the conception
which Primitive Christianity had of time and history".10 It should be
noted that he equates the New Testament conception of time and history
with that of primitive Ghristianitya11

Cullmann adwits that the title of his book can be misleading if
the reader expects a discussion frem the philosephical peoint of view of
the relation of God to time. "Time is not the main concern of wine,
aor of the New Tesbament. The word in the title of my book ought not to
suggest, therefore; that a theoretical discussicn of the concept follows

1

in the text." 2 JeAWT. Robinson says that "it is characteristic of this

study precisely that it is not called God and Time, but Christ and Time.

It is Biblical and Christocentrie, rather than theistic in its approsach.
1t insists that a Christian discussion of time must begin, not like
philosophy from first principles, but from the middle".13 By Ythe middle™
Robinsor and Cullmenn mean the Christ-event, and they are saying that this

single event in history is the clue to the meaning of all history. It is

Tehrist and Time, pe 26,
1GChrist‘and ﬁime, ps 19

Mot a11 scholars are prepared to eguate the two. imfra, pe. 33
of this chapter where it is demonsirated that Budolf Bulitmann agrees with
Cullmenn's description of the early Christian conception of time and
history, but disagress that there is any unified conception of time and
history in the New Testament.

q?ggpist and Time, P XXV..
Z ‘ .
1’Scottish Journal of Theology, Vol. 3, No. 1, March, 1950, p. 86.
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the emphasis on history, and the particular kind of history found in the
hew Testament, which Cullmann regards as cemtral, and therefore he is nof
intergsted in speculation concerning the nature of time. Cullmspn
gndeavours to lake seriously all the temporal references in the New
Testement, and he conciudes that "salvation is bound to a continucus time
process which embraces past, present and future”.ﬂh That which eliminates
all speculative thought about time is the centrality of the one historical
fact dec¢isive for salvaition, namely the death and resurrection of Jesus
Carist. Time is important for Cullmenn only in the sense that the temporal
seguence of events in the New Testament comstitutes the historical found-
ation for the specifically Christian element of the revelation. ”RegardQ
less of the title of my book,’ he says, "my primary coneern is not with
the guestion of time but with the presentation of the Biblical redemptive
history™, 7
2. THE PLACE OF ESCHATOLOGY IN THE NEW TESTAMENT

Culimannp is no exception among continental biblical theologians

who consider the problem of eschatology as fundamental to the understanding

of the NHew Testament. In Christ and Time he attempts to define the

provlem precisely, and to illustrate his views by reference to those of
other scholars.

For Cullmann eschatology concerns not only the "last things" in the
sense of what is to take place at the end, but also the relation between
this age and the age to come. The Christ-event provides the basis for

N

1hChrist and Time, Te 32 151bid;, Pe XVie




29

understanding the entire historical process. The eschaton, which for

the Jews still lay in the future, has for the early Christians already

come in the event of Jesus Christ. "The 'end' as the meaning of redemp-
tive historyeecas is Jesus Christ, who has already appeared.... While

the 'end' was prevmausly only expectﬂtlon, it is now ackmowledged as
fulfillment."16 But in spite of the appearance of the ‘end' within
history, the h1¢tor1cal process obviously continues, and thus a tension

is produced in the New Testament bhetween the present (the already
accomplished) and the future (the not yet fulfilled). Cullmann says that
this tension between the "already™ and the "nolt yet" is the central concern

17

of both his book and the New Testament. Tn Christ and Time he attempts,

by means of an exegetical historical exemination, to show the nature of

the eschatological orientation of the early Christiaus,

When Cullmeann uses the word eschatology in Christ and Time it
always has reference to the future, to the age to comeaq8 Eschatology in
this futurist sense is an indispensible component in the present-future

19

tension which lies behind the entire New Testament, ° and for this reason
it occupies an important place in Cullmann's presentation. But eschatology
in this sense of an anticipated future can no lopger be the geniral point
of reference for the understanding of the New Testament because of the

Christ-event and the new division of time resulting from this event.

"We must recall the fact that in Primitive Christianity the future plays

16 J‘?Ibid-, Pe b4

Christ and Time, p. 140,
‘8%5,&., Pp. 89, 140, 149,

gln?ra, Pe34 where Cullmann attempts to show that futurist
eschatology is important even in the Gospel according to John.
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a guite different role from that which it plays in Judaism. Unless we
moke the neecessary limitation it is false to assert that Primitive
Christianity had an eschatological orientation."ao

According to Cullmann, eschatology in this futurist seunse is
"dethroned" by the Chris’t.--neverzc’m2’h For the early Christians the future
is ne logger, as in Judaism, the 'end' which gives meaning %to the whole.
For Christians the central point of reference lies in the historical
event of Jesus Christ. "Primitive Christianity does indeed think

eschatologically; but it now no longer thinks in a ‘ccnsistently‘,zz

n23 In spite of its

that is, an exclusively eschatologlcal manner.
dethronement, however, eschatology continues to possess a real sig-
nificance f&r the early Christians and the writers of the New Testament.
To eliminate es&hato@ogy is to eliminate the New Testament tension
between present and future.

Cullmann uses a military example to illustrate the place of
eschatology in the New Testament.ag He compares the Christ-event to

the decisive battle in a war. Though the effects of the decisive

battle are not recognized by all and the war continues, the battle is

Zoﬁhrist and Time, p.. 13%.

2lohrist and Time, p. 139.

221nfra, P+ 32f where "consistent eschatology" is discussed.
2enrist and Time, p.. 140,

ZAIbidv s Pe 84' .
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determinative of finzl vicltory. "An undefined period of time™ ™ between

the decisive battle and '"Vietory Day" represents the situation of the
New Testament writers:

It is already the time of the end, and yet it is mot the
ends This tension finds expression in the entire theology
of prlmitlve Chrzstlanlty. The present period of the
Church is the tlme between the decisive baittle, which has
already occurred, and the 'Victory Day'. To anyone who
does not take clear account of this tension, the entire New
Testament is a book with seven seals, for this tension, is the
silent presupposition that lies behind 2ll that it says. This
is the only dialectic and the only dualism that is found in
the New Testament. It is not the dialectic between this
world and the Beyond; moreover it is not that between time
and eternlt@s it is rather the dialectic between present
and future.’

Whether the present-future tension can provide the key to the
understanding of the entire New Testament remains to be seen, but here
it must be noted that important biblical scholars such as C.H. Ee&d and
William Menson alse point to this "dualism™. Dodd says that "the
eschatology of the early Church has two sides. On the one hand we have
the belief that with;the coming of Christ the 'fulness of time' has
arrived, the praphecies are fulfilled and the Kingdom of God is in-
augerated on earth. ;On the other hand we have the expectation of a
consummation still pending in the future".26 Similarly Manson says that
"Christianityes.e frém the beginning exhibits an essential bi-polarity.

The End has come! The End has not come!"z? Cullmann devoies many pages

251b1d., pe xxi, R. Bultmann does not eonsider Cullwmamm's phrase
“an undefined periocd of time" as aceurately representing the views of
the New Testament writerse. Acgording to Bultmann they expected the
immediate return of Christ. See Existence and Faith, p. 238.

aﬁaChrist and Time, p. 145.

260.H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, Cambridge,
1955, p+ 7.

27Scottish dJournal of Theology, Occasicnal Paper No. 2, Edinburgh:
Oliver and Boyd Lid., 1953, p. 7.
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of Christ and Time to a defence of the tension which these scholars con-

sider important against various attempts to minimize or eliminate it.
Cullmann acknowledges his debt to Albert Schweiizer and Martin
Wernerzg but sees the fundamental error of their “consistent eschatology™
as a failure to comprehend the changed attitude of the early Christians
towsr s the future which resulited from the Christ-event. According to
Cullmann, everybhing must be seen in the light of the historical work
of Jesus himself, Everything must be explained from this fact of Jesus
as the mid-point, rather than from some fubture anticipated event. "It
is simply not true that Primitive Christianity has the same eschatological
orientation as does Judaism. To be sure, it has also an eschatolegical
orientation. The Jewish expectation for the future retains its validity
for Jesus and throughout the entire New Testament, but it is mo longer
the center".29 For the eprly Christians the point of central significance
was the resurrection as the crowning act of Chrisi's work, and thus their
expectations for the future are modified:
The Christian hope is not the Jewish one. To be sure, hope

is also present in Primitive Christianity im its full intensity...

Intensity and ¢entral position, however, are not to be confused.

In reality, the increased intemsity of hope in Primitive Christ-

ianity is to be explained by the very fact that the center of

time is not in the object of hope but rather in an already

occurred historical facte... The hope of final victory is so

much the more vivid because of the unshakably firm conviction

that t%a battle that decides the vidtory has zlready taken

plage,

In the preface fo the third edition of Christ and Time Cullmann

points to a similarity between the "consistent eschatology school" and the

28 yrist and Time, p. xiie  OIbide, pe 85. °Ibid., pe 86.
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views of Rudolf Bultmann. The similarity concerns the delay of the

parousia. Cullmann admits that the early Christlans expected the final
end within "a matier 'of decades“,Bz and he explains this error in per-
spective as resulting from the same psychological tendency which leads

persons to expect the hasty conclusion of a war once the decisive battle

has been fought. In his review of Christ apd Time Bultmann says that

"Cullmann eliminates. the problem that grows out of the delay of the
parou&ia”.BB This problem had also occupied the attenition of Werner and
Schweitzer. Thus the supporters of Bultmenn and those of the basically
different "Consistent eschatology" have drawn together in opposing
Cullmann's view that eschatology understood as temporal future is central
to the New Testament. Both schools do not deny the existence of the
tension between pres%nt and future nor the consequence that there is
redemptive history in the New Testament. What they deny is that the
redemptiva~histcricai perspective is basic to the whole New Testament.
They see the redemptﬁvenhistorical perspective as a later development:
Bultmann calls it Ma mistaeken development of the early Catholic Ghu:mh,,‘”’BLL
and F. Buri calls iti"a selution arising from embarrassment“.BS YI{ is
plain," says Cullmanmn, "where the link between Bultmann and consistent
eschatology is to be found. Both present the incorporation of eschatology
into redemptive histbry as a wrong sclution te the delayed parousia, as

an impossible afterthought, although they document this differently."36

ebrist and Time, p. zviiie 32 1bide, pe 87.

Ppyistence and Faith, p. 239.

M enrist and Time, p xx.  >Ibide, ps xxie  CIbid., p. xxi.
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Cullmarn says that it is one of his main purposes in writing his book to

demonstrate that one cannot (as Schweitzer and Bultmann waintain) detach
eschatology and its related redemptive-~historical perspective from the
New Testament messagé.37 Bschatology understood as “temporariness"38

is really the core of the New Testament.

Cvllumann attempis To show that for all the New Testament writers
there is still a future to be anticipated. Even though death has been
conquered by Christ, death is still a reality to be faced by each person
individually.§9 Similarly, while baptism is regarded as a ‘'rising with
Christ,” this rising'is still only partial. The powers of sin and death,
ever though conguered by Christ, continue to exercise their claim wpon
men., Thus "the final fransfermation of our fleshly body into the spiriiual
body is reserved for the future”.qe Even in the Gospel of John where
"the sense of realization has extended itself over almost the entire field,
and expectation has shrunk correspondingly,“41 Cullmann says that Yii will

not do simply to discard zll the Johannine passages that spesk of resur-

rection at the end".#a References to the future are important in John in

BTGhrist and Time, Pe Xixe

ngﬂn the basﬁs of the New Testement evidense, I have plainly
decided in favour of temporariness being the essence of eschatology."
Christ and Time, p. xix.
4o

Bgchrlst and Tlme, Pe 235 ibide, ps 239
k1 C.H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospely Pe 7s
AZChrlst and Elme, ps 230
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spite of the powerful emphasis on the believer already having etermal

- 3
iifeas

Cullmann agﬁeea with William Manson thal "there can be ne such
thing under any imaginable conditions as a fully realized eschatology
in the strict sense.ﬁqh To be faithful to the New Testament cne must
never overlook this obviocus fact, for to do so would be to eliminate the
eschatelogical temsion in alil the documents.

In summary, Cullmann's position can be described as a moderate
"realized eschatelogY”. It attempis to give decisive significance to the
death and resurrection of Christ as the event in which the 'emd' of all
history is revealed, and it also attempis to do Justice te the Hew Testa-
ment conception of the parcusia as the final end of the historical pro-
cess. Cullmann's position gives significance to the present as the time
of the Church and the time of the sacraments. The Church bears witness
to the tension betweén what has been accomplished snd what is yet to be
vrealized. "The Chur#h iz God's highest gift of salvation in this interim
period, and yet it is composed of imperfect sinful men."g5 Until that
which is perfect is éome that which is in part is present only in sac-
ramental, pruvisianai form., The sacraments essentially peint back to

the eentral event of the death and resurrection,&6 but they also point

b
Elnfra, Pe 8IFF.
Mansotiy, Ps Te

“Oehrist and Time, pa 155

460f. Reginald Fuller, The Mission and Achievement of Jesus,
London: S.C.M., 1954, Pp. 118-120. Fuller acknowledges his debt to
Cullmann, and says on F. 119 that because of the decisive event of the
eross "all the phenomena of the Church's life are thus related primarily
to the past, and reproduce the power of the decisive event of the past
in the present."
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forward to the final consummation of all things. In the Eucharist, for

exanple, Christ appears "as the one sitting on the right hand of God,

who has been crucified and has risen arnd will return."qV Only a moderate
"realiged eschatologﬁ" car hold together what for Cullmenn is the basic
tension of the New Testament. And only this perspective can explain

bow “u2lv~nn can write a book in which it is stated in ome place that

. L S . o
eschatology is the major concern, and ir aneotkher place it is stated

that eschatology has been "dethroﬂed".hg

3. THE EELATION OF BIBLICAL HIETORY TO GENERAL HISTCRY

In Christ and;Time Cuilmeny does rot define what he means when
he uvses the word hisimry. Fe presuppcses thsit his readers koow what he
mesns, In his article "The lNecessity end Functicrn of Higher Criticism"
he has a number of statements which place the word in a context where it
is posgible to draw put the meaning even though once agaln no clear
definition is givenaé & review of thess siatements forms a preliminary

to an examination of the section in Christ and Time which deals with the

relation between bibﬂical history asnd general history.

According ho ﬁullmanﬂ, “the wery essence of the central affirmation
of the Bible has to go with history.... The Biblical revelation.... is a
revelation of God in historye... The central message of this revelation
is found in the New Testaments... but as soon as we speak of Jesus of

w0

Nazareth we speak of history. History here appears as the locus for

L | ,
'TGhrist ard Tinme, p. 169 Agibld., Pe Xix, thbid., ps 139,

50The Barly Church, pe 7.




the events of revslation. Culimann says that "the divine revelation was

1

given form for us at a definite mouwent of history, and by this he
means of course the Christ-svent. For Cullmann history invelves re-
lationships betwesn the events of the pasit, present aund future. He says
that "the history of?Jesus presuppeses a relabiounship both with the

52

history of Israel and with the history of the primitive Church'";”™ and
thus it is the task ¢f the biblical scholar to "bring out the historical
sequence inte the light of day so that the divine plau {(what the New

Testament calls oikonomia) may become evident not behind but within

history itself.“53 It is clear from these statemenis that whemever Cull-
mann uses the word history he is referring to a succession of events in
time and space.

i

Proceeding to) the distinctiop in Chrisit and Time between biblical

history and general &istory, the importani guestion centres around the
extent to which Cullmeann's broad use of the word history can be appilied
to both categories. There is a wide diécrépancy betwesn the two usages.
"The Primitive Christian consideration of history comcentrates primarily
upon a definite number of eveals of a quite particular sort, of which
some happened before while others will happen after Christy and iis

pghief aim is fto set {hese guite definite poeurrences in relation to the
central event which %aak place in Palestine about the year e:me."‘:"jf+ Thus
the concern of the Hew Testament is chiefly with what Cullmann calls
"Biblical history". He admibts that fer general history primitive Christ-

ianity has only a ve#y limited concern: "only in the margin do references

- ! 4
Y¥ne Parly Church, p. Pe P2 lbide, Pe Te 31pid., p. 12
5k ;

Christ and Time, p. 20.
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to so-called &ecularfhistory appear in the Naw Testameﬂﬁ"o55 Though the
roforences in the New Testament to the location in time and space of the
recorded evenis are few, Cullmann ¢onsiders thex sufficient Tor the
establishment of a recognizable and theologically significant relationship
between secular aistory and biblical histery.

-

-csllnann describes biblical history as “a very thin stream which

56

filows within the bread river of world hisfsry."‘ In his chapter on
VRedemptive Iistory and Universalism™, he says that the movement ''takes
its start from tias b?oa&est possible basis and narrows steadily uantil it
reagies that center from which it again broadens oubt: Creation ~ pankind -
Israel - the remunant - the Gne - the apostles -~ the Church - mankind -

127 T

the new creatiocn. us he shows how the history waich is the concern
£ the Bible takes place within the broader context of the history of
the world, OCullmann is prepared to use the expression "redemptive history™

(Heilsgeschichte) ﬁo{designate the biblical history, in spite of the fact

that tine term "has blecome far too much a badtle cry with which the

theological @msitioﬂ of the 'Brlangen School' is gustomarily designated;”58

He suggests that thé term Yrevelational histeory" (Offenbarungsgeschichte)
comes even closer to describing the salvaticn-history which he fiands in

59

the Pible,

Schrist and Time, ps 20.
56The Early Ghurch, pe. 7.
57,
=8

hrist and Time, pe. 178,

Christ and Time, pe¢ 27, 59Ibi&., Pe 27




Important implications for the relsticn betweern bibklical history
and gereral history are contained in Cullwann's statement that "although
we are here speaking' of a very particular histery, a biblical history,

it is none the less ﬁistory."eo

Cullmann is attempting to place the
biblical histery within the context of the world history precisely to
. . Lo o R s R . 61
aveid removing the biblical history from the scrutiny of historiography.
Thus he cautions against surrounding ""the Biblical history by high walls,
. o o 62
so that 21l access to general history is made impossible™. He says
; - . ! | e . & 5 .
that he is "not attempting to make use of history in order to set it
: 11‘63m X s 3 3 e T o X
aside later on. To set history aside is fo set Jesus of Nazareth
aslde, and he is, ackording to Cullmann's undersianding of the New Test-
ament, the central point of the entire historical process. There is thus
; ; . e A ey Bl
a theological basis for both higher criticism = and all sttempts to

establish the historicity of all of the events of which the biblical

history is composed. "The mention of TPontius Pilste in the Apoltles?

i e garily Church, ps 11
5 ‘

Llan Richarfison in History Sacred snd Profane {p. 13%4) accuses

Brunner and Barth of escaping from entanglement in historiography "by
flight into a realm of Heilsgeschichte, or supra-history where critics
cease from troubling and the faithiul are at rest". On the same page
in & footmote Richarflson speaks favourably of Culimenn's use of the word
Heilsgeschichte, "“to refer to the acts of God for our salvation in the
midst of the history of our worladl.

2nrist and Time, pe 21
3mne Farly Church, p. 1.

6#"The history on which the New Testament tells us our salvation
is based is, none the less a real history and ome, in coansequence, to
which historical categories must be applied”. Ihe Barly Church, pe 11
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Creed not only corresponds to a definite historical situation of the Church,
but also has a theological significance, inasmuch as it shows by way of
example how the course of even the so-called seciular events stands in

65

relation to the redemptive history",

Rudolf Bubtlmann, in his review of Christ and Time criticizes Cull-

mann for failing to meke clear what he means by history: "I cannot see
that for him 'history' in the phrase ‘history of salvation' has any
different meaning from what it hes in ‘history of the warld'“.66 Cull-
mann's reply, clariiying as it does the difference between the %wo congepts,
suggests that Bultmann has missed Cullmann's point about a uniform use

of the word im all contexts. "The difference,” says Cullmann, "has no
effective bearing uﬁqn the historical characiter of facis which are common
to the two kinds ofihistory, nor yet upon the temporal character of the
connection between the facts, but only upon the choice of these facts

and the perspective?in which the New Testament sees them by reason of

the central place ogcupied there by the death of Christ.”67 In his reply to
Bultmann, Cullmann affirms his view that the salvation-history occurs
within the secular ﬁisﬁary; but by emphasizing that the difference between
the two lies in the criteria for the selection of the facts he raises a
serious problem ferlthe secular historian.

Cullmann admits that biblical history musit appear to the secular

65Christ and Time, p. 190,

66Existence and Faith, p. 231.
¥ |

6?The Early Church, p. 11.
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historian as "a guite queer Gonstructimn".68 Biblical history, with its
selection of certain events as imporitant, and by the joining of all the
events with the historical action of Jesus, appears as a completely
arbitrary compilatiéﬂ to the "pure historian"¢69 Cullmann says that the
relationship between the secular hisltory and the biblical history only
takes on meaning when Jesus of Nazareth is recognized as the absolute
divine revelation to men. It is this recognition in falth which enables
the bellicver to ascribe a normetive wvalue Lo the entire biblical historyi7o
And the Christian view of history, based on the slender Christ-line of
biblical history, renders a final Judgement on the events of general

71

history. Cullmsna is aware that his references to Yfaith" and *the
@id-point of all hi$tory"72 raise the problem of biblical history to the
level of a thenlogi#al problem.?ﬁ‘ But he insists that the theological
probienm posed by the biblical history was central in the early Christian
proclamation. In tﬁe "elose connection between Christian revelation and

74

history"’ is seen the Mscandal" and the "offense' of primitive Christ-
ianity. "The offense is that God reveals himself in a special way and
effects ’salvation';in a finsl way within a narrowly limited but con-

75

tinmging process¥,

68y rist and Time, p. 22,  O9Tbidey pe 22.  /CIbide, pe 25.
|

1vid., p. 20. 721bid., p. 19.  Ibid., ps 22,

7“0m P 183 6f Christ and Time, Cullmann explains why the Athenians
scoffed at Paul's speech on the Areopagus: "The failure of his speech
is explained by this very fact, that he permitted the offense to stand;
he preserved the unity of the redemptive line which begins with Adam
and ends with the résurrection of Christ.”

75Qhrist and Time, pe 23«
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4, BIBLICAL HISTORY AKD THEOLOGY
If biblical history poses & theological problem then the necessity

rises of clarifying the relationship belween the theological enterprise

o

and biblical history. Cullmann's statement that "all Christian theology
in its innermost eséence is Biblical history,“76 leaves no doubt about
the intimate nature of the relationship. The reason for the relationshi§
between theology and biblical history arises from the way in which God
reveals himself in the New Testament: 'on a straight line of an ordinary
progcess in time Gol here reveals himself, and from that line he controls
not only the whole ef hisiory, but also that which happens in natureq”77
For Cullmann all theology is biblical history in the sense that the
task of theology is the clarifying and expounding of the unified Christ-
line.

The eentral affirmeticn of this Christocentric theology is a cer-
tain concept of revelation. "Here the full and final consequences are
drawn from the fact that it is God's very nature to reveal himselfse..
Nowhere, however, is God's action more concretely revealed than in the
history which, %o speak theologically, presents in its inmermost nature
the revelation of God to m‘en.“78 Thus the biblical hﬁstory is the reve-
;atiOQ, and Jesus Christ is the focal point of God's revelatory action
in history. "Nowhere," says Cullmann, “"has the unity of the entire
revelatory process és a Christ-process - a wnidby which in the New Testa-
ment is more cr less presupposed -~ found more powerful expression than

in the prologue of the Gospel of John, where creation and redemption

hrist and Time, p. 23. /'Ibid., p. 23. (CIbid., p. 2h.
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appear as a single process in which Christ and revelation are activa."79
Cullmann says that the earliest Christian confessions of faith also fit
his view of revelation: "they do not, in the mammner of the later Church
ereeds, rend asunder the divine revelatory action as though in creation
only God the Father and in the historical redemptive work only Ged the
Son were the actor in the revelatory proceedimg“.ao Thus Cullmann sees
God's revelation as taking place sclely in hisbtory: "there is here no
room for sneculations concerning God that ignore time and historyh.
Cullmann finds the reason for "Primitive Christianity's thorough
orientation to revelatory and redemptive hisﬁory",gz in the Christian
claim that the climex and central peint of all revelation occcourred in
history in the person of Jesus Christs "As soon as the historicel work
of Jesus of Magzareth is regarded as the full expression Qf the divine
revelatory action, the necessity inevitably results of combining all
remaining divine revelatory action with it on one unified Christ-line
tc present 2 single "biblical his"bory'“.g5 The intimate relationship
between theology and history established by the Christ-event must be
meintained against éll tendéﬁcies to remove the theological concerms from
from the historical events. Cullmenn cites examples of these tendencies
in the early Church and in conbtemporary theology. Celsus is an example
of an early writer who could not accept the idea of salvation in history.

And Bultmenn provides a contemporary example of a thinker who attempts

796hrist and Time, p. 24.
80 s ; T s 821,.

Christ and Time, ps 25« Ibidsy pe 23, bide, p. 26.
85Ib::.cl., s Do 2l 81*11:1@1. s Po 28,

8
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to eliminate the 'scandal' of history. 4cecording to Cullmann, Bultmann
“strips the Christian preoclamation of its time setting in redemptive
history".85 Cullmann will not permit redemptive history to be described

as one of the “myths" of which the New Testament revelation can be strip-
ped.86 Rather, it is redemptive history which constitutes the specifically
Christian element iy the Hew Testament. And if the writers of the New
Testament saw the redemptive history as central, Cullmenn insisits that

this same perspective must accompany any contemporary exegetical work.

The exegete must take intec account the theological significance of
revelation through history.

In the intreoduction to Christ and Time there is not only a foundation

for Cullmann's theolegical exegesis but alse a foundation for ihe enter-
prise called 'Biblical theology', or in this case, 'New Testament theology'.
It is significant thai Culimann admits that all theology must have a

87

1 -
Testa~

Yprinciple of division", and that for the presentation of New
ment theology this principle must be the redemptive history which, he
says, is the framework in which the lew Testament is cast. He says that

the purvose of Christ and Time is an investigation of '"the basic pre-

suppoesitions of all Hew Testament theologyY.

What is the basis for regarding the redemptive work of Christ as

85Ghrist and Time, pa 30.
SéGhriat apd Time, p. 86.

8?Ibid., Ps 26. The "principle of division", is, in effect, the
same as a "principle of seleciion"” or a “principle of organization.
For the significance of this admission of Cullmann, infra, p.47.

881bid01 pﬂ. 260
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the "kernel" or "essence" of the New Testament proclamaition, and the
principle of division for New Testament theology? This a valid gquestion
to address to Cullmana because the Hew Yestament by itself is not a work
of theslogy: it is not a unified theological document but a diversified
collectidﬁ'b% material which nowhere in its organization or final form
betrays a conscious attempt to isolate what is essential from what is

& . s . C
2CCeSSOry. 9 Cullmann finds a reply to the question in the primitive

~

)

confessions of faith scattered throughont the New Testament materisl,
It is not withoul reason that Cullmann, in the introduction to Christ

and Time, says: "I attach to my investigation of Die ersten christlichen

Glauvbensbekenntisse, 1943 (Bng. tr., The Harliest Christian Confessions,

1949)90 special significance both irn determining what is central in the
earliest Christian proclamation and in establishing the critericn by

, . . 1
which to determine this central elemenﬁ”.g

5. TR UITNESS OF THE EARLIEST CONFESSIONS OF FATTH

An examination of Cullmaznn's book, The Zarliest Christian Con-

fessions, shows how he arrives atl a foundation for his theological exegesis.
Cullmann says that very early, even in the stape of oral iransmission, the
92

question as to the cenitral element of the Christian faith was raised.

The need for a summary of the faith was even more acute when the Church

89E.C. Hoskyns and F.H. Davey, The Riddle of the New Testament.
London: Faber, 1963, Pp. 11-13,
90g

915

ransiated by J.K.S. Reid, London: Iutterworth Press.

hrist and Time, p« xiii.

92&0nfessi0né, p. 10.



came to establish the canon of the New Testament. And so, says Cullmann,
the gquestion arcse:

in this tradition and in these hooks, what is common core
and what partichlar development? Every confession of faith,
whether worked ¢out consciously or originating spontaneously,
gives an implicit answer to this guestion.... Anyone who
summarizes the @iblical tradition realizes at eonce the
necessity of distinguishing between the central principle and
what is derived. from it. The whole problem of Seriptural
exposition depends on this distinction. What is the
standard that allows us to discriminate between these two
elements? In the period of primitive Christianity every
confession of féith in one way or another proves to be such
a standard, even if toggive an answer to this gquestion is
not its immediate aim.

In the light of this quotation it camn be seen how the earliest confessions
provide the foundatiom for all Hew Testament theology. Cullmann says that
“every theology of the New Testament presupposes a corresponding rule of
faith“,94 and this rule of faith provides a key for the interpretation of
the mass of the material ~ a principle of organization which can unify the
diverse material, For Cullmann, every confession of faith Yinvolves an
exegesis of the wholle New Testamemt”.95
In spite of ﬂhe diversity of the lenguzge and cilrcumstances of
the confessions of faith in the New Testament, Cullmenn finds certain
common characteristies. In the first place, the confessicn of Christ is
always central: "in all ponfessions of the apestolic age the concern is
with Chrits.... the starting and middle peint of Christian faith is
faith in Ghrist”.96 Cullmann also attempts to show the fundamental

congern of the esarliest confessiens with time and bhistery. From an

9300ﬁfes510n8g P‘t ‘11n gi‘!.Ibid-, Pe 11,«- 95:{bidm’ P 13‘«

%rpia. s De 50.
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analysis of the conlessions, pariticularly the formula "Kyrios Christos"
(Fhilippiens 2:11, Le concludes that it is Ythe present Lordship of Christ,
inaugerated by his resurrection and exaltation to the right hand of God,
that is the cenire of the faith of primitive Ghristianity”a97 He explains
that this historical core is also the '‘dogmatic core"g8 because in it

is contained the principle of orgavization of the history of salvetion.
“when the eariliest Christians confess that Christ is the Lerd, this is

a precise uweclaration of the time when it pleased God to reveal His plan
of salvation: the time which comprises, net oﬁly the present, but also

.9 , : .
w39 The relationships between pasi, present

the past and the fulture.
and fubture are implied, if uot explicitly stated, in all the early con=

\ . 100 . ~
fessions of faith. For this reasen Cullmann can state at the end of

hie book that "the divine plian of salvation...s unfolds itself in the
. . o ays s O

lipear time of the bBible".

Tuis very short summary of Cullmern's work on the earliest con-

fessions is sufficient to indicate the relevance of this earlier work to

the introductory chapters of Christ and Tiuse. Cullmann has found a key
to the interpretation of the New Testament in the eariiest confessions

of faith. 4And because these confessions make theological assertions,

981"3‘?}‘@:0' P- 580

—

97Gonfessions, Pe 584
Q
9’Confessionﬁ, o 6k,

1000ullmann admits that references to the second coming are rare in
the first confessions.. He says that the early Christians' hope for the
second coming of Christ was ineluded in the certainty of the resurrectionm,
and therefore, "it seemed unnecessary in a short summary to include a
special mention of the second coming.® Confessions, ps 57s

1Oq6mnfesaions, pe 6k,
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Cullmann has found justification for a theology of the Hew Testament.
The witness of the earliest Christian confessions means for Cullmann that
the exegete not only can, bubt must, approach the New Testament with

theological presuppdsitions«

6. SUMMARY AND PRELIMINARY EVALUATION

The introductory chapters to Christ and Time not only summarize

and ipcorporabe the findings of the remainder of the book, but they also
introduce the reader to the theclogical presuppositions which lie behind
all of Cullmann's exegetical work., Thus the conclusions which Cullmann
reaches about what is central in the New Testament are also the thecleogical
presuppositions which he uses to understand the material. The reader is
left wondering about the logic of an interpretation in which the con-
clusions are alfeady presupposed in the questions directed to the material.

An attempt has been made in this chapter to escape from this cyelical
dilemma by arranging the presuppositions in a logical seguence. Hence in
this presentation the Christian way of reekoning time logically precedes
the present-future tension, because the latter is dependent on the former.
Similarly Cullmann's demomstration of how biblicél histery relates to
general histery is followed by the derivative conclusion that all theology
is biklical history. And the arrangement is climaxed by a study of the
earliest confessions of faith in order to establish the criteria for
separating what is central from what is peripheral in the NHew Testament.
But such a logical progression is not observed by Cullmann. For example,
the reason for the theological implications of the Christian system of

reckoning time (mentioned@ at the beginning of the chapter) only becomes
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evident later in the chapter (where the witness of the earliest confessions
is discussed). A% every level the theological presuppositions determine
the outcome of the investigation, and the investigation confirms the
presuppositions.

in fairness to Cullmann it must be stated that he considers the
inconsistenéy and irrationality of his approach as necessary because of
the foundation in the biblical material itself. It is precisely because
the exegele must be beth a historian and a theologian at the same time,
that he must impose his theological presuppositions or the material.
Every text must be approached in the light of the full revelation of God
in Jesus Christ. The biblical'history cannot be separated from theology:
because of Jesus Christ all theology is biblical history. And while this
offends human reason, it is part of the scandal of the Christian faith
that the theological presuppositions should determime the results of the
exegesis. While Cullmann has insisted previously om elimimaiing all philo-
sophical presuppmsitimns,102 he considers the ﬁhe@lagical presuppositions
as esseptial for the exegesis of scripture, for only he who has faith
can discern "the line of salvation from Israel to Christ and from Christ

103 A question which will be taken up in a later section

to the Church¥.
is whether the Christian faith does demand such an elimination of reason
aad logic. It will be suggested that the faith-reason dichotomy is ex~

cessive in Cullmann, and that it leads to an elevaiion of the New Testa-

ment scriptures to a realm where they are immune to scientific and

102

Supra, ps 27,
103

Supras Pe 47,
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An essential element of Cullmann's theclogical exegesis 1s the
quest for a norm within the New Testament, and the application of this
norm to all the material. The word “norm" reappears constanily throughout

the introduction to Christ and Time. On one page alone the following

R . . . 10
synonyms appear: “essence," "innermost character," "core," "basic motif.® >

In this chapter the theological foundation of Cullmann's exegesis has been
isolated in each section by the application of the norm to the material
under consideration. Thus the theological affirmation lying behind the

Christian way of reckoning time constitutes the central element of the

New Testamenty revelatioa.106 Similarly Cullmann says that the "already

and not yet" teansiocn is the silent presupposition behind the entire New

Testament‘107 Alse 'Cullmann ascribes a normative value to biblical
108

history over the geﬂeral history of the worid. Further, because

redemptive history constitutes the specifically Christian element in

the New Testament all theology is biblical history.qag A11 of these
attempis to establish some central norm or standard within the New Tesia-
ment, by which 811 the rest of the material may be judged, find their

110

"objective" justification in the earliest Christian confessions of

faith, But even Cullmann's work on the earliest confessions betrays

10
O nera, p. 1308,
105, . ; -
Christ and Time, p. xix.
106Sugra, Pe 26 lG?Sugraq Pe. 29 1088ugra, pedl. 1095upra, Pe 42,
llGConfessions, Pe 13; "The ancigpt Churche... took the trouble
to emphasize the objective character of the rule of faith, and to eliminate
every suspicion of arbitrariness'.
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signs of being approached with the same theological presuppositions.
For example, Cullmann says that the confessions ¢f faith are a standard
by which the central element can be distinguished from the peripheral
because they a1l involve an exegesis of the entire New Testament.1

But Cullmann obviously means a theological exegesis involving his pre-
suppositions, otherwise the exegete wovld not have the faith ?a discern
the "plan of salvation! which Cullmaun speaks of later in the book.112
The criteria for the establishing of the standard are thus “objective
only in the context of a theological exegesis. Thus Cullmann's exegetical

method does not depend entirely on the thesis of The Farliest Christian

Confessions because exactly the same theolcyical exegesis is used in

Christ and Time to arrive at similar contlusions. QCullmenn®s exegetical

method is open to eriticism im all of his attempits to expound the central
element of the New Testament. A theological exegesis must be concerned
with the quest for a norm since theclogy involves some principle for

the selection and organization of the material. But the problems encount-
ered in Cullmann's theological exegesis suggest that it is not the business
of exegesis proper to be concerned aboul a norm.

Another guestion c¢onceraing the value of a theological exegesis
emerges from the approach adopted in this chapter, namely o listen first
to what Cullmann says before evaluating or critieizing. The assumption
behind this approach was that Cullmann might have valuable insights which

would have been overlooked if a critical approach had been adopted from

ﬂ11Confessiums, ps 15,

112@onfessioﬁs,'pw bl
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the beginning. It was noted that J.A.T. Robinson credited Cullmann for

113

pointing out the central place of time in the New Testament; and also
C.E. Dodd and Willism Mangon agreed with Cullmann's assessment of the
present-future tension in the New Tea-.sf:'a:33921ft'u1‘M But the problem arises
as to how to assess the value of Cullmann's insights when there is such
an intimate relationship between theology and exegesis. In Cullmenn's
New Testament theology the insights concerning the present~future tensiom
are bound upi@ith a linear view of time. Some interpreters would see
great value in the former but would wish to abandon the 1atter.q15 But
because of theif inclusion in a unified theclogical presentation, all of
Cullmann's conclusicns are on the same footing and must stand cr fall
together. The guestion arises as to whether at least some of Cullmsnn's
conclusions could be reached by another method, suech as, for example, the
purely descriptive ewegesis advocated by Sﬁendahl.qQ6 Thus it is evident
that it is not Cullmann'®s condlusions themselves which are beinmg gquestioned,
but the method by which he arrives at his conelusions.

The basic problem posed by Cullmann's theological exegesis is not
capable of reséluticn within the framework in which he operatess The
probleﬁ is‘that while, on the one hand, Culimann claims to be presenting

17

. . . < os . R . 1
conclusions arrived at by "a purely scientific, historical-exegetical™

11% 114
1’Sugra, Pe 27. Supra, P 3.
115Paul Minear, for example, in his review of Christ and Time, says

that while Cullmann “has demonsirated the centrality of the category of
time for both histerical and theclogical problemss... his descripiion

of time as an upward sloping line is too neat and geometric to be wholly
convinecing," Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 70, 1951, p. 57.

5.7
1165u ra, DPe DD, W1‘Ghrist and Time, p. xxiv.
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method, on the other hand, it is part of the method that the conclusions
are the presuppositions of the exegesis. The necessity for the intimate
relationship between theology and exegesis arises from the nature of the
New Testament material itself. But this same necessity results in the
predicament that there 1s no wéj of testing (within Cullmenn's frame of
reference) whether his exegesis is accurate:. Just as the results of
geductive reasoning cannot be questioned from within the system but can
only be evaluated by a comparison with the results of inductive reasoning,
so the only solution %o the dilemmm posed ﬁy Cullmann's theological
exegesis is te step outside his system and adept a different approach

to the scriptures, and then compare and contrast the results with those
of Cullmann. Such a procedure will be adopted in the two succeeding

chapliers.
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THE NEW TESTAMENT TERMINOLOGY FOR TIME

At the end of his book on Cullmamn, Jean Frisque makes the per-
ceptive comment thal "le dialogue avec l'auteur doit prendre place au
départ de la construction théalogique; en cours de route, il est trop tard
pour intervenir, les jeux sont fait".1 It is the purpose of both this
chapter and the succeeding one to enter inte dialogue with Cullmann
before the level of the theological construction. In‘erder to achieve
a dislogue it is necessary to adoﬁt a procedure whieh Cullmann would con~
sider illegitimate, namely to separate exegesis from theology. The
comparison between Cullmann's theologicel exegesis and a descriptive
approach to exegesis in Chaplers IIT and IV will provide a basis for
assessing whether Cullmann's theological presuppositions preoperly belong
to the discipline of biblical studies. The question %o be fesolved is
whether redemptive history is integral to the New Testament material or
whether such a view of time and history as Cullmann proposes only
becomes a pcesibility when the interpreter has "faith" or adopts a

"theological exegesis'.

1Frisque, Oscar Cullmann, p. 236.

5
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4. THE BASIS FOR COMPARISON

The standard ageinst whieh Cullmann's exegesis is to be compared
finds expression in two contemporary scholars Krister Stendshl and David
Noel Freedman. Both of these men adopt a descriptive approach to the
exegetical task and attempt to work within the framework of "the
universally recognized methods of linguistic and historigal research".a
The limits which theses men place on exegesis are noted here se that the
contrast to Cullmann will be evident when the biblical material is
examined.

Stendahl draws a clear distinection between what the texi meant at
the time it was written and what it means to the contemporary reader.3
He confines exegesis to a description of the original: ¥from the point
of view of method our only concern is to find out what the words meant
when uttered or written by the prophet, the priest, the evangelist or
the apostles - and regardless of their meaning in later states of
religious history, our own inclu&ed“.h Even the clarification of the
hermeneutic principles is beyond the scope of the exegete whose task
is entirely descriptive. "This deseriptive task can be carried out by
believer and agnestic alikes... both can werk side by side, since no
other tools are called for than those of description gn‘gﬁglterms indicated

by the texits themselves".5 Stendahl admits that all interpreters have

EVorgrimler, Dogmatic vs. Biblical Theology, P 7h,

4
“Stendahly K., "Biblical Theology", an article in The Interpreter's
Dictionary of the Bible, New York: Abingdon, 1962, Vol. 1, p. 422.

L"I’bidb'-’ P‘b 4221‘ BIbid., pn 1+22-
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presuppositions and preconceived ideas, but he says that the advantage
of a purely descriptive approach is that "the material itself gives us
means to check whether our interpretation is correct or not”.6

Freedman, makes a similar plea for a descriptive exegesis according

7

to universally recognized scholarly procedures.’ He calls for "a respect-
ful approach te the Bible“.8 ¥The phrase is not meant in a theclogical

or cultic sense, but rather in a scholarly sense. There are two matters
involved, first a respect for the plain meaning of the text and for the
intention of the author or spesker (2 common justice rendered to every
piece of literature, ard equally owed to the Bible), and second a respect
for the biblical traﬂition.“g Freedman, under the second point, is uwrging
the interpreter net tc begin with the assumpiiorn that the biblical
pattern of history is autematically false.10 Freedman's "inductive
approach to Biblical sﬁudies"ﬂ consists primarily of a straight forward
grammatical-~historical exegesis of the text, passage by passage. But the
inductive approach ecan alse include a "synthetie approach”12 once the
accumulaticn of a body of data has bheen completed, After the basic
exevetical work has been accomplished it is permissable to meke certain

hypotheses which attempt to collate, organize, systematize the knowledge,

6Ibid., p. k22,

7Freedman, Do, "On Method in Biblical Stﬁdiea: The Gld Testament,”
Interpretation, Vol. 17, 1963, p. 308-18.

Tbid., pe 308. %ibid., p. 313.

10Suyra, p. 20 , where it was suggested that Bulimann has shown
a tendency to approach the seriptures with this assumption.

Mprecdnan, op. cit., p. 308. 121pi4., p. 31k



57

and provide an over-all view. The inductive approach depends upon a
recognition that the attempts to synthesize are no more than hypotheses
and must be sbandoned if préven inmcorrect. Within this context Freedman
suggests that there is value in such efforis to isolate and identify
common themes - there is even value in the attempt to find an over-all
ynity. ""The attempt to generalize findings is a fealure of every
seientific enguiry, and could hardly have been avoided in the case of
the Bible."13 But he cautions that Mit is only on the basis of an ex~
haustive exegetical study that any discussion of themes and patterns is
1:>ca‘ss:i.bil.e.",ﬁ‘t Freedman's "inductive approach!” does not broaden the des-
criptive task of exegesis as formulated by Stendahl, but it does permit
the scientific approach to the biblical material to go one step further
once the exegetical task has been completed. The contrast between the
methods of Cullmann znd Freedman becomes most vivid when it is noted
the extent to which Cullmann's theological exegesis involves spproaching
the exegetical %task with prior assumpticns concerning the common theme
and over-all unity of the material«15

The seientific method of Stendahl and Freedman, based on a des-
eriptive and inductive approach to exegesis, will be compared to Cull-
mann's theological approach in twe distinct ways. A chapier will be

devoted to ecach of these two ways. In this chapier Cullmann's treatment

13.1.12.5;-_@” p. 315. ﬂI‘bﬁ.d., pe 315,

1SIﬁfra, ps 127 » where further implications of the contrast are
discussed.
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of the New Testament terminclogy for time will be compared with that of

James Barr in his book Biblical Words for ‘E}ime.16 Barr!s method will be

seen to ecorrespond with the principles laid down by Stendahl znd Freedman.
Chapter IV will present a critical amnalysis of Cullmann's exegetical
method as he applies it to one book of scripiture. Cullmann's treatise

cn the Fourih Gospel, entiiled The Gospel Accerding to St. John and Early

i " N R . .
Christian Woership 7 is a good example of his theological exegesis and can

be compared with coumentaries which exemplify the demcriptive and inductive

approach to exegesliss Both the chapter on terminelogy in Christ and Time

and the treatise on the Fourth Gospel are of considerable importance to
Cullmann for the establishing of his comnclusions concerning tifte and

history in the New Testament.

2s JAMES BARR'S EXEGETICAL METHOD

‘ » e \ 1 s
In The Semantics of Biblical Language 8 James Barr criticizes

biblical theclogians for their fallure to relate their treatment of
biblical terminelogy %o the findings of general linguistics. He suggests
that the scriptures be approached with a knowledge of what modern linguists
say about the biblical launguage and that this approach be compared o

mnodern theological assessments of the biblical language.19 Barr approaches

16Barr, James, Biblical Words for Time, London: S.C.M. 1962,

pp. 74k, (BYT).
170allmann§ O«y Barly Christian Worship, Lordon: S.C.M+ 1953, p. 126.
18

Barr, James., The Semantics of Biblical Language, Cxford, 1961.

1959mantias, pe 2964, "It is probable that a greater awareness of
general semantics, of general linguistic method #n all its aspects, and
an gpplication of such awareness in biblieal interpretation, would have
valuable and important results for theclogy.™
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the biblical material from the point of view of universally accepted
linguistic procedure. This is not a theologlical but rather a descriptive
treatment of the biblical terzinoleogy.

In the 3emantics of Biblical Lansuage Barr makes a two-fold

critieism of the method of biblical theologians such as Cullmenn, while
allowing that their conclusions might still be true.20 In the first place,
he shows that it is careless linguistic procedure to compare two languages
such as Greek and Hebrew withoul having some zmorm to which both can be
referred. '"Thus the isclation of Hebrew from general linguistics tends

to heighten the impression oi Hebrew being gwite extracrdinarily unique

in its structure-“zw Cullmann speaks of 'the radical opposition between
Greek and Biblical thimking"zz and says that "there can be no real re-
conciliation when the fundamental Pﬂéitians are so radiceily differemt."aB
Similarly J+A.T. Robinson says that "the Greek concepiion of time and
eternity is totall§ opposed to the Biblical understanding."aq Both Cull-
mann and Robinson ave criticized hy Barr for arriving at their conclusions
by means of an isolation of Gresk and Hebrew which tends to accentuate the

.. . ) 2 . , cee s . .
differences bpetwesn them. > Barr's first criticism is relevanit to those

ZG"Where linguistic evidence has been used in aid of a theological
crgument, and where I believe that evidence to have been misused, I do

not necessarily believe the conclusion of the theclogical ergument to be
itself wrong in particular. Quite often I think that theological arguments
which I have examined would have been better and more convincing without

the linguistic evidence which has been used in their support"” Semantics, p. 6.
zjsemanti&s, p. 291,

2Zehrist and Time, ps Sit. EEIbiﬂ., Ps 50
akscottish Journal of Theology, Vol. 3, No. 1, 1950, p. 88.

ZSSemantics, Ta 2Fe
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sections of Christ and Time where Cullmann contrasts the primitive Christ-

ian uynderstanding of time with the “Greek and un-Bibliesl concept of
time".26

But Barr’s seegond criticism is even more relevant because it
strikes at the heart of the method whereby Cullmann arrives at his
conclusions about the New Testawmenit conception of time. Barr criticizes
biblical theologiens and contributers to all theclogical word books for
drawing their conclusions about the differences between Hebrew and Greek
thought from an analysis of words. He says that ome primary assumption
of biblical theologians has been that biblical language in its gram=-
matical mechanisms or its lexical stock will always reflect or correspond
to biblical thought»ay By showing how words can have different meanings
in different contexis and how words c¢an change thelr meanings over =
pericd of time, Barr is led to the major thesis of his book: namely that
sentences and phrases are the main conveyors or thought net lexical
structures.zg Barr's criticisms of Cullmann's exegetical method are
primarily directed towards‘the close correlation between thought and
language which is presupposed irn Cullmann's treatment of the New Testament
material.

The donitrast between the exegetical methods of Cullmann and Barr

is best studied within the framework that Barr suggests in Biblical Words

for Time. He proposss to concenirate op one particular procedure which

20Cyrist and Time, p. 26.

Eglbid.’ pu 2630

t————y

Z?Semantics, cthapter 2+
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29

he finds wvery common among biblical theclogians. "This procedure is
the building of a struciure from the lexical stock of the biblical
languagés, and the assumption that the shape of this structure reflects
or sets forth the outlipnes of biblieal thinking sbout a subject."ao
The subject for discussion in this case is "iime", and Barr cites Cull-
menn's chapter. on "The New Testament Terminology for Time" as a particularly

good example of what he considers te be a faully exegetical procedure.

3. THE CENTRALITY OF THE CATEGORY OF TIME IN THE NEW TESTAMENT

Cullmaenn begins the chapter on terminology in Christ and Time by

drawing attenticn to the prominence in the New Testament of temporal
language. He cites the recurring use of the words é}{épa. ,ti;a. A
‘<dLP£5 ’ >(ng05 and %ihgv to illustrate his point. But even in

the first paragraph of the chapter Cullmann goes beyond simply saying that
time is important.

Culimann claims that the New Testament is exclusively preoccupied
with time and history. He refers to "the emphatically temporal character
of 211 expressions of faith”,51 apd he says that “the New Testament
writings for the first time give to all revelation an essential anchorage

.32

in tim These statements comntain Cullmann's views of revelation and

Zg”ﬁlthough the detailed study lies only in one small corner of
the field of biblical interpretation, the issues ultimately raised include
gquite basic matters of method in biblical interpretation along with the
integration of biblical study with dogmatie and philosophical theology.™
BET, pe ik, infra, pp.l127f. for a further discussion of some of the basic
issues to which Barr is referring.

Opyr, p. 12,

Nenpist and Time, p. 37 3

“Ibid., p. 38
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history which will be examined in a later secti@ﬂ-EE But since it is
the temporal character of expressions of faith which provides Cullmann
with the justification for his complete rejection of Greek “i:)i'im.w_ﬁ;l'l1!:,35]4
it is important to exawmine the evidence that Cullmann produces in his
chapter on terminology. IExamination revezls, however, that even the
passage which Cullmanmn cites in conjunction with his exclusive claim for
temporality, Hebrews 14:1,35 contains a non-temporal reference. B.C.
Elackman36 shows that the word fﬁTéwvlcws, *solid reality' has the
philesophic sense of 'being! or ‘'nature' as in Hebrews 1:3,%the very
stamp of his natvure®, Blackmen says that “this is somewhat Platonie!
and is a significant addition to & definition of faith which does indeed
include a temporal reference ("things hoped for"). It is legitimate,
therefore, to question Cullmann's phrase '"the emphatically temporal
character of all expressions of faith" even with respect to the example
which he uses to make his point.

But there are also cother examples of expressions of faith in the
New Testament which do not have a %temporal reference. For example; in
the well-known passage of the letter of James (22:14-22) faith is des-
cribed as mere belief which neither affecis behaviour or calls forth
personal trusi: acdording to verse 19 ever demons may be said to hawve

faith in this sense. Blackman says that "the moralism of James represents

Balnfra, Ps I35,
3 Christ and Time, Pp. 62=65.

35“Faith gives substance to our hopes, and makes us certain of
reallities we do not see™ -~ New Fnglish Bible.

36

Interpreier's Dictionary of the Bible, Vol. 2, p. 234.
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the continuing influence in the Church of the ethice of Hellenistic
Judaism".37 Cullmenn would no doubt consider this conception of faith

as a degradation, buf it is an example of the influence of Greek thought
within the New Testament. 4nd it does point to the need for z modification
of Cullmamn's exclusive ¢laim. Cullmann's chapter on terminolagy alludes

38

only once” to the contrast between Hellenistic thought amd the thought
of the MNew Testament - a contrast which is very dominant in the remainder
cf the book. Analysis reveals that what is said later in the book about
the contrast cannot be based on the examination of the terminology in
chapter one.Bg
From the many words for time in the New Testament Cullmann singles
> s

/
out Kdepes and «Lcwv for particular attention because they "mosi

clearly elucidate the New Testament counception of time".

4, CULLMANN AND BARR ON KAIROS
4
Cullmann says that "the characteristic thing about kdepss is that
it has to do with a definite point of time which has a fixed content".h1

Cullmann produces considerable evidence from the New Testament to demenstrate

31bid., pe 23k
B onrist and Time, p. 37.

BQPaul Minear, rveviewing Christ and Time in the Jowrmal of Biblical
Literature, Vol. 70, 1951, p. 53, says that "there is much evidence that
the antithesis between Christian and Hellenistic conceptions was nof
so complete as the author supposes.” Minear is no doubt alluding to
evidence which Cullmann omits in his chaplter om Terminology.

%00 rist and Time, p. 4C.

b

ohrist and Time, p. 30
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‘ ; o . . b
that Kdipes means "exact, right, ecritical time" or “opportunity". 2

From the many examples given by Cullmenn two are reproduced here to
demonstrate that in certain contexis Kdtfgs can be translated as Cullmann
sx:tgge::—s*l:s.‘l*3 In Matthew 26318 Jesus sends out his disciples with the
message: Tmy thpé; is at hand". Not only is Jesus quoted as using
KdLPéS in the semse of 'decisive moment', but the early Christians alsc
used ku¢p;5 té describe their present experience of suffering: in I Peter
4:17 it is stated that "the Kdtp£¢ has come Tor the judgement to begin at
the house of God™. In both of these instaneces Cullmann's usage of kxtféﬁ
is supported by competent exegetes.

However, Barr shows that Cullmann has overlocked a number of
important New Testament passages where Kﬁtfé; does not mean a point of
time defined by its content, but has raference te what can only be an
extended period.45 In Ephesians 2:12 kmxfés is used bo describe the
entire era when the Gentiles were separated from Ghrist.46 Similarly,

f
in Mark 10:30 the word k4ipes does not refer to an instant or moment when

20115t and Time, p. 39-43.

) ' 4

z','BThe essential facts about the usage of KAPes are readily avail-
able in The Theological Word Book of the New Testament. Delling's article
cites many examples where "dedisive time™ is the sense intended by the
usage of o

44For Matt. 26:18 see Sherman E. Johnson, The Interpreter's Bible,
Vole 74 po 573, also J.C. Fenton, Saint Matthew, Pelican Gospel Commen=
taries, London, 1963, p. 414, For I Peter 4:17 see A.M. Hunter, The
Interpreter's Bible, Vol. 12, p. 145,

Ly

SBYP, p. 38-39.

46Cf. F.¥. Beare, Interpreter's Bible, Vol. 10, p. 651, "Before
Christ came there was no comsunion of man with God except within the
fold of the nation which he had made peculiarly his own."
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a man is rewarded, but to this age as contrasted with the coming period.
Agzin in Hebrews 9:9 kacy;s is used to describe the present era.48 Barr
ghicvs that the use of kdiféﬂ to mean "time"™ in the sense of a M“period®
has a long history in classical Creek and in the Septuagint.49 The
important consequence for the New Testament exegete of Barr's analysis of
k“‘Pés is that it smust not be assumed in advance that the word means a
point of time, but that the peaving of the word must be discussed from
the context in vwhich it is used.

In his chapter on terminology Cullmann mentions the word )(ngs;

50

twice, and in both instances he tramslates this word as "time", He
says that the word is not used abstracﬁly51 but always "in concrete re-
ference to the redemptive history“»52 But the onply example provided is

Revelation 10:6 where it is said that there will be no more Xfévws,

which he translates zs: P"There will be no more cielay".53 While Cullmann

I}"‘?Gl*.‘. F.C. Grant, Interpreter's Bible, Vol. 7, pp. 808. "The
contrast between 'now in this time' and 'in the world to come' is the
usual eschatelogical conitrast between the two agesh.

thf. A.C. Purdy, Interpreter's Bible, Vol., 2, p. 688. "The
whole contrast is between the old and the new orders™.

sz, Pp. 32-38.

20 Christ and Time, Pp. 38 and 49,

o Cullmann's statement that mone of the itemporal expressions of
the New Testament, noi even yyavws has as its object time as an ab-
straction” (p. 9) is an example of bhe tendency among biblical theclogians
to siress the differences between Hebrew and Greek thought. Since there
is po word in any language that means “time as an abstraction™ there is
ne point in stressing that Jewish and Christian usage has no such word.
Cullmann's statement is superfluwous and can easily lead the unwary reading
into thinking that there is something unigue about biblical language.

Cf. Barr. BWT, p. 78.

22Christ and Time, Pe 49 231vid., p. 49.
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=
may be right in his interpretation of this passageg)h the objectionable

feature of his treatment of fova& is that he never meniions that it can
have the same meaning as Kdtﬁ;} in a number of places in the New Testa~
ments The omission is aerious'enmugh in itself, but it is even more
ceritical when it is noted how conclusions are drawn about time in the
New Testament from a one-sided treatment of kuugés ‘

Cullmann builds a good part of his case fer a New Testament con-
geption of time from an analysis of kA&FJQ ¢ The faet that he fails to
mention the equivalence Gf'KAupéi anﬂ‘Xpéva in many passages means that
one very important aspect of what the New Testament says about time is
overlocked. Barr cites Acts 1:6 as an instance where ngﬁbs could be
replaced by K%kfés with ro appreciable change of meaning.EELXPﬁ;cs in
this passage means 'at the present juncture', ‘now‘osé Barr also considers
the two passages in the New Testament where kiwés and XFévns ocecur together
in a collaction {Acts 1:7 and I Thess. 5:1) and concludes that "there is

no significant difference between the two words, or at least none that

can be expressed either by the distinction between 'chromelogical time!

5&Barr admits that modern interpretation favours this translation
(so R.3.V.), but he points out that arguments for 'delay’ have been founded
mainly upon the verb Xpev:J€iv , which means 'to delay', but this is not
the same as evidence for Xpives itself. %A1l the ancient versions trans-
lated with words for 'time' here, although they had words for ‘delay®."
{(pe 76) R.H. Preston and A.T, Hanson (The Revelation of Saint John the
Divine, Torch Bible Commentaries, London: S.C.M., 1949) are typical
of most modern interpreters, They say that "John is not trying to define
eternity: he simply means "there shall be ro more delay'.... There is
no metaphysical significance to Xpeve: in verse 6". p. 87.

P2BHT, p. 38. Brpid., p. 38




and ‘realistic time',57 or by that between periods of time and uoments

of tim@“.ﬁg Barr cites the opinion of Blass {("one of the greatest New
Testament philolagists”)59 that in Acts 1:7 the twe words are synonyms.
That Cullmenn fails to consider the equivalence of the fwo words is
evident from his treatment of the two passages in question, In his
exposition he simply does not menticn the'Xpmvoj which cecur along with
the k&cpsz « A mention of the‘ﬂpavnz would have prevented Cullmann
from making a generalization about Acts 1:6 to the effect that, it
is not all the fragments of ongoing time thal comstitute redemptive
history in the narrower sense, but rather these speeific points, these
kd»pbi singled out from time as a whole"»éo This sentence provides
a good example of how Cullmann's exegesis is adversely affected by a
theological notion of kALp;; (derived from its use in certain contexts)
indiscriminately applied to situations where this usage was not intended
by the author.

While Barr is willing to grant thatlcdtfés usually means a point

of time, he is not willing to say that whenever this word occurs it must

E?This first distinction refers to that of John HMarsh in The
Tfulness of Time, London: Nisbet, 1952, p. 19f. The Second distinction
refers to Cullmann's use of kedwpes 1o refer only to mements of time.

Sayr, p. 30,

29Bp, p. bo.
60

Christ and Time, p. 40.
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have the meaning that Cullmenn attaches to it. Mie must say that the
New Testament kacpﬁs represents more than one concept, and at 2 minimum
two, namely that of ‘right time' and that of 'time' in general -~ the
latter a concept commonly indicated also by’&p;«as “.62 It is not leg-
itimate says Barr o subsume these itwo meanings under a single 'ifdgpgﬁ
concept‘.63 The remainder of Barr's treatument Oficd&fgi is concerned
to show how Cullmann's exegesis has been adversely affected by "pressing
the sense of 'critical moment' or 'decisive moment' upon examples of
thfiﬁ in cases ﬁhere this sense is uwnecertain, or even improhable or
impossible.“éh

Yery frequently in his chapter on terminclogy Cullmanm leaves the
word Kdtyés untranslated, and this adds to the difficulty of knowing
whether he is pressing into the mould o¢f the 'kaibpgs concept' examples
of Kaxfég where the sense of ‘'decisive moment' is unlikely or disputed.
Thus in Cullmann's exposition Aets 17 appears as “the i<d&Pﬁ: which the
Father has fixed in his omnipatenme";éﬁ By leaving the word in Greek

Cullmann avoids the difficult arguments which would be necessary to

61Cullmann says that kaipes {like «iwv ) "can be used in the New
Testament without special theclogical reference”, and he gives Aets 24:25
as his sole example of a secular usage {(p. 39). But examlmaﬁlon reveals
that Cullmenn intends a ‘theological coentent' for kucf@* in all the other
Hew Testament passages which he guotes in the chapter on terminology.

6?@%@, p. 62.

656hri%t and Time, p. 40. Cullmann speaks of "this central New
Testament concept of thelcd&f/ ", In view of the various meanlngs of
wavpbs  in the New Testament, Barr says that Ythe phrase ‘the ¥44Lf<s
concept! has no intelligible meaning”. BWI, p. 53.

S —
%a pe Sk

PChrist and Time, p. 40.
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establish the meaning of 'decisive moment' im this context. Barr has
shcwnééAthat some scholars consider the presence of the word Xy;vcs in
this verse as exegebical grounds for regarding the words kxwyé$ and
/ . . o . .
Ypuves as equivalent expressions for a period of times. It can alseo
7
be shown that Cullmann imposes his ' kéwpss concept' uporn I Tim. 6:15

67

~ ¢! ’
where the kacpsc’ ¢§eecs  ig “ranslated™ as "at appropriate Kdipre W,
is

P /
Cullpann says that «Jecs ‘appropriate’ already inherent in kawis as

AN

Wdegisive moment“.6g But Barr argues that the reverse is true. He says
> i

that it is the use of ¢3¢05 which makes it legitimate and reasonable

69

to translate as "decisive moment™ in this context, Cullmann approaches
the exegesis of these passages with a theologiecal presupposition concerning
the meaning of Kﬂ&féﬁ s whereas Barr attempis to determine the meaning
of the word from the conitext im which it is used,

Cullmann's 'W¢dxféf concept' proves to be the theological basis
for his linear view of time and for the redemptive history which for him
is the specifically Christian element of the New Testament. Cullmann
says that it is the relationship between the knikfai whieh provides the
basis for lipear time and redemptive history. In the chapier on terminology

Cullmann speaks of Christ as standing "in the midst of the divine plan of

éésugra, Po 67,

b70hrist‘and Time, p. %0. ,

68"By the addition of the objective iSees 'appropriat%‘, it is
emphasized that the sovereigp power of Geod fixes these kdepee im the
context of his entire plan of salvation'. Christ and Time, p. 40.

69@2’ pl L}Zm
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'4
salvation, whose kdc.’mi- are definitely fixed by Go.d“'.?g Similarly he
says that "in the past, the present and the future there are special
/ .
divine Kdwpic by the joining of which the redempiive line ar'ises".?l}

The misleading effect of transliteration is seén in both of these sentences
from Cullmann in that other possible meanings of k4 ‘-f’a’f' are overlooked,
But even if Cullmann's implied usage of %ﬂ&fﬁi’ is allowed to stand,
another important question is whether there is any New Testament evidence

to support the “"special divine Kd ﬂ“‘i by the joining of which the
redemptivé line aI‘iSQE"a?Z

Barr says that Cullmaenn's plcture of a history composed of a
series of kdd—pm{ "is produced by stringing together a number of different

/
passages, each of which conteains the word Kaspss with some reference to

a theologieally important f;:ﬂme:;t'»z’a.‘"-?'?5 Barr suggests in this statement that
any linking up of the Kd&fa: is the ‘produo’is of a theological exegesis,

and cannot be legitimately extracted from New Testament linguistic usage.
He says that "there are no contexis in biblical Greek in whick ‘a series

n?}"'

/
of KAtpse ' appears in usage. Cullmarm, on the other hand, cites

- > 7
the kdipis tfiecs  of the Pastoral Epistles, especially as it eccurs
rd
in I Tim. 2:6, as showing "the necessity of connecting the IKdwpze with
‘ s
oneg another."75 Cullmenn argues that in some instances the word kKoiges

refers to a future event (the exzmple he gives is I. Tiwm, 6:15) and in

other instances the word refers to a past event (Titus 1:3) but that in

?OChI'iSt and Time, p. 1’"2. 711bid09 pb L"}s 721bidl [y po L*'Ba
Bz, p. 61 "Mipid., p. 61
75 Christ and Time, p. 43.
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I Tim. 2:6 both of these usages converge, and this demonsirates the
negessity of the jeining of the Kd&f0: + But there are two basic
¢riticisms of Cullmenn's exegesis of I Tim. 2:6, The first is that Cull~
mann's interpretation of kunpe: in the futurist sense of Ystill to c‘ome”?6
has, says Barr, "wvery little support in its favour, and is implicitly
contradicted by many works of reference".77 In the second place, both
Barr and Bultmann gquestion Cullmann's exegesis of kd&fai as representing
a plurality of divinely plarned moments. Bulimann suggests that k:*\fﬁi
is not a genuine plural and therefore cannot designate “'stages in the
history of salvaticn"..?ﬁ And Barr, by showing that the plural { K« 'tjw: )
in the general sense of *{ime’ and with no element of either decisiveness
or of plurality of meaning was well established in Hellenistic usage and

79

in the Septuagint,”” raises a serious criticism of Cullmann's interpreta-

&o

tion. Cullmann does noi preoduce any linguistic evidence, cother than
» /
the kKaoepses t§ioes  of the Pastoral Epistles to prove the necessity
/ /
of joining the wdigoe . The line which joins the ikd¢pec 1is essential

to Cullmann's view of time and history, but an examination of I Tim. 2:i6

Véchrist and Time, p. 41.

77@@@, pe. 62, Barr has overstated his case with these words. He
cites only Bultmann and Bauer to support his case, and there are scholars
such as F,D. Gealy (Interpreter's Bible, Vol. II, p. 401) who agree with
Cullmann. Barr has pointed to the lack of unanimity concerning a futurist
interpretation, and this at least weakens Cullmann's argument.

?ER, Bultmann, Existence and Faith, p. 234.
"IBur, Pp. 32-38.

‘OThe translation of in the general sense of ‘time' is
supported by the Authorized Version of the Bible, and also the Revised
Version and the Revised Standard Version.




72

has shown that the passage, when exegeted in its context and utilizing
universally recogrized linguistic methods, will not support the inter-

pretation which Cullmarn gives it.

5. CULLMANN AND BARR ON AIOHN

The section on Kztpéa has demonstrated some of the dangers in
Cullmenn's attempt to derive a bibliecal conception of tiwme and history
from an snalysis of the words used for time. It was shown how Cullmann
overloocked one of the usages of kdtyéﬁ and constructed a biblical view
ef time and history from the theolegical content which he found in cer-
tain centexts. Cullmann's discussion of dﬁiv exhibits the same tendency
to draw theelogical conclusions from an analysis of the word. But since
the theological conclusions which Cullmenn draws out from his amalysis of
dvwv  are not as immediately relevant to the foundation of his theological
exegesis,gﬂ and since many of the fayliy exegetical procedures have already
been exposed, the treatmeni of di:v in this section can be reduced to a
summary of Cullmann's main points‘paralleleﬂ by Barr's criftical comments.

Accordiﬁg to Cullmann the distinection betwe@ﬂ.kﬂ&tf;’ and df.ﬂv
brings out the essence of the New Testament understanding of time. "Fhe

two ideas that most clearly elucidate the Wew Testament conception of time

! . . 5 i 82
are those usually expressed by ketpe> {a point of time) and ALiwv {(age)".

81Cullmann's views on eschatelogy in the New Testament, redemptive
history, and the relation of redemptive history to general histc;y are
all based to a considerable extent on his understanding of Keepss . In
other words Cullmann's theclogical presuppositions are particularly ,
evident in his use of this word. Cullmann concerns himself with «{wv
only because he thinks it is helpful in determining the relation between
time and eternity in the New Testament.

Saﬁhriat and Time, p. 39




)
The previous analysis has shown that Kayss can also mean an age or a
vericd, and Barr listed Eph. 2:12, Hebrews 9:9 and Mark 10:30 as exam
"In these pessages very little appreciable diffevence would be made b
s ames 2/ 7o, Ok .
substituting Lwv for kKdopss ¥, Thus when all of the New Testamen

usage is considered it is an oversimplification to state the distinect

’ 7
between Kawss and o:iwv as that between 'moment' on the one hand, a

‘age' or 'period' on the other. Barr’s point is that if the two words

car have identical meanings in certain contexts, it is not legitmate
draw out theclogical conclusions about time in the New Testament from

a distinction which is by no mesns absolute. Barr is willing to conc

27
to Cullmenn that "it is at least true that «wwv pever mezns a point |of

=J
A%

cles.

5
&

ion

nd

o

ede

/
time, even if it is not true that K4ipss> never means a period or extent

. 8 . s . . i
of time.," 5 But this concession does not provide any foundation for
7 7
fundamental opposition belween kdéupss and Acwv which is the backbong
J ¢
Cullmann's lexical structure. «itwv (which always refers to an exd

or period of time) cannot in any sbsclute way be distinguished from

4 s
either kdiyss or Xpuves since both of these latter words can also i

the
of

ent

efer

to an exbended pericd of time. Thus Barr shows that it is not legitmate

» ~ 0 - o " )i
to draw theological conclusions from a distinction between Aiwv and

other word for time,8

any

But Cullmann alsoc draws theological conclusions from the varigus

4 7
linguistic usages of od iy itself, and again the main thrust of Barr'ls

eriticism is directed against the methed whereby Cullmann arrives at

these

83
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Bayr, . 18. Strpid., p. b2
85@@, P ‘L"‘?a 861bid», P 78.
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conclusions. The most important of Cullmamn's conclusions for his thesis

in Christ and Time is that "eternity, which is possible only as an at-
t

tribute of God, is time; or, to put it beifiter, what we call *{ime® is noth-

ing but a pari,; defined and felimited by God, of the same unending duraticn
of God's ﬁime"«g? In support of this conclusion Cullmamm brings forward
three arguments all based om the linguistic usage of d?dﬁ' in the Now
Testament. In the first place, Cullmann says that with the excepiion of

a small pumber of cases {(Hebrews 1:2 is given as an example) where the

term takes on "a spatial meaning and so comes to mean 'world'," the

sense of Loy and of ALwvEs is always temporal,gg Cullmann says that
because '"the use of the plural ‘ages' is particularly preferred when
eternity is mentianed”gg this proves that the continuation and not the
cessation of tdme is intended, Cullmann's third argument consists of a
demonstration that the same word ooy in the New Testament designates
"hoth an exactly defined and incalculable duration, which we then transliate

20

27
by the word 'eteraity'." In this double sense of «tw?v Cullmann finds

a clue to the relation beiween time and eternity in the hew Testament.
Barr criticizes all three of Cullmann's arguments.

Cullaann doés uot regerd his first argument, that the sense of
di;" is almost always temporal, as pruviﬁg anything aboult the relation
of time and eternity. The argument is regarded as a preparatory matter:
it leads into the others. But the fact that Cullmann admiis excepticuns

to his generalization points to the necessity of establishing the meaning

2 7 }
of dwvy in every context in which it is used. An examination of Cullmann's

S?Ghrist znd Time, p. 62. 881biﬂ., Ps 45

89 enrist ana Time, p. k6. Prpid., p. 45.




treatment of dﬂév reveals that the procedurs recommended by Parr has not
been fallowed.91

Barr chellenpges Cullmann's second argument that the use of the
plural for 'eternity! proves that the word does not signify cessation of
time or timelessness. “Buch an argument!, says Barr, "is a purely
theoretical one, and takes ne account of the circumstances in which plural

n 92

forms mway in fact be used in language". Barr gives examrles from var-
ious languages, ineluding Hebrew, where a plural form dves nobt mean a
plurality and variety of the cobjects designated by the singular, There
is therefore no basis for Cullmarn's argument that the use of the plural
demonstrates that eternity is endiess time. Barr not only questions the
logic of Cullmann's argument, hut also some of the facts which are produced
" ’ﬂ -
to substantiate the case. Cullmann says that the plural dwwivés is part-
icularly preferred when ebternlity is being spoken of, but Barr shows, by
a2 detailed analysis of the word, that Cullmamn's statevent is dnaccurste.
] Ty oy g . 2 91} 2 > 4 3
Cullmenn's third and rost important argument” is that the use of
-?i | . v ] *
Awsy  both for an ‘age' or limited duration of time and for unlimited

duration or "eternity' proves that 'eternity! in the New Testament is

not fundamentally different from time but is simply uniimited time. In

his Semantics of Biblical Language, Barr pointed out that if a word has

on pages 68 and ,69 of BIT Barr examines Cullmann's examples of
the various usages of oty ‘ and concludes that "it 15 only in other
synactic contexts, and not in the ones gquoted, that v means a
particular limited duration.”, p. 69,

“ “"f
92.8)\"}‘:‘! p 6;4' Bplbidog pp 66.
9hThe third argument is the onl§ one which Cullmann mentions in
support of his thesis in other parts of his book. Eg. Christ and Time,
Pe 62.
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9 ¢ X .
two sanses, as does awv in the New Teastament, this cannot be used to

demonstrate that the objects meant by the word in these two senses are

essentially akin.95 And in Biblical Vords for Time Barr points out that

97
Plato used dtwv not only for a timeless eternity but also for a limited

96

temporal period.

97

But Plato carefully stated what he meant by dﬁwf when

and did not infer a relationship between the different

98

he used 1i,
'objects! signified by Lis various uses of the word. Cullmann sums
up with the statement that "above the distimction between 'time' and
'eteriity' stands the one ftime concept of the age ( d’WV ) which

n 99

includes both', And Barr says that this stafement is notv only "a

case of the faulty use of ‘'comeept' already criticized", but also Yan
"4!/

ignering of the variety of different syniactical combtexts in which afuwv

and dtWV‘Of are used.... Lhe argument ignores also the basic fact that

2/
the cases invelving #twv in seuses like 'the present age' can be easily

. . . p ; 3 . . 00
distinguished from, and are in no way dependent upon, iis seuse as 'pergetulty'ﬂ

4
95Gf. also BWT, p. 147 where Barr shows that the word diwv cos is
used of both the Jerusalem tewple gates in Psalm 23:7 and of the Christian
God in Romans 16326,
965wr Pe 72
97”P1ato himself expllcltlv says that temporsl movement is absent
from that which he called «iwv in the Timaeus". BWT, pe 72

983arr‘s demonstration that the facts to which Cullmann appeals in
New Testament Greek “are equally, or much more, present in classical Greek
and in Flato in particular” (BT, p. 72) is a particularly biting criticism
of Cullmann. OCullmann states that his purpesé is to show how his con=-
clusions "differ from the Greek conception; present above all in Platonism,
of the way in which time and eternity are related.”™ Christ and Time, p. 61.

¢
9}6hrist and Time, pe 62.

10047, p. 78.
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Barr not only criticizes the evidence that Cullmann produces in the
nree arguments for the conglusion that efernity is endless time; but Barre
goes further and considers whether there is any other linguistic evidence
to support this conclusion. The essence of his argument is that even an
adgyuate treatment of the linguistic evidence camnot produce the conw-
clusion that time and sternity ore not opposed., The end result of Barr's

2 F
exzpination of «(wv ig not the conclusion that time and eternity are

e

unrclated. His point is precisely that no definitive conclusions can

be reached by an examination of the linguistic evidence. e leaves open
o snias \ N o1 . s
the possibility that Cullmane may be perfecily correct; but he is

.

criticel of Cullmsmn and any others who reach conclusions about time sud

eternity by the method of terminclogical and lexical study.

€., CCOUCLUSICHS TROL THL DANMINATICN OF TEliINCLOGY

Barr considers Cullmann's chapier on terminology as gulite crucial
"establishing as it does the two gr@at asserticns, that tlue is & line and
that it éiffers Irom eteruily only in thai the latter is unlimited”,1oz
There are many indications that Cullmann himgelf gives considerable weight
to the chaptier. He says that "it will be shown in this and the following
chapters that the New Testament writings for the first time give to all
revelation an essential anchorage in time.... In this respect the term-

inclogy of the New Testament is characteristiﬂ”.103 In stating that

n

101Most scholars would agree, however, with Paul S. Mlear, writing
in the Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 70, 1951, p. 52, that "it
simplifies things unduly to call &ll Greek ideas of eternity ‘timeless',
and to reduce all Biblical ideas to that of 'endless time'."

%%z, p. 80, 1O30nrist and Time, p. 38.




“theological understanding necessarily encounters limits ir the zeparate

10k

treztment of a single word¥, Cullmann appears to be aware of the major

point that Barr made in The Semantics of Bibligal lLanguage. Examples

have been given in this chapbter to show that Cullmanr does not heed the
limits which are encountered in the separate treatment of words. One
statement of Cullmamm is a pariticnlarly good example of his method of
basing his conclusions about time and history on the linguistic usage

of the NWew Testament. Speaking of the word.-ﬂi&v , Cullmann says that the
Hambisnous usage of the same word.... will help uS.... to determine ac-

105

curately the relation between time and eternity in the New Teostament".
Barr's judgement that the chapter on terminology is crucial is supported
by statamenté of Cullmann himself, Cullmenn begins a summary ﬁaragraph
at the end of his chapter with these words: "the terminology of the New

Testament tesches us that,... w100 And he begins the next chapter with

the words: "Our study of terminology has shown that.... 107
In view of these statements it is difficult to understand how
Culimann can write in bis preféce to the third edition that any "exclusive

preocccupation with those first chepters sbout linear time and eternity
attributes to them wuch greater significance than I am prepared to give
them. They merely serve a preparatory purpose and I have not shoritened
them Tor this new edition because that wounld have influenced their clarity
adversély".108 Similarly in sn addendum Cullmann writes: ‘''concerning

"linear time' as a background, I believe that it can be derived from the

New Testament conception of eschatology quite independently from the

0Mcyrict and Time, p. 38.  OOTbid., p. 45.

1O7Ibiﬁog p! #9’

1061114, p. 48.

1%Ibid., Pe XXVs



~3
hES]

109 4

lesicographical method which Barr rejects'. vilmern does not state

how *linesr time' can be derived from the New Testament cenception of

o

eschatology. The reader can only speculate that Cullmans is referrirg to
his theological exegesis. It mmst be granted that if an interpreter were

mrermitted to bring theolegical presuppositions to the exegesis then it

]

k3

would be possible to speak of "linear time as a background”. Cullmarn's
rosition is ambipucus because on the one hand he considers the chapters
on terminology as important (he does not leave them out of the third
edition) but not cruciel (the same conclusions can be reached by some
other method, presumably a theological exegesis). This provides a good
erample of how Cullmenn attempis to corbine a theological exegesis with

s histericel-critical appreoach. Vhen the historicel-critical method is
pressed by a scholar such s Barr, Cullmenn tekes refuge from the critical
enguiry by resorting to his theological exegesis. Cullmenn comes closer
to a descriptive exegesis in his chapter on terminology *“hen anywhere

else in his book. But there sre signe that his theclogical presuprositions
heve affected even kis treamiment of the termineology. Berr's criticisms
heve shown that to the extent that Cullmern's conclusions concerning time
and history are based on the treatment of terminclogy they sre likely to

be iraccurate because of faulty exegetical procedures. The effect of
Barr's criticisms is to eliminate any historicalecritical basis for
Cullmann's conclusions, and thus o relegate them to the category of
theological presuppositions.

Cullmenn's theological presuppositions do not have a foundation in

109¢hrist and Time, p. xod.
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the biblical materizl. &t least they coarnot be uncevored by a descriptive
exegesis which seeks to understand the meterisl ir its context and ac-
cording to the intention of the amthor. There is no historical-critical
foundaticn for Cullmann's linear view of time, his conception of the
tenporariness of eschatology, his view of redemptive history and its

relation to ‘general’ history, and his view of eternity as endless tine.

4

Berr's criticisms have demonstrated thet Cullmann's views carnot be
based on the terminolozical exemination becsuse Cullmenn has resorted %o
fault: linguistic methudology and omitited New Testament evidence which

sould huve contradicted hils resulis. Because Cullmsan's views concerning

<‘

tine and history cannot be substantiated by a descriptive exegesis the

interpretoer rust seek elsewhere than the New Testament %o find the origin
of Cullmenn's presupposiltions is underitaken, a comparative examination of
some of Cullvann's work on the Fourth Gospel will be useful to Jdemonstrate

the extent to which Cullmann's presuppositions concernin; time and

history are imposed upon an individual document of the New Testament.
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THE FOURTH GOSPEL AND REDEMPTIVE HISTORY

In the preface to the third edition of Christ and Time Cullmann

says that he has been miitieized for detecting Ysigns of redemptive
history in the message of Jesus, Paul and even John".1 Gullmann alludes
to a fortheoming book in which he will attempt to demonstrate that it is
"particularily in John", amot "even in John® that redemptive history cam

be seen. The book to which he refers is Les Sacrements Dans L'Evangile

Johannigues",z which, translated into English, forms the second part

of Early Christian Worship., The purpose of this chapber is teo compare

Cullmann's exegesis of the Fourth Gospel with a descripitive exegesis in
order to assess the legitimacy of his claim that salvation-history
"oelongs to the programme of the Gospel".3 The comparison will demon-
strate the extent to which Cullmann has approached the Fourth Gospel with
theological presuppositions which cannot be supported by the evidence
of the document itself.

The specific way in which Cullmann chooses to substantiate his

thesis is to show the connection in the Gospel between the contemporary

1Christ and Time, p. xxiii.

2Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1951, Pp. 92.

JParly Christian Worship, p. 50, (ECH).

81
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Christian worship and the historical life of Jesus. The Evangelist he
says, "traces the line from the Christ of history te Christ the Lord
of the community in which the Word contirually becomes flesh.”h Cullmann

>

has elsewhere” stated that baptism end the eucharist were the only sig-
nificant gatherings for worship in the early church, The Fourth Gospel,
says Cullmann, "treats these two sacraments zs expressions of the whole
worship life of the early community and correspondingly sets f@fth the
relation between the Lord of the community present especially in these
two sacraments and the life of‘J@sus”.ﬁ In other words the church's
acts of worship provide the seiting in which events of the past become
the media of God's saving action in the present. Cullmenn examines
selected passages from the Gospel in order to show “how the evangelist
endeavourg to discover in the once-for~all theroughly real, histerical
events of the life of Christ the further implications for the history of
salvation already contained therein as signs, and Io awekern in his
readers an understanding of this comprehensive perspective for past,
present and future"a7

Cullmannt*s exposition of the Fourth Gospel is, by his own

1%@, P 38»

5@9@, ps 31s "In the early church there are only these two cele-
brations or services - the common meal, within the framework of which the
proclamation of the Word always had a place, and Baptism", Cullmann's
claim that the "basis and goal" of every primitive Christian gathering was
the Lord's Supper (apart from Baptism) rests on slender evidences He
quotes the two famous referenmces in Acts to the breaking of Bread (2:42
and 20:7) and concludes: "we have found a convincing argument for the
view that as a rule there was no gathering of the community without the
breaking of bread" (p. 29). Most New Testament scholars are not eonvinced.
Cf., C.F.D. Moule, Worship in the New Testament, London: Lutterworth,
1961, P. 61ff.

6Ecw, pe 58. 7Ibid., Pe 56.

———
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admission, selectiva.8 He makes no attempt to link the story of the
Nobleman's Son (4:46-54) or the Raising of Lazarus {11:1=44) or the
Anointing at Bethany (12:1-8) with either baptism or the eucharist.
Cullmann says that in the Gospel of John there are "other contacts of
the life of Jesus with the history of salvaﬁion“.g He suggests the
connections of the life of Jesus with the 014 Testament and with the
heresies current in the evangelist’s time as other examples. Butb the
connection which he ghooses to demonstrate in order to substantiate his
case for salvation-history periains to worship, BHince Gullmann does mot
elaberate on any ef the "other contacts™ his case for redemptive hisbtory
in John depends entirely on the results of his enguiry into early Chris-
tian worship.

Cullmann presents evidence, based on "the results of exegesis”,10
to show that there are allusions tc baptism and the esucharist in certain
of the events of Jesus' life which John records. Cullmann finds allusions
to baptism in (1) the Baptism of Jesus, (2) the Conversation with Nicodemus,
{3) the Conversation with the Samariten Woman, (4) the Healing at Bethesda,
and {5) the Healing at the Pool of Siloam. He finds the eucharist to be
set forth especially im (6) the Marriage at Gﬁna, (7) the Feeding of the
Multitude, and (8) the Discourse of the True Vine. He finds both sac~
raments combined in (9) the Footwashing at the Last Supper and (10) the
issune of Water and Blood at the crucifixion. In this treatment the Purpose

of the Evaagelist {11) will be discussed following the exegesis of ihe

8For further comments on Cullmann's selective approach, infra, p.Ll23-
%ECH, p. 57.
Wpcw, p. 58.

————



individual passages.

1. JOHN THE BAPTIST AND THE BAPTISM OF JESUS, 1:6-8, 19-34

Cullmann says that "from John's baptizing and from Christ being
baptized a line should be drawn to the Baptism which Christ brought and
which is practised in the early Christian community”.11 Cullmann admits
that "if we had nothing besides these Baptism passages, their connectien
with Christian Baptism might appear problematis".qz The references to
vaptism in other parts of the Gospel provide Cullmann with the justific-
ation for finding hiddén allusions %o baptism in this passage as well.

Cullmann says that in verses 19 to 28 the evangelist is concerned
te demonstrate the superiority of Christian baptism over John's Baptism.
This is considered to be indicated by the setting of the witness of John
to Jesus in which the priests and levites come to guestion the Baptism
{(1:19). Cullmann says that "in the composition of the delegation, the
context of public worghip of the passage is immediately evident. The
delegation is composed of men who specialize in questions of liturgical
prcpriety“.q3 G.R. Beasley-lMurray says that this inference is “highly
improbable. It is nevertheless typical of the manner in which Cullmann

finds ceonnections between the Gospel history and the Christian sacra-

ments; with suvch a method the links can most certainly be found, and

11@9}1, Ps 594 12“1bidn’ p.n. GOh 13}:bidqg P 60.
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that in abundance™.
In answer to the guestion of the priests and levites John declares
in verse 22 that he is rot the Christ. "It is zlrezdy a question of

£

baptisnm', says Cullmann, "and more specifically it is a guestion of a
rejection of a continuance of the baptism of John after Chrisit has intro-
duced Bapitisn by the spirit,"wﬁ The speculative tharacter of Cullmannts
statement becomes evident when it is noted that no hint has yet been given
in the text to suggest even that the ministry of John was one of baptism.
Cnly at verse 25 is John asked why he is baptizing. Previous te verse

25 "it is a question of the status and mission of John as compared with
that of Jesus the Messiah, not of tﬁ@ baptism administered by the one

and that administered in the name of the other“.16 And even after the
question to John and his reply in verse 26, "I Baptize with water, but
among you stands one whom you do not know", there is no reference to
Christian baptism. The implication of John's reply is not that the

17

significanece of all baptism is in Jesus, as Cullmann maintaics, but

14

G.R. Beasley-Murray, Baptism in the New Testament, London: Mac-
Millan, 1962, p. 217y The assessment of Beasley~Murray is supported by
the suggestion of C.K. Barrett (The Gospel According to St. John, London:
SP.CKey 1965) that "in view of 1:24 it scems doubiful whether Jobn

was intimately acguainted with the levitical institutions"”. The evange-
list could hardly be demonstrabing & conscious concern for Christian
worship if "he has simply borrowed a familiar 0ld Testament phrase {(eg.

2 Chron. 23:4) ito deseribe Jewish functionaries™. P. 143.

Sgow, p. 62.
163easley*Murray, p. 218.

75cu, p. 63, Cullmann admits that the thought is only "implicit"
in verse 26, but he goes on to say that "already here.... it is indicated
that Christian Baptism is wholly bound up with the person of Christ.”
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the thought of verse 31 (which, as Beasley-Murray peints out,18 ie the
real continuation and expositicn of verse 20) that the purpose of John's
. 19
baptism was the public manifestation of Jesus. ~
Cullmenn finds a "positive reference o Christian baptisme... in
the fact that to the water the Spirit is a&&eﬁ”.ao Most scholars agree
that there is a reference to the baptism of Jesus in verse 32 where John
bears witness to the descent of the Spirit upon J@sus.z1 But it does net
necessarily follow that the reference of verse 33 to "he who baptizes
with the Holy Spirit" alludes to Christian ba@tism.zz It is indeed
possible that the evangelist is here once again drawing attention to
his central preoccupation in this episode, namely the preparatory role
of John; and the contrast between waiter and the Spirit merely serves to
illustrate this central ccncern.23 Cullmann's exegesis does not take
sufficient account of the total context in which the individual verses
are setb.

Cn the assumption that the relation between Jesus' baptism and

queasley—Murray, pe 218,

196f. J.H. Bernard: A critical and Bxegetical Commentsry on the
Gospel According to St. John, The Intermatiopal Critical Commentary,
Edimburgh: Clark, 1928, p. 48, €f. also Barrett, p. 148,

EOM& pe 63,

ZqE.Cj Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, London: TFaber and Faber, '
Second editiom, 1947, p. 177. Cf. also Barrett, p. 148 and Bernard,
Pe 48‘-

ZZEernard in his exegesis of this verse says nothing about
Christian baptism (p. 51=52).

ZECf. Hoskyns, pe. 178.
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Christian baptism is established Cullmenr proceeds to demonsirate Yhow

- c e e : . . 2k
clearly Christisn Baptlsm is connected with the death of Christ,V It
is the way in which the evangelist srranges the sequence of events which

T 4

furnishes Cullmann's evidence: the account of Jesus' baptism comes
immediately after his description as the *'Lamb of God' (vs, 2¢). Thus
Cullmanr says thet "in his Baptism 1t falls to Jesus to undertake the
. y . . . . ; . w 2D
role of the servant of God, suffering vicariously for his pepple'.
Cullmenn cites the suggestion of Schiatter and Burrpey that fLamb of God!

refers to the suffering servant of Isaish 53 because the aramalc word
[ 4 ¥ ] 3 ¥ Bt ] oy 3 26 A 27
can mesn both "lamb! arnd *servant?. Bul both C.H. Dodd  and Darrvett
consider this suggestion unlikely; and Bernard, while he sgrees with
Cullmznn's suggestion, shows that it presents ssricus diffieulties for
28 . . .

the exegetea Dodé says thet Ythe Fourth Gospel, as distinct from the
Johannine epistles, shows no interest in Texpiation' as the effect of

. PR " o 29 x) " . 2 2

the desth of Christh. And he therefore chalienges one of the finsl
results of Cullmann's book that the two sscrements "have this in common

O
trhat they are bound in the closest wey to the death of Jesus"‘3 Insofar

Z%EQ@, Ps 63, asggﬁ, p. Bk,
26

| C.H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, Cambridge,
1953, p. 220.
27Barrett, p. 47,

28“It does not appear that either the Jews or the early disciples
during the earthly ministry of Jesus conceived of Isa. 53 as foretelling
a suffering Christ. It is, therefore, hard to believe that John the
Baptist, alone among the witnesses of the ministry of Jesus, and before
that ministry had begun, should have associated Him with the central
figure of Isa. 53:" Bernard, p. 46

ZaDod&, Interpretation, p. 220.
Oy :
5 ECH, p. 1}8.
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as Gullmann's conclusion about the realtion of the death of Jesus to
Christian baptism is based on his exegesis of John 1:19~34, Dodd's

eriticism is a Justifiable one.

2. THE CONVERSATION WITH NICODEMUS, 331121

Cullmenn sees in the Nicodemus episode an incident in the life
of Jesus “which points to the Christ 1ifted up in death and present to
the church in the sacraments“.ﬁq Scholars de not demy that there is a
reférence to Christian baptism in the evangelist's sccount of this incident,
but they do deny that the primary emphasis of the passage lies where
Cullmann places it. Any linking of this passage (and therefore, also
Baptism, according to Cullmann) to the death of Christ is also seriously
guestioned by scholars.

Cullmann begins his demonstration of the centrality of baptism in

3:1=21 by stating that "the relation of rebirth to baptism is already a

B

32

common conception in the early church®. On this basis the passage is
immediately placed in the centext of the early Church. It is the evange-
list's purpose, éays Cullmann, to underline for the primitive Christian
commanity the fact that baptism by the Spirit and baptism by water belong
together, and are not, as the tendency was in the early Church, to be
separated from each mther.33 Cullmann says that the author of the Fourth
Gospel knew what he was doing when he brought ﬁ@gether "water" and "the

Spirit" in verse 5¢ it not only accords with the characteristic Johannine

3gcw, p. 78. *21bid., pe 75, italics Cullmamn's.
3 rpid., p. 76.



89

theology that "the Spirit is present in material elements just as the
Loges became flesh", but says Cullmann, “obviously there is a guite
special copnnection here with the sacrament¢"3'

Most commentators agree that there is a reference to Christian

baptism in verse 535 but they regserd it as an iseplated reference which

does not change the meanipg of the entire passage,36 Stephen Smalliey
says that Cullmann has overlooked both the context of the disgussion with

Nicodemus which is enitry into the kingdom and the background which is
37

Hellernistic.

The problem, though Nicodemus would not hava presented 1t in
this way, is the method of transfer from T« ra.c» to Tu Hyvw $
from the realm of edpj to the realm of WvEvrA , Jesus'
mention of rebirth, which conforms initially to the same background
of thought, leaves Nicodemus more puzzled than ever {(%:9) - and
we might well ask whether a Jew was supposed to understand by
the word ‘water' all that Cullmanmn expects., It is then that
Jesus explains further, and He does so in terms of faith (v. 12)
in the Person {v. 13) and work {v. 14) of the Christ. On the
basis of this a respomse is deman&edzév. 16) and eniry into the
kingdom of God effected (vv. 17-18).

In view of the context of verse 5, therefore, it would appear that the

a0, p. 78.

3%z, Bernard, pe. 104; Barrett, p: 174; Hoskyns, p. 21k,

36Stephen Smailey, "liturgy and Sacrament in the Fourth Gospel,
Evangelical Quarterly, Vol. XXIX, No. 3, 1957, p. 163. Cf+ also Bermard,
Pe ¢lxv; "what has happened here is that John has taken a great saying
of Jesus (vs. 3) addressed, it may be, to Nicodemus in the first instance
and that he has restated it in verse 5 in terms of the doctrine of Chris-
tizn bapitism which was beginning to take shape at the end of the first
century',

37Gfm Barrett, p. 170. "Jesus is portrayed as the fulfillment of
Judaism but in the portrayal concepts drawn from the Hellenistic world
are employed®.

Bomalley, pe 163
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evangelist's purpose is other than stressing the importance of Christian
baptism. Smalley says that "if the reader still sees in the mention of
‘water' (3:5) a reference to Christian Baptism, he is entitled to do so
only in the light of the content thus given to it“.39 Barrett says that
it is possible to interprel the word ‘water' without reference %o bap~
tismal rites“,ﬁa {an obvious point which is not recognized by Cullmann)
but he concludes that verse 5 probably does refer to Christian baptism.
But he, like Omalley, shows that the emphasis of the entire episcde lies
elsewhere.

Cullmann interprets the pessage that gives the final witness of
John to Jesus (3:22-36) as further proof that the evangelist is concerned
primarily ™to define the new Baptism by the Spirit.... over against the
baptism of John".&1 He suggests that the word 'ﬂ}u}éew {'aboye'; vs. 51)
links the whole section (22-36) with the Nicodemus discourse {1-21) because
the same word occurs im vse 3 and refers in both cases to he who ascended
into heaven ("was lifted wnp") and who is the “objective source of the re-
birth effected in baptism".hz From this basis Cullmann concludes that
the answer to Nicodemus® guestion, "How can these things be?" is found
in verse 13 where reference is made to the Son of Man ascending and
descending and thus bringing redemption. By this reasoning Cullmann once

again links baptism to the redemptive death of Christ. But zs Beasley-

Fsmaiiey, p. 16k
%Earrett, Do 17k
“acu, p. 79.

Yok, pe 79
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Murray peoints out: ‘'Anyome acquainted with the content of John 3 will
surely agree that this is an astonishing arguments Verse 13 is not the
direct answer to the question, 'How can these things be'?"43 And because
Nicodemus is not asking how rebirih is effected in baptism it is illegit-
imate for Cullmann te conelude that "Jesus shows how this bestowal of the
Spirit, together with the forgiveness of sins which is offered in the
same sacrameht, depends §n the death and resurrection ¢f Christ, and that
in virtue of this, that miracle of rebirth, which to Nicodemus is seo
incenceivable, can take plaae".hA

Serious doubis have been raised concerning the links whiech Cullmann
establishes between the Nicodemus episode, the death of Chrisit, and the
sacrament of Christian baptism. The resulis of this examination peint to
Beasley-Murray's conclusion "that Cullmann has failed to establish his case
for a consistent bapitismal interest in Johm 1=3, That the evangelist was
interested in John's baptism énd its relation to Chrié%ian‘ba@tism none
would wish te deny, but it is not a predominating theme of the early
chapters of this Gospel”.45

3. THE COKVERSATION WITH THE SAMARITAN WOMAN, 4:1-30

The symbol of water is repeated in the discourse with the woman

of Samaria, and Cullmann's treatment of this inecident is typical of the

43Bgasley~Murray, pe 218. BSimilarly, concerning vs. 13 Barrett says
that this verse "is not a saying which can be placed within the setting of
the histerical ministry of Jesus, but is the testimony of the church after
his death and resurrection™. (p. 178)
2+ECW, P 770

45Beasley»Murray, Pe 219
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way in which he finds a reference to baptism whenever water is mentioned.
There is, indeed, a link between this incident and the preceeding
one but the lipk isnot, as Cullmenn suggests, their mitual concern with
baptism.ué Accordinglto Barrett the link is forged "by the use of the
term 'water'a"qv In %:5 water is méntioned as that with which men wash,
and Jesus was seen to supercede the means of cleaning knewn to Judaism.
But in 4:14 the wateér symbol is given a different content for now the
thought advences and deals with the "continnance“ug of the new life
through the supply of "living water" which Christ gives. The purpose of
the transiticn, says Smalley is to lead up to "the central trestment which

49

will be given to the notion of worship". Similarly Dodd says that the

main point of the incident is that "Christ inaugerates worship Ty veuATe
eees that is, on the plane of full reality".BO

But Cullmann insists on relating the whole of this inecident to
the sacrament of baptism. His basis for doing so is that "while the
Spirit is the subject of discussion with the woman of Samaria we must not
forget that this Spirit is bestowed in Baptism and effécts rebirth {(John
3:53“51 On the basis of the reference to baptism'iﬁﬂéﬁé "water and the
Spirit"” of 3:552 Cullmenn argues that the "living water" of 4:1h also
refers to baptism. Similarly Cullmann argues that because John 7337£%

is a parallel passage to 4:14 (both refer to "living water') and because

46ECW, pe 81s 47

Barrett, p. 190.
BDodd, Interpretation, p. 313. 495malley, p. 16k,
50Dodd, Interpretation, p. 3.

521nfra” Do 5?@9@, Pe. 82,

lacw, p. 82.



93

7:37Lf Mis certainly to be related to Baptism",53 therefore 4:1k also
alludes to baptism. Contrary te Cullmann, éhe commentaries of Hoskyns,
Bernard and Barrett make no snggestion that John 7:%37ff is a baptismal
}parssza.ge:.51P Thus it would be more agcurate %o say that both John 4:;1h4
and 7:37ff are examples of how the evapgelist can speak of bestowal of
life in the Spirit without mentioning baptism. Cullmann adwmits that the
reference in chapter 4 to 'drinking' the water "appears barely consistent
with the thoughts of Spirit and Baptism“.55 The only amswer which he
gives to his own cobjection is that "it might be relevant to recall that
in many gnostic bapiist secis in the ancient world the baptismal water
was drunk"-56 Hardly a satisfactory basis for relating baptism and the
"living water" of chapter 4!

The way in which Cullmann exegetes John 4:1-20, says Beasley-Murray,
"is surely teo fall inte the like error of early Christian writers who

read baptism into every mention of water in the 014 Testameuto”57

b, THE HRALING MIRACLE AT BETHESDA, 5:1-19
Cullmann says that there is a connection between the Bethesda
healing and the cultus of the early Christians, not only through the life-
giving waters of baptiism but also through the idea of the Sabbath. A

descriptive exegesis challenges Cullmann's arguments for both of the

Saw, pi 821
54Hoskyns, Pe 3223 Bernard p. 281-283; Barrett, p. 270-272.
22508, p. 83. 51414, , . 83

57Beasley~Murray, ps 2204 ‘
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connections.

Cullmens admits that to link the Bethesda narrative with baptism
appears te be “foreing a system".ﬁa He proceeds, however, undaunted by
the weight of evidence against 3:1:i.m:59 Yafter the previous chapters which
refer explicitly or implicitly to Baptism in the Christian community, the
connection with Baptism heré too is quite csmpelling."6o This argument is
a good example of Cullmann's tendency to build up comclusions from un-
founded assumptions. A descriptive exegesis of the first four chapters
of John's Gospel has uncovered only one implicit reference to Christian
baptism (3:5) and no explicit references., 4nd yet Cullmann approaches
his exegesis of chapter 5 ¢ou the assumption that it is one of the evange~
list's ehief concerans to trace the lines from the worship life of the
early church te the 1life of Jesus“hé1

Cullmenn has bwo arguments do support his view that Christian
beptism lies behind this incident. The first is archeoclogical: "The
Double Pool Lecame, in early Church times, the scene of many Christian
Baptisms both in Jewish and pagan Jerusalem”.62 Cullmann fails te poink
cut that the archeclogical evidence is not sufficient to prove his thesis
unless it can be further demonstrated (i) that baptisms were taking

place before the evangelist wrote, and (ii) that the evangelist knew of

Brcu, p. 8k

590ullmann can cite only Merx and Schweitzer as favouring his view
{p. 85, note 1) whereas Barrett, Bernard and Dodd, among others, are opposed
to & baptismal reference in 5:1~49.
6OECW, P 86- ‘ é))l

%2508, p. 86.

ECW, ps 85
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the Pool.63 Cullmann's second argument is that because both healing and
forgiveness are granted at the pool, it is Christ, in the miracle of
healing which is continued in baptism, who "takes the place of the angel
which troubles the water".ﬁa But the stress in this entire passage is
not baptismal. Again there is the use of water as a symbol, but in this
instance as in the others the meaning is not baptismal. Here the water
is used in contrast to the life-givinzg word amd work of Ghrist,65
Beasley~Murray points out that "the Lord did not command the sick man to
plunge into the water, but rather He sent him away healed and forgiven by
the power of His word. No clear baptismal motives occur in the following
diseourse",66 He adwits that there are conceptions in the text, such
as Christ's power to heal and fofgivw, which would be consonant with
baptism, if bapiism were plainly indicated in the text, "but in the
absence of such indications the connection with baptism can at best be
admitted as possible but nnproven"“67 )

Culimann's attempt to show that there is an allusion to the Christ-
ian day of worship in the dialogue following the healing on the Sabbath
is directly challenged by Dodd. According to Cullmenn the saying in
chapter 5:17 about God working hitherto iwm Z}TL is more than likely

an allusion to the new day of rest of the community, the day of Christ's

6BBut from the text this second inference is unlikely, since, as
Barrett says "the indicatioms both of place and time are extremely vague;
evidently John was pot interested in them." p. 208.

:
6-!‘@, Pi 860

5ﬁf‘ Dodd, Interpretation, p. 319 and Hoskyns, ps 2653,
66Beasley~Murray, Pe 220, b71bid., Pe 220,
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resurrection, hpRrepa Tou gupioe (day of the Lord).68 Dodd says
that he finds Cullmann's argument "ingenious and inter&sting“69 but he
questions Cullmann's idea that Christ's work was terminated with his death

<’

P4
and resurrection in the sense that he worked e€ews &Kpre but no longers

<! ¢
According to Dodd Vit is en exegetical error to connect <€ws ;pik» with

)&-f,yﬂzgop.au. 70

in verse 17. The meaning of the passage is that it is
the Father who works "until now' and not the Son, as Cullmann suggests.
And with respect to the Father working 'until now', Dodd says that this
means just what it séys without implying ‘so lang and no 1on@er‘.71 It
pust be concluded once again that Cullmarn has overstepped the limits of

sound exegesis in his attempit to find connections between the events of

Jesus' 1ife and the worship of the early Church.

5« THE HEALING AT THE PCOCL OF SILOAM, 9:1-39
As Smalley says "there is more basis for the Cullmannesque treat-~
ment of the healing of the man born blind“7a than the majority of the
incidents which Cullmann exegetes: OCullmenn finds support for his view
that the evangelist is deliberately referring to bazptism in this passage

from Hoskyns, Hed. Lagrange, and A Omodeo.73 Similerly Dodd says that

< 4
68ECW, Pe 92. "The werds €w’ &?TL in John 5317 refer therefore

almost certainly alt once to Christ's resurrection and to the new creation
at the epnd".

690.&. Dodd, Review of Les Sacrements Dans L'Evangile Johannigue
in the Journal of Ecclesiastical History Vol. 3, 1952, pp. 218-220.

TOIbid., pe 220.
7Y1vid., p. 220, Cf, Dodd, Interpretation, p. 321, and Barrett, p. 213.
?2Smalley, P« 164, ?ECited by Cullmenn, ECW, p. 102.




the theme of chapter 9 "is subtly linked, in the author's manner, with the
discourses on life by the recurrepnce of the symbol of water. As men enter
the trve 1ife by birth from water, so they receive the true light by
washing with *uwatenf*.“""?br On the other hand neither Barrett nor Bernard in
their commentaries find anf reference to baptism in this passage, and Beasley-
Murray says that “the baptismalvreference in this marrative is Yo be judged
as uncertain; it is by no means selfaevident."75
The connection of baptism with the healing is maintained by Cullmann
chiefly on the grounds that the blind man received his sight after washing
his eyes in a pocl that hzd the significant name YSent'. Cullmann says
that "we are actually called upon te ask what it means when a pool of
water is brought into comnection with Christ the 'Sent's To ask the
cuestion is to answer it"a76 Beasley-Murray suggests that the answer is
noet &s plain as Cullmann mekes it oul to be. Siloam, says Beasley-Murray,
is technically the name of the spring that feeds the pobl, and thevefore
it is incorrect to identify Siloam with the pool in Jerusslem. Thus the
counterpart to the name Siloam is not a pool (for beptism) but Jesus
himself. For the readers of the Gospel, says Beasley-Murray, Yoo to
£iloam™ really signifies "Come to me“.?7 Barrett alseo shows how the
evangelist, for whom «WasTeAhew and Weuwesv  are important words,
brimgs out the derivation of the name Siloam: "Jesus himself is
¢ /

& ;Treavyakgigv;g ; and he gives light to the blind, just as he himself

is a spring of living Water”.?a Beasley-Murray and Barreii are saying

?%Dodd, Interpretation, p. 357, 75Beasley~Murray, pe 227%.

76@ s P» 10"‘"0 )
77w : : 78 v
Beasley-Murray, p. 221. Barrett, pe 279
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that cnce again the context is broader than baptism, and here specifically
the broader theme is “the triumph of light over &arkness".79

General agreement would be accorded to Cullmann's statement that
VBaptism is early designated by the Greek word é“fftﬂwés {enlightenment),
and already in the Epistle to the Hebrews the verb @wTco8vnae (4o
be enlightened) is a synonym for [3<pris Bnvac "éé;";e baptized)a"aa
But it does not follow axiomatically that the evamgelist is referring to
baptisnm in the healing miracles, At best it must be regarded as a possib-
ility that the evangelist consciously intended to bring out a parallelism
between baptism and the restoring of sight te a blind men. It is wore

likely, a= Beasley-Murray, Barrett and Dodd suggest, that the evangelist

had a broader purpose.

6., THE MARRIAGE AT CANA, 2:1-11
The first of the three episcodes of John's Gospel which Cullmann
connects with the Christian eucharist is the miracle at Cana.
Cullmann finds the key to the incident in verse %, “my hour has
not yet come'. "It is clear", he says Yithat the hour which is not yet
come is the hour of Jesus? ﬂeath"‘.g1 There is no argument with Cullmann

on this point: Bernard, Barrett, Hoskyns and Dodd all support this

interpretation. But from this established position Cullmarn goes on to

79Dodd, Interpretation, pe 557«
Opcwr, p. 168,
$lmu, ». 67.

828f, Bernard, p. 76; Barrett, p. 159; Hoskyns, p. 188; Dodd, p. 298.
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construet an argument based on his own presuppositions. He says that it
is legitimate 'to ask what is the meaning of water and wine, since it

belongs to the very essence of John's Gospel that words are used in a

" . . .
double sense.™ 2 Gonvinced as he is of hidden meanings behind the Johannine

terminology, Cullmann says that '"the wine is a pointer to the wine of the
Lord's Supper, i.e. the blood which Christ shed for the forgiveness of
sins".ah Cullmenn's argument for this position depends on the parallels
which he finds between the Cana sbtory and the Ffeeding of the multitude in
chapter & ~ "the ome a bread miracle, the other a wine miracle, the one
a food miracle, the other a drink miracle."85 Bacause, in Cullmann's
view, the 'bread'! of chapter 6 is "connected with the bread of the Last
Suppery" it follews that the "wine' of chapter 2 “poinits to the blood
of Christ offered in the Lord's Suppera"86
This argument of Gullmann is another good example of how he finds
what he is loocking for in a passage of scripture. He says that in writing
the Cana story the evangelist exhlibited an "interest in the new Christian
worship”.87 But as Dodd amd others point out; the purpose of the author
of the Cana story is to demonstrate that the old order of religion has

\ 8 . , . .
been replaced by the new. 8 Bodd says that there is a connection between

the waterpots which were set oul at the feast and ""the entire system of

83%&[, Pe 68- 8L}Ibidc, Ee 690 851bidog Pe 690

Ibids, pe 69, Note: it is not elear whether Cullmann in this
ouotation is making a distinction between the Last Supper and the Lord's
Supper.

87Ecw, ps 70.

——

Dodd, Interpretation, p. 299; Barrett, p. 158.
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- . . 8 .
Jewish ceremonial observance', gl And thus, as Barrett says, the primary
contrast is between the new wine of the Gospel and the water of ceremonial

90

cbservance. Sacramental interest is not evident from a descriptive
exegesis of this passage. Bernard, Barrett and Hoskyns find no allusions
to the eucharist in the episode. Dodd smays that "it may well be that even
for the earliest Christian readers of John 2:1-11 the eucharistic complex
of ideas was iu aind, and was intended to be in mind. Yet no explicit
allusion is made, and the non-Christian reader would have no inkling of
it¢"91 in jmpliication of Dodd's statement is that the faith of the
interpreter is necessary in order to detect the links bebtween the various
episodes of Jesus® life and the worship of the early Church. In other
words the links can only be detected by a theological exegesis of the
type exemplified by Cullmann. The relationlbetween the Cana miracle and
the euwcharist is only evident to those who have the faith to Giscern it
A descripltive exegesis finds no allusions {o the eucharist in this incident,

and suggesis that the evangelist's purpose lay elsewhere in his desire to

contrast the old order with the new.

7o THE HIRACLE OF THL FENDING OF THE MULTIYUDE, 6:1=13, 26-C5
Cullmann says that the evangelist's handling of the feeding of the
multitude and the discourse which follows it is the test case for his

interpretative approach to the whole Gospel. He thinks that this passage

89D0dd, Interpretation, p. 299.

goBarrett, P 158,
9

Dodd, Interpretation, p. 298.
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(6:1-13, 26-65) provides sufficient insight into the purpose and method
of the evangelist to enable the interpreter tc find references to baptism
and the eucharist in other paris of the Gospel. MAllL the question marks
which may be put at ny explanation of other passages should be concentrated
on the claim that the aulther saw in this story as such a connexion with
the Eucharist."g2

Cullmann®s argument is based on what he considers to be a direct
relaticnship between the feeding miracle and the discourse which follows.
He admits that if the feeding niracle (1-13) is taken by itself the
allusionc to the eucharist Yare perhaps rather weaker here than in the
cther miracle stories which we have studied”.93 But Cullmann argues that
beecause Ythe subject of the subsenuent discourse is the Fucharist.... it
must at all events be presupposed that the evangelist saw, as he was
writing dewn the story, a reference in this miracle te the Eucharist,

o : X X . : R Ob

that he had the Eucharist in mind without actually saying sc.% Cull~
mann concludes that "John 6:1-13 shows what a Johannine story locks like,
in the writing of which the evangelist without any doubt was thinking

w22

at once of the ocnce~for-all event and of the Eucharist. And because
of the briuging together of the cnce-for-all event and the Fucharist

in this episcde, the tack of the exegete is to bring out the connection
between other events of Jesus'® 1ife and the worship life of the early
Church.

What light can a descriptive exegesis shed on the feeding miracle

and the discourse? In the first place, it is generally agreed that there

92_@_@_‘1&1 Pe 95# 931bid- y Pw 9}4'0 glt‘:tbideg P 94& 95!3?_:3:—_@0, Pe 9)4'-
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s T bt

are allusicns tc the eucharist in vve 51b-58. 96 But it should be rnoted
that at leazl some commentators comsider this passage to be a later inter-

97

polaticn in the interests of sucharistic doctrine. And again, while
most scholar598 acceplt some relatlonship hetween the discourse aﬂd the
feeding miracle, the inteunsity of this relationship is diminished by the
intrusion of the incident on the lake (6:16-21) and the fact that the
discourse was delivered in the synagogue at Capernsum. The undoubted
presence of many ir the synagogue who had not witnessed the miracle would
sugsgest that the subject matter of the discourse was net as directly
related to the miracle as Cullmann sugzests.

Cullmann says that the subject of the discourse was the eucherist.
Tois is quite a differemt statement from the cauntious admissions by
Bernard, Barrett and Hoskyns that there are allusions to the eucharist
in 51b~58. None of these scholars is prepared to say thal the subject
of the entire discourse (26-65) is the eucharist, Bernard says that
"the whole discourse as we huve 1%, has been arrsuged by John sc as to
bring out the special teachings of Jes about His own person, and to
w99

illustrate the growing opposition of the Jews. Hoskyns says that

96 Cf+ Hoskyns, p. 298. 'The apparent contradiction impiied in

the insistence that there must be a real physical eating and drinking of
what is grievously misunderstood if it is interpreted purely physically
is resclved and explained only if the conscious reference to the Bucharist
is perceived. Sse also Barrett, p. 236, Bernard, p. 210 and Dodd, Interpre~
tation, p. 338.

97bo for example, R, Bultmann, cited by Cuilmann in ECW, pe 93.
But Baxreti (p. 235) Hoskyns (P, 304-307) and Dodd (Interpretation, p. 340)
consider the passage as authentic,

98@f. Barrett, p. 236; Hoskyns, Pe 2913 Bernard, pe. 19C.

99Bernard., ps 190,
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. . . ‘ 100
"the theme of the disceurse ig unbelief and faiih", And hoth Pzrrett
end Heskyns specifically indicate that the eucharist is not the evargelist's

chief concern in this passage. "The discourse is not", says Hoskyns, "a

Fucheristic Discourse' if by that is meant that the evangelist has presented

N

Lis readers with a reflectien upon or a preachment zbout the Bucharistic
practices, beliefs, and experiences of Christians as the beginning of

101

the secend century or earlier'. Similarly Barrett says that #it is

rerhaps too much to call the discourse a 'sacramental' discourse. John
s g PR s . an W02
ig less ready than scme of his commentators to argue about the euchzristh.
These scholarly opinicuns sugpgest that Cullmann hes overstated his case
concerning the eucharistic focus of the entire discourse.

But even 1If 1t Is granted that there is & relationship between the

3

feeding miracle and the discourss, so that the evangelist may be said to

have “had the Bucherist in mind"163 ag he wrote the account of the feeding
miracle, there is rordly a sufficient basis here for Cullmer-n's further
daduction that the evanzelist's purpese in recording the event was to set
forth the relaticnshins between the evenis of Jesus' 1ife and the cultus.
The writer of thies thesls nay,on occasien, have had the M.A. diploma 1
mind as he wrote, but it does not follow that an occssional thought reveals

the author's primary purpese in writing.
This examination has shows that Cullmeunn's attempt to find in John
6:1-13, 26«65 a basis for a theological exegesis of the entire Gospel

would be challenged by a descriptive exegesis. This passage does not

101

100 Tbid., p. 288..

HOSK:‘TRS 3 Fe 288 3

Oz}sarrett + Pe 256 - 1 OEEC:W 5 Ps Ok,
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provide a standard te which all others can be related. A descriptive
exegesis has not uncovered any grounds for isolating this passage and
regarding it as divulging the hidden purposes of the author with respect
to the whole Gospel. The examination of Cullmann's arguments has revealed
more of the way ip which his mind works than of the mind of the authopr

of the Fourth Gospel.

8. THE FAREWELL DISCOURSES, 13:31-17:26

Cullmann finds allusions to the eucharist in the allegory of the
vine (15:1-11) and the high priestly prayer of chapter 17. ™"rhe relation
between the branch and the vine is.... above all the eucharistic communion
of believers with Ghrist“.qo# “The high-priestly act of love which instit-
utes the Bucharist.... finds its deepest ecucharistic expression in Jesus!
prayer, chapter 27“.105

Cullmann has considerable support for his contention thai the
whole setting of the farewell discourses is eucharistic. He cites A. Loilsy,
¥. Goguel, G.M.C. Macgregor and E.C, Hoskyns as favouring his view.106
Allewing for the eucharistie 'context' of these discourses, however, some
scholars have reservations about the eucharistic 'content' being the
dominant theme. Barrett and Bernard admit that the symbolism of the

true vine is "at least in part eucharistic".qo? But Barrett suggests that

the main interest of the author in this passage, as in all the last

1O%cy 5. 113, 5014, , po 1b. ' Prpid., p. 110.
197,

Bernard, p. 4783 "we take the view that the Vine of the allegory
was directly suggested here by the wine of the first Eucharist which had
just been celebrated”. Cif. Also Barrett, p. 393.
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discourses, is in the life of the church, and particularly in the guestion

of who are and who are not true disciples of Jesusngg Neither Bernard

nor Barrett meke reference ito the eucharistic 'content' of chapter 17.1

09

And Barrett says that because "the present prayer is a summary of Johapnine

theology relative t¢ the work of Christes.. the commen description of it
as the 'High-priestly prayer' or the 'prayer of consecration' does not
do justice to the full range of material contained in it."?TO
ALgain in the farewell discourses the author's purpose appears to
be broader than the ceﬁnecting of the recorded events with the worship
life of the early Christian communit&. From a descripf&ve exegetical
point of view Cullmann's attempt to show that each of the three episodes

where he finds allusions to the sucharist (the miracle at Cana, the

feeding of the multitude, and the discourse of the True Vine) brings

111

out a particular aspect of eucharistic teaching is clearly guestionable.

It rests on the assumption that.the primary preeoccupation of the evange~

iist is with the worship 1ife of the early church.

9, THE WASHING OF THE DISCIPLES* FEET, 13:1-20
This episode is the first of two in which, according to Cullmann,
baptism and the eucharist are formally placed together by the evangelisti.

Cullmann accepis the interpretation of Loisy and Bauerﬁ12 that

1®8Barrett, Pe 39354
1Ggﬁernard, Pe 557f and Barrett, p. 416%..
1mBarre‘ct, pe - 417
111Cullmaﬁn'$ argument is on P. 106, ECW.

qquhe views of Loisy and Bauer are expounded by Hoskyns, p. 436.
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verse 10 teaches the necessity of receiving both sacraments., Dodd and
MouleﬁqB more recently have found allusioms to both sacraments in this
verse. Cullmann says that the reply to the request of Feter, "He that
has been completely washed has no need for a further washing (except
for his feet} but is completely clean", teaches the sufficiency of one
baptism, and further that the necessity for the cleansing of sins after
baptism is met by the frequent celebration of the eucharist.qﬂh In
Cullmazn's argument the disputed phrase "except his feet" plays an im-
portant part: its presence is necessary in order to assure the cogency
of the argument.115 But as Beasley-Murray points out, if the disputed
phrase in verse 10is allowed to stand it must certainly relate to the
action of Jesus just completed, and not to an action of a wholly different

kind such as the eucharist.116

"Contrary to Culimann, the interpretation
thus demandeé is so muddling and unsultable to the aciion it is supposed

to explain it strongly favours the view that the phrase 'except the feet!

117

is a later interpolation due to a scribe vwho misunderstood the narrative™.

Cullmann's view that there is a reference to the repeated c¢leansing of

1q390dd, Interpretation, p. 401« C.F.D. Moule, "The Judgement
Theme in the Sacraments”, The Background of the Hew Testament and Its
Eschatology, ed. by A.J.B. Higgins, Cambridge, 1956, p. 475.

ok, pe 108-9.

1q5EGW, pe 109, Cullmann says: ™I hold against Bulimann and
other exegetes who comnsider these words a later interpolation, that their
authenticity on the grounds of their content is to be assumed.!

1168easley~Murray, ps 222+ "To undersitand the phrase 'except
{to wash) the feet! as relating to a different mode of cleansing is to do
defiance to the whole story. Verse 10, after all, represents an explana-
tion of the actions of Jesus in washing the feet of the disciples.”

1WBeasley—-Murray, ps 222; Barrett, p. 3%68; Hoskyns, p. 439.
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Christians by the euchurist in John 13%:10 (a passage of doubtful authen-
ticity) must be Judged as speculabive to say the least.lm8 It can hardly
be concluded from this kind of evidence that “the evangelist wants to
show that the two szcraments belong together."qqg
Hlany commentators agree with Cullmeann that there is in the

narrative a simple reference to the adequacy of baptism. However,
Bernard says that "if there be any allusion fo baptism here, it must

lurk in the word MeloUHevos ‘bathed', and.... the esoteric meaningsc

of vs. 10 would then be thai, as baptism cannot be repeated, the baptized
person need but to have regard to the removal of the occasional defile-
ments of sin with which he is troubled”. Bernard econcludes that "this seems
over :suﬂé:)i‘;.’i.fe”4,’Ia‘1 Beasley-turray alse expressges hesitation shbout the
reference to baptism on the grounds that "this is pot a secondary inter-
pretation of the narrative but a tertiary"a122 Beasley-Murray says that |
"the primary lesson drawn from the foot-washing, and the only one ex-
plicitly mentioned by John is its example of bhumility and love towards

one another."123 A secondary meaning of the incident, says Beasley-

1180f. C.H. Dodd, Journal of Ecclesiastical History, p. 219.
#Surely there is some loose gpint in the argument here-even if it were
certain that the words <u #fn Tels TWedas are part of the original text.”

%cq, p. 109

120Eg. Barrett, pe. 3763 Dodd, Interpretation, p. 401. Hoskyns,
however, does not find ailusions to baptism in this passage, p. 436-9.

421Bernard, e 589, 122Beasley~Murray, Ps 223,

1ZEEeasley—Murray, Pe 223. Alsc Hoskyns, p. 440,
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torray is its prophetic function as pointing to the death of Jesus.124

If now we go a stage further and see in the foot-washing
an illustration of bapiism, we have to do so as a lesson
deduced from a secondary lessofi.... How much further are we
supposed to go? And did John write with the express inten-
tion that we should sc interpret his werds? Some comnmenta-
tors no doubt cheerfully auswer in the affirmative. For
wmy part I can but record ny misgivings at such a procedure.
A reference to baptism in the narrative of John 13 is not 25
impossible, but in my judgement probability is against it.
Beasley-Murray's question, "did John write with the express intention
that we should so interpret his words?" raises zcutely the central problem
created by Cullmepn's exegesis. Commentators are prepared to zdmit that
there may be allusions to the sacraments in the footwwashing.126 But
when it is clearly demonstrated that these allusions belong to the
secondary or even bthe tertiary level of interpretaticn, it leads to the
conclusion that the evangelist was not precccupied with the two sacraments,

as Cullmesnn clearly suggests.

10, THEZ SPEAR TURUST, 19:3hL
At the end of his book Cullmenn says that the auwthor of the
Fourth Gospel has found the connection “"between Baptism and the Lord's
Supper and the death of Christ indicated in all the different events of

Christ's life, He is able to indicate it particularly lmpressively at

12&uf. Barrett, p. 363, "The cleansing of the disciple'’s feet

represents their cleansing from sin in the sacrificial blood of Christ.”
Eﬁﬁeaslawaurray, Ps 223

260f¢ Barrett, p. 364%. "Perhapsy in a secondary way, the sace
raments of baptism and the eucharist are also prefigured.”
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127 sohn 19334

varticularly impressively at this climex of Jesus® life".
indicates that vhen Jesus' side was pierced "there came out water and
blocd"™, This, =says Cullmsmn, is a very striking comnection between the
death qf Christ and the two sacraments.

Once again there is considerable support for Cullmann’s interpre-
tation.... Barrett says that "it is difficult to doubt that there is at
least allusicn to the Christisn sacraments in the blcood and water that
issued from the side of the dead Jesus”.128 Beasley~Murray cites Westecott,
Macgregor, Hoskyns, Tewple, R.H. Lightfoot, Schlatter, Bauer eand Bulimann
as among those who faveur this interpretation. Bul the unanimity of
orinion is not as overwhelming as Cullmenn (who cites omly F. Buchsel as
an exception) makes it out to be, Loif says that bscause the incident
is introduced as a fulfillment of prophecy, and therefore likely to be
pre-Johannine, it cannot be regarded as a conscious attempt on the part
of the evangelist to allude to the sacraments.1ag Berpard in his com=-
mentary, makes no reference to the sacraments. Burkiitt, Godet, C.J.
Yright; Strachan and J.A. Findlay are c¢ited by Beasley-Murray azs further
examples of these who reject Cullmeunn's interpretation of this incident.130
The crucial gquestion for the interpreter is, omnce again, whether the
sacraments can be regarded as a major concern of the evangelist. Three

commentators, Barreti, Bernard and Beasley-Murray snggest that John

QEVECW, ps 114, In the light of the preceeding considerations it
is necessary to guestion Cullmenn's use of the word "all® in this guotation,
as Cullmann only exepetes selected passages.

1283arreﬁt, . 69, 129,

1305easley~Murray, e 22k,

odd, Interpretation, p. 429.
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particularly noted the flow of blood and water in order to refute the
D i 3 t Gl 131
Docetic doctrines which were prevalent when the Gospel was composed,
"This may be a less exeiting conclusion %o draw from John's words than
the founding of the twe sacraments", says Beasley-Murray, "but the
existence of Christianity depends on its truth; in a time wher the doc-
rine of a real Incarnation was being challenged 1t was basic to demon-

132

strate it". There are good reasons, therefore, to suggest that once
again the sacraments are not the primery concern of the evangelist. Dodd
and Beasley-Murray guestion even az secondary reference to the sacrameﬁts
here on the grounds that the secondary significance of the blood and watler
pertains to the "living waterY of 4:14 and the blood which is "drink
indeed" of 6;55.733

At this point Beasley-Murray's guestion, "How much further are we
supposed to go?" again becomes relevant. Cullmann's interpretation of
John 19:34% hos been seriously guestioned by the application of a des-
criptive approach. For even where descriptive exegetes are willirg to
concede allusions to the sacraments in John 19:3% they =re not prepared
to say that these allusions are the primery concern of the evangelist; and
they certainly are not prepsred to grant that a sacramental interpretation

13k

of this verse "eontains the key to the understanding™ ' of the entire

bookas

1315arrett, pe 462; Bernard, p. 647; Beasley-Murray, p. 225
1BZBeasley-ﬂurray, Pe 225,
153:Dodd,- Interpretation, pe 428. Beasley-Murray, p. 226,

4 .
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11,  THE UVAHCELISY'G PUBPOLE

The primary gusstion which has arisen in the exegesis of individual
passages from the Fourth Gospel concerns the purpose of the evangelist.
The analysis of individual passages has demonstrated that there is very
little evidence to support Cullmann's contention that the relation between
carly Christisn worship and the historical evenis of Jesus' 1life is a
primary concern of the evangelist. It has been shown that in every in-
stance the evangelist's primary purpose appears to be other than the
gontemporary sacramental worship. Thus, for example, the central pre-
vecupation of the autbor in the John the Daptist passages is the pre-
paratory role of Jobn, not Christian bapiism. Similarly the author's
primary purpose in the Cama Miracle iu to contrast the old order of
religion with the unew, not to present some aspect of sucharistic teaching.
Andg it was shown that a reference to baptism in the Foot-washing episode,
if it is to be pernitied at all, must be regarded azs a tertiery lesson in
the incident. 1Even in passages where it is generally granbed that there
are allusions to the sacraments, such as John 3:5 and 6:51b-58, a des-
criptive exegesis indicated that the author's primsry purpose is other
than describing contemporary Christian worship. The descripbive exegesis
has pointed to the conclusion that Cullmann has too narrow a conception
of the evangelist's purposes.

In opposition te this conclusion Cullmann érgues that it is not
sufficient toc exegete each pericope in isolation, but that each pericope

must be placed in the context of the whole Gospel. He adwmits that *each
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detail teken by itself does net amount to much”. End throughout
Cullwann's presentetlon there are admissions that he may be "forcing

a system"q36 when he finds allusions to baptism or the eucharist, but
kis justification for deing sco lies in what he considers to be the
purpose of the evangelisti. Le says that "when we have regerd to all
these refereuces where the evangelist makes kunown to us his literary
personality and purpose, we see that it must be the task of the exegete
of this Gospel to allow for this purpose in all its parts".137 An
adeguate assessment of Cullmann's exegesﬁs must therefore include a con=-
sideration of what can be debermined about the evangelist's purpose from
the deocument itself. First Cullmenn's view of the cvangelist's purpose
will be outlined, and ther criticully examined in order to assess its
validity,

Cullmann regards the Fourth Gospel as essentislly the work of one
man, with the exception of chapter 21 which Yis certainly an additicn".1§8
n compariscn to the Synoptics there is in Joun's Gospel "a more individual
and couneciously coufessional witn@ss".ﬁag The author's purvcse, says Cull-
wann, is expressly stated ai the end of the Gospel, chapter 20 wverse 31;
“these signs are written that ye may belleve that Jesus is the Christ,
the Son of God." Thus a theological principle has governed the selection
of the material presented, and John's purpose in writing a "1ife of Jesus®

is to impart faith in Jesus as 'the Christ'. Because 'the Christ' is

Ythe wediator of God's entire plan of salvation in past, present and

Daeu, ». 105. . 1265p14., p. 8h.
7o0m, p. 50, °Ibid., p. 40. 91 pid., pe 39.
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future', the evangelist's purrose is "to bring into relief the relation

of the once-for-zll svent to the plan of salvaticn, which embraces the
DT 1S S . :
whele of Godls time®. The link which unites the events of Jesus'! life
with the living present is faith, and this is why the correlation and
antithesis ffaith-sight’ is so prominent in the Uospel. *The Johannine
concept of faith stands in closest relationship to the corposition of
" 142 £ ' ‘ 5 ¥
the Gospel™. Accordingly the author's purpose is to record events
which must be appreherded on two levels, as both ocecurences in the past
and as livingly affecting his readers in the present. The events are
"remembered” in the pregnant Johanrnine sense of the "understanding of
- . § o o 4 s o b3 .
the facts which is first grented through the Holy Spirit". This
deeper understanding occurs in the lhurcr through the proupting of the
Holy Epirit. YCorresponding to this simultaneous seeing in the flesh and
seeing and recognizing in faith there is the double mearing of the word
usuelly used to designste the object of seeing and believing. The writer
does not uvee our modern concept of incident, but rather that of a ‘sign!
(®npetov ) and thereby mezns to point again te the double quality of an
event at opce visible and demanding a higher understanding in the context
oy b . e .
of faith". Cullmann calls attention te the evangelist's characteristic
. <o -~ ? -
vse of terms in 2 double semse, such terms 25 vgwBivac , odkedov 8eiv
¢’ . ’ - 7 . . .
v&-,.»io Jwn , AV FTH VAL s TeETeNevTde , which illustrate the duality
. ‘ 145 . R
of apprehension intended by the aunthor. in the record of Jesus® life

in the Gospel gach event is orientated towards the period in which the

) , S . (LI 143 . ,
"L*imw‘ pe 39+ "opid., p. 39, PIbid., p. 39. PIbide, p. 49
14

-E_{;_W_’ P" %o‘ 1i+51biddg :p. 5@"’560
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evangelist and his readers live, and this orientation is indicated most
vividly by the allusions to worship which lie behind the recorded events
of Jesus' life. Thus Cullmann concludes that "the evangelist's whole
purpose is to present both once-for-zll history and the reference of this
history to its previous and subsequent course, ir one comprehensive per-
spectiva;"1#6

Cullmann's view of the evangelist's purpose can be criticized at
several points.

(i) The Meaning of John 20:31

C.K. Barrett says that it is a mistake to press too far the guestion
of the purpose of this Gospel. Concerning John 20:31 he says that “this
verse, important as it is, provides no more than a starting point for a
discussion of the purpose of the Gospel; for merely fo say that John was
written in the interests of faith is to say wothing at all, beyond that
it is a Christian book, which is hardly in dispute."ﬂq? Barrett's remark
is very relevant to Cullmenn's treaiment of the Johannine concept of
faith which, says Cullmenn, "stands in closest relation to the composition
of the Gnmspmﬂ.".w8 According to Cullmann believing must be followed by
a deeper understanding which enables the believer to comprehend the divine
plan of salvation in past, present and future. OCullmasn says that it is
the ¢onscious inbtention of the evangelist t¢ lead his readers o this

deeper understanding. But as James Gaffney points out, believing is not

opcu, p. 46,
147Barrett, Be 114'.

"oy, p. 39.
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accompanied by an apprehension of the divine plan and purpase.1#9 In
a complete chart describing all the consequences of believing Gaffney

150

iists no reference to an apprehension of the divine plan. The con-
sequence of believing in 20:31 is not a cémprehension of Ged's plan of
salvation in past, present and future, but rather "life in his name'.
Most commentators agree that the evangelist's purpose is to lead his
readers to faith, and that the historical data are presented to show that

157 Barrett says, for example, that the

Jdesus is the Word become flesh.
words “that ye may believe suggest that the evangelist's purpose is
not to convey interesting information about Jesus but to show to men

el . .
15 It is agreed, therefore, that the

their relation to God in Jesus.
evangelist's theslogical purpose is to lead men to faith; but to say as
Cullmann does, that faith is followed by a dual apprehension of both
the historical events and their further implications in the history of
salvation is to make an assumption which cannot be supported by the
material itself.

{(ii) The Use of Double or Ambiguous Fxpressicns

Cullmann's case for salvation~hisbtory in John depends upon a
deliberate use by the evangelist of ambiguous words and phrases. "The
Gospel of John indicates in so many places the necessity of a double

meaning that enguiry into the deeper unexpressed sense is to be raised,

1%33ames Gafiney, "Believing and Knowing in the Fourth Gospel',
Theological Studies, Vol. 26, No. 2, June 1965, Pp. 215=-241.

1§1Barrett, pe 5, Hoskyns, Pp. 58-85.
152Barrett, pe ik,
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in this CGospel to the status of a principle of interpretatiom,"153 Cull-
mann says that such words as ':c/vw@w , Tulddoe , and TerelesTde are

to be uvnderstood both chronelogically and theologically because it is the
evangelist's intention that they should be so understood. The important
guestion is whether the dual meanings of these words emerge in the mind
of the inﬁerpréter who approaches the Gospel with a knowledge of various
linguistic usages, or whether they belong to the intention of the evange-
list. Many scholars agree with Cullmann that there are too many ambiguous

154 But

words and phrases to ignore then or to regard them as accidental.
Cullmann's argument depends upon four furiher deductions in order fo

reach the peint where the ambiguous words can lead to a principle of
interpretation: (i) that the evangelist wrote in Greek and not in Aramaic,
{ii) that the ambiguous words are not literary devices but rather have
theological significance, (iii) that the theoleogical significance is
always what Cullmanm says it is,; namely linking of past and present in

the history of salvatiom, (iv) that the theclogical significance uncovered
in 2 relatively small number of words and phrases canh provide the basis
for a theological interpretaticn of the entire Gospel. Since arguments
could be presented zgainst cach one of Cullmann's deducticns, Cullmann's
understanding of the author's intention, arrived at by ai examination of
ambiguous word usage, wust be Jjudged as speculative. Cullmann's statement
that "it belongs to the essénce of John's Gospel that words are used in a

deuble se‘;mse"""i55 is another sxample of his tendency to delimit and define

gon, p. 57.
thCf, Dodd, Interpretationm. Pp. 13%,30%.
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too precisely the evangelisi's purpose.

(iii) The Meaning of "sign"

Cullmann says that the word 'sign' refers to “"the double guality
of an event at once visible and demanding a higher understanding in the
context of faith”a155 In Cullmann's presentation the word ‘sign' is
applied to "the smallest literary unit"156 such as “1iving waber” or
"pread from heaven™. But the evangelist only uses the word *sign’
in connection with certain events such as the marriage at Cana and the
healing of the blind men. Dodd says that the word *sign' in John has
the prophetic sense of "significant act",15? and Dodd's description of
chapters two to twelve as the "Book of Signs"q58 is based on the under-
standing of 'sign' as an event. But Cullmann’s argument for salvation-
history in John is based on the application of the word 'sign' to both
a2 spall literary unit and an event in the ministry of Jesus. It is on
the basis of the analysis of words and phrases with double meanings in
which "the evangelist makes known to us his literary personzlity and
purpose“159 that Cullmann arrives at his conclusions sbout salvation-
history in the Gospel. Having found salvaticn-history in the ambiguous
words and phrases Cullmann then proceeds to find it in the events of
Jesus! life. But this is not a legitmate transition to make unless the
werd 'sign' can be applied to both the events and the ambiguous exprezssions.

ind on Cullmann's own definition of sign (confirmed by Dodd) the word

SSucu, p. b6, "rnid., p. 55
15!

1581 pia., p. 290.

159ECW, Pe 50,

Dodd, Interpretation, p. 142.
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refers to specific events in Jesus' ministry and not to isolated words

and phrases. Therefore it is a questionable procedure for Cullmann to
approach his exegetical work on the selected passages armed with a
previously established position regarding the evangelist's purpose. What~
ever can be said about the evangelist's purpose must be determined from
the passages themselves.

{iv) Sacrements or Sacrament?

If a sign refers to "the double guality of an event at once visible
and demanding a higher understanding in the context of fait ”,?6O‘it must
be asked why the "higher understanding" must always involve baptism and
the eucharist, Cullmann says that Ythe sacraments mean the same for the
church as the miracles of the historical Jesus for his cmntemporaries."161

iiracles of the historical Jesus were signs for his contemporaries

so baptism and tﬁe encharist are the signs of CGod's redeeming activity
in the present. Cullmann admits in a footnote that the word " rypuéiev
is only a description of the reference to the Sacrament not for the

Sacrament itself™; but his entire treatment of early Christian worship

162 For Cull-

is based on an eguating of 'sign'® with the two sacraments.
mann it is always either baptism or the eucharist which lies behind the
Joharmnine 'sign'. Since it is the finding of allusions to baptism and

the eucharist in the episodes of Jesus' 1life which provide Cullmann with

his proof for salvation-history, the identification between sign and the

16OECW, p. 46,
161

Ibid., ps 70.
162Speaking of the sacraments on P. 107 (ECW) Cullmenn underlines
the word ‘*two’.



two sacraments is very important %o him.

But this idemtificabtion is ancther geod example of the way in which
Cvllmenn has made too narrow a delimitation of the evangelist's purpose.
"The real issue™, says Smalley,i"is not one of sacraments, but one of
sacrament. How far and in what sense is the pattern of the Fourth Gospel
'sacramental'?"165 The primary problem of the Fourth Gospel, as Hoskyns,
Podd and Barrett point out, is not the place of the Christian sacraments.
It iss in Hoskyns' words, "“the far more important, far more disturbing,
problem of history itself and of its meaning".qéh It is logical to assuwme
that the ‘'signs’, which are so prominant in the evangelist's presentation,
will reflect the mair theme of the book. But the descriptive exegesis

indicated that the evangelist's primary purvose always appeared to be

oy

ther ther a narrow interest in the Christisn sscraments. Even John
6:51-58, where zllusions to the eucharist are generally sccepted, was

seenr to be priparily concerned with the more fundamental questions of faith
and unbelief, Inscfar as any purpose can be ascribed to the evangelist

it must be brozder than s concern o relate the episcdes of Jesus life

with the early Christian cultuvs, Johkn is primarily concerned te show the
glory of the Vord mede flesh, and as Hoskyns says "ihe theme of the Fourth
Gozspel is the non~historical that makes sense of history, the infinite that
makes sense of time, God who mekes sense of men and is therefore their
Saviour".165 The fundamental sacramental fact in John is the incarnate

life of the Son of God, and the two sacraments of baptism and eucharist

164

163Smalley, pe 161, ‘Hoskyns,‘pg'Bga

1®5Hoskyms, pe 129«130.
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ere rooted in this fact. They have no significance apart from this fact.
Cullmarn's identificetion of the 'signs' with the two sacraments draws
attention zway frowm the most important of the 'signs' (the incarnation)
and results in an exegesis which is strained and cluttered by secondary
or tertiary considerations.

The first four criticisms of Cullmann's exegesis have demonstrated
the way in which his own thecleogical outlock has been imposed on the
evangelist's work. The final two criticisms are concernsd with non-
theolegical factors which are relevant to Cullmann's attempt to discover
the purrose of the evangelist.

(v) Date, Place, Authorshin and Readership

Borrett's conterntion that it is a mistake to press the suthor's
vurpose too far is reinforced by the fact thet there 1s no agreement
regerding date, place, authorship, and those to whom the Gospel was
167 . ; . ' ,
addressed. And yet any attempt to discern the anthor's rurpose would
not be unrelated tec any or all of these matiers if they could be determined
with accurscy. Many would agree wilth Hogkyns that "the author has done

168

his best, apparertly with intertion, to cover up his tracks"Y. The

mztter of the intended readership illustrates the provlew. C.T, Craig

“
1”6Barrett suggests that the reason for the oumissiosn of the

institution of the sacraments in John lies in the author's wawillingness
to attach the fctal sacramental fact of the inearnabtion to a particular
moment and a particular action. p. 42,

167Cf. R. Eisler, The Enigma of the Fourth Gospel, lLondon: Methuen,
1938, Pp., 1~3. Ahlso W.F. Howard, The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism
and Interpretation, London: Hpworth, Revised edition, 1955, Pp. 19-94,
161!'—178 ©

168

Hoskyns, p. 18,



in an article on ""Sacrauwental Interest im the Fourth Gospel™ says that

the Gospel "breathes the intimacy of the cult group' and was not written

169

oy
H

for cutsiders. Similarly doskyus says That "it cannot be doubted that

the autior is writing for Christians who have been cleansed by bapiism
170

and wﬁo share iu the eucharist’, Dodd, on the other hand, believes that
the evangelist is "subject to a self-imposed limitation. In writing for

a non-Ghristian public he will not directly divulge the Christian 'Hysteries'.
«eve Gonseguently he can give no direct answer elbher to the guestion 'How
can & man be born again?' or the yuestion 'How can this man give us his

flesh to ean!:.'?‘"w“1 If there were agreement as to whether the author was
addressing Cheistians, pon-Christians, or both, the interpreter would

have far more to say cboub the evangelist's conscious purpose. Uut which-
even guslevion 1s taken with respect to the intended readership, problems
are posed by Cullumaun's interpretation. If the Gospel were addressed to
won-~Christian readers it couid havdly be expected that they would under-
stand the double signification which, according to Culimann, is fundamental
tc the author's purpose. And 1 the Gospel were addressed to Christiams,
ode must ask why the autior has not made hils references to contemporary
vworship more explicit. In fact Cullmesun does not state to whowm the Gospel
is aduressed -~ a sirasge phenomencn in & writer who 1s so precise about

tiie author's purposes

It must also be noted that a number of scholars do not find any

169J0urnal of Biblical bLiterature, 1939, p. By

170Hoskyns, e 436, “
471

Dodd, Interpretation, pm 3&5.
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cousciously imposed structure in ithe icurth Gospel, and these men of course
are most reluctant lo permit anything te be said sboutl an suthor's over-—
all purpose. Huitmann is the only scholer whom Cullmann identifies with

P

this pmsition,172 but tﬁere are oithers such as W, Bauer, V.2, Hoare, &.
Loisy, We Lewls, and GeH.Co Macgregor.1?3 Bultmenn, for example, thinks
that the Gospel has come through a series of redactions, and that the
book is the product of several hands. DBultmeun's displacenment theory is
based primerily on the detection of Incomgruiities of thought, and there-
fore Girectly contracicts Cullwennu's thesis which is based on & upity of

17k

purpose and themwe., According to V.7, Howard "the literary unity of
e Fourih Uospel hias been challepged upon the ground fhat a carefunl
ys o " s o - _
veading of the Text reveals nuwerpus seams and sutures'. Howsxd shows
avw this problem has occupled the attentlon of Spitta, Wendt, Echwartz,

76

welhausen, wWarburtoa, Moffat and Be:z*m,u"rl.(‘l To varying degrees all of
tuese scnolars support the view that the Gospel has been hastily throwm
togetaer and could be improved frow a liferary point of view by certain
rearrapgements of the text. alle contemporsry schelarship seems to
favour the view of Dodd taat it is "the duty of an interpreter at least
to see waat can be dome witi thae document as il has come soun td us

177

before attempbing to improve in ith, the arguments of Bulitmann and

172ECW, p. 58, note 1.

q7301t@d by Howard on Pp. 109, 166, &6, 119, 115 respectively.
17%2§i§., pe 167, '17?g§;g., pe 100,

"76_3;;@_@., Pp. 96, 97 and 126.

177Do&d, Interpretation, p. 250
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others carnot be 1ishitly dismissed. Their ressarch means that one can
only speai: of the uvnity of John's Cospel with considerable reserve. And

is, which utilizes the theological
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surpose of the svangelist as a princiyle of internrsistion, lacks any
Rind of unanimous scholarly approvel.

{(vi) Two matiers of Logical Consistency

Pinally, two criticisms must be levelled against the simple logic

of Cullmann's thesis, The first criticism pertains to Cullmsnn's cumulative
argument, the way in which he builds on previous assumptions. He approaches

the exes sis of the h-aliny at the pool of Siloam on the basis thaet "our

178

oxmlanation of the miracle at Bethesds iz correct.” And then in the

v}

ection on the wiracls at Bethesdsa he says: "after the previous chapters
Dlel. o Ty explicitly or implicitly to Baptism in the Christien community,
the conmexion with Baptism hers too is gquite ccmpelling.“1?9 Commenting
on the conversation with the Samariten woman Cullmann says: "the con~
neotion between 'living water' and Baptism is wade wore credible by reason
of the parallelism with the 'hre:d of 1ife' chapter 6:358F, where the

180

theme i1s the other sacram:nt.” 7 alncst svery saction Cullmenrn bullds

hiz case by referring to what has been There is
no firm position from which this circuitous reasoning begins. Occasionally

181

Cullmann speaks of a passage ac a "key" o his entire intarpretation,

but the descrirtive exegesis of such key nzssages as the discourse fol-
$ & o 15

lowing the feeding or the spear-thrust did aot reveal secreis for the

180.

7% Tbide, p. 83

131

ECH, p» 103,  /°Ibid., p. 86.
Ibid., Pp. 115 25d 95.
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interpretation of the entire Gospe}. The way in which Cullwmann approaches
the exegesis of individusl passages must ke judged as irreépansible,182
and the "key" which Cullmann uses is obviocusly not the evangelist's but

his own.

Secondly, (ullmann argues that his case depends not on the exegesis
of the individual passages but on the whole Gospel. Bul since a whole is
always made up of its parits, Cullmann's hypothesls is faulty. If the parts
had been able to bear the interpretation which Cullmann brings to them,

LS

then it would have been permissable for him te make an hypothesis about

the whole from what had been determined from the parts. But since Cull-
mann himself admits that the individual passages cannot bear his inter-
pretation in isclation (and the desoriptive exegesis confirmed this),

his understanding of the whole completely contradicts any scientific ap-
proach, Freedman suggested that an inductive approaqh to scripture could
include the attempt to find an over-all uniiy in any particuvlar bao’z:.qa3

But Freedman was careful to sitate thet any hypothesis concerning the unity
or the muterizl must be bazed on the established results of exegesis, Gull-
nann's exegesis is deductive in that it is lLased on certain prior assumptions

about time and history. These presupposzitions have been applied to the mat-

cricl anc the material has been manipulated to support the presuppositions.

12. RESULTS OF THE STUDY OF JOHN'S GOSFEBL

Cullmann's entire case for redemptive history in John depends upon

182The irresponsibility is particularly evident in statements such

ag: "even in passages where the writer does not expressiy say so, &8
in 3214, there are references present to further acts of Christ in the
history of salvation. ECW, p. 52

183}311 ra, Pe 56.
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a Speculetive visw of the evangelist's purpose. wuatever can be stated
I-’ & d

aoout the purpose of fhe Gospel must be expressed in a browder frawework

B

than Cullmaan's work permitse. Cullmerw is corrvect in treatiag tae Gospel
as a taeologlcal aucument, but the theological pucpose of the author has
been siuoun to ve obtaer than the relating of contemporary worsnlp to the
iife of Christ, Cullumeaun's book shews the dangers iuvherent in the applic-
ation of & tueologlcal exegesis to & theological documeul. The result

can unly be described as a Lullmannisu coustruction. His theological
presupposiltions are not inherent in tue biblical maierial but uave besn
imposed on it. Cullumenn says that "it must be the aim of exegesis to

work out the interest of tuae narrative for the Christian Communityugf

the ﬁime”.18& What Cullmann hes done iu iis book on John's Gospel 1s to
work out the interest of tie narrative for his own time. This is wc doubt
an importent task which must be performed by the theclogian, but when it
is cowbiced with the exegebtical endeavour it can only be detrimeutal o
wne uwnderstending of what the text meant when it was first wrilien.
Lxegesis carmot thevefore be concerned wiith what the texl means now,

ot pust be confined Lo the wescripiive role. Lhe exswinaticn of Uull-
wmarn's work on the Fourith Gospel has demonstraled the necessity of a

separation beiween exegesis and theclogy.




A CRITIQUE OF CULIMANN'S THEOLOGICAL EXEGESIS

The comparison in chapters III and IV between Cullmann®s theological
exegesis and a descriptive exegesis provides the basis for criticizing
his theolegical presuppositions which were outlined in chapter II. Chaptiers
ITI and IV show that Cullmann's theological presuppositions are not in-
herent in the New Testament material. The fifth and summary ¢hapter
wtilizes the results of the comparative study to draw the further cone
clusions (i) that the presuppositions are imposed upon the material,
(ii) that the presuppositions include an unwarranted assumption about
the unity of the material, {iii) that the presuppositions prevent ar
honest scientific and hisbtorical examination of the material, and (iv)
that the presuppositions include contemporary philescophical and theo-
logical notioms. For all of these ressons Cullmann's theological exegesis
militates against understanding the material in its own terms. The failure
of Cullmann's theological exegesis te allow the malerial to "speak for it~
self" suggests that some other method, such as a descriptive exegesis free

from theological presuppositions, might better account for the data.

1. THE PRESUPPOSITICNS ARE IMPOSED UPON THE MATERIAL

In Christ and Time Cullmann attempts to synthesize biblical data

and theological presuppositions. The book is a systematic presentation of

126
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New Testament data arranged around the theological implications of time
and history. There is a selection and organization of the data on the
basis of theological principles. Cullmann's entire presentation is
based on the assumption that the theological presuppositions are inherent
in the biblical material.

The main evidence which Cullmenn produces to substantiate his
presentation centres around the earliest Christian confessions which, he
says, distinguish the central from the peripheral in the New Testament.

A careful examination of Cullmenn's exegetical methed in Christ and Time

and The Earliest Christian Confessions does mot reveal any evidence to

support this thesis. The exegetical method whereby Cullmenn examines the
earliest Christian confessione involves the same theological presuppositions

that lie behind Christ and Time. Always the theological presuppositions

are brought to the biblical data rather than emerging from it. In The

Earliest Christian Confessions Cullmann comes closer to a deseripitive

exegesis than in any other of his works, but the theological presuppositions
are operative here as well. The interpreter can only Judge that the
presuppositions have no foundation in the biblical material and that

their subsequent application is unwarranted. Cullmann's chapter on
terminology for time and his exegetical work on the Fourth Gospel are two
good examples of the way in which the theclogical presuppositions are

imposed upon the biblical material.

2« THE PRESUPPOSITION QF AN OVER-ALL UNITY

An underlying assumption of Cullmann's exegetical method is an
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essential unity present in the diverse documents of both the 014 and the
Hew Testaments. The grounds on which such an assumption is justified

is the recognition in faith that Jesus Christ is the “absolute divine
revelation“1 to man. 4 theological exegesis begins from this point and
attempts to show how all the materdial reflecis the cenﬁral faith-affir-
mation of Christians.: When Cullmann says that the earliest confessions
of faith represent an exegesis of the entire New Testament he means,

of course, a theological exegesis. A descriptive exegesis, on the other
hand, confines itself to the individual documentsi an over-all unity

is sought only after an exhaustive examination. Support is lacking in
the biblical material for Cullmann's presuppesitions concerning the unity
of the wholej; furihermore, Cullmann's synthetic approach militates against
the understanding of the material im its own terms.

Cullmann's théblogical presuppositions that the Christ-event must
be regarded as the temporsl mid-point of the entire biblical history is
not valid for biblical interpretation. With respect to the 0ld Testament
it is simply not true. Howard M. Teeple says that "a theological pre-
supposition is even more dangerous and more liable to fetiter the mind
when the interpreter regards that presupposition as central for faith and
believes that the Bible should be interpreted in that context (which
te him automatically becomes the contexi; and if he is a Christian it

becomes the Christian cmntext)“.2 TPeeple goes on te say that "when

1Chrisf; and Time, ps 23.

2‘I‘eeple, Howard M., "Notes on Theologians' Approach to the Bible",
Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. LEXIX, 1960, p. 165.
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Christ is viewed as the total context, part of the context is inevitably
omitted. For with that conéepi of the total, the interpreter shuts his
eyes to evidence which shows thai Christ is not the total. The total
context is nothing less than the total of everything in the historical
sitwation whieh contribuites to the correct understanding of the Bible.
The view that Christ is the total automatically execludes part of the
histerical centext".ﬁ Cullmann's theological exegesis leads .to a
reduction which fails to do justiee to the breadth and variety of the
biblical documents because it elevates one major theme to the level of
& principle of interpretation for the wheles Cullmann's synthesis at-
tempts to account for all the data, but any synthesis is bound to over-
look or miscoustrue deitails which do not conform to the over-azll
pattern. The comparative examination of both the terminoclogy for time
and the Gospel of Jokn has revealed many examples of the way in which
Culluann has' overlocked evidence which would contradict his theological
presuppositions. UOn occasion even the evidence which was cited was
forced to fit the mould of his presuppositions. The examination of
Cullmann's theological exegesis confirms Freedman's observation that
ye should be sceptical of attempis to find the seme truth everywhere in
scripture, or a general pattern under which all the different segments
of the literature cam be subsumed”w@

An essential task of Christian theclogy is to expound whatever

jTeeple, p. 166, hFreedman, e 3154
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unity is in the scriptures. But the important guestion which an exam-~
ination of Cullmann's work raises is whether this task should be per-
formed in the name of exegesis. Because Cullmann's attempt to expound
the scriptures around a central unifying theme actually militates against

an understanding of the material in its own terms, his work points to the

necessity of a separation betlween exegesis and theology.

%. THE PRESUPPOSITIONS CANNOT BE TESTED

4 fundamental problem raised by Cullmann's theological exegesis
is that there is no scientific way of testing whether or not the inter~
pretation is correct. The theological presuppositions elevate the entire
endeavour beyond the realm of scientific investigatiorn. This problem
has been evident in the foregoing analysis imn several different ways.

In chapter II it was noted how all the components of Cullmann's
theological synthesis must stand or fall together. By means of a theol-
ogical exegesis Oullmenn arrived 2t a view of linear time as well as a
moderate realimed eschatology. Becdause the same method was used to
arrive at both positions, the one cannot be separated from the ather.
Scholars such as Panl Minear6 and T.¥., Torrance ¢redii Cullmann for making
a significant contribution to the understanding of New Testament escha-

tology, but they are unwilling to accept his view of linear time. In

5Heinrich Schlier, writing ip Dogmatic ws. Biblical Theclogy., p. 92,
says that theology "presupposes a hidden inner unity which is always
present. This is precisely what is indicated by its sytematic character.
The end and object is to draw the hidden unity out of its concealment
as muchk as possible and to make it known.

6Supra, Ps 52.
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his assessment of Cullmann's werk Torrance says: ''there seems little
doubt that the New Testament gives us teaching on eschatology without

7

commitbing itself to any specific conception of time".' James Barr also
suggests that there is no one view of time in the New Testament, and
thet any discussion of time belongs properly to the domain of philosophical
theology rather than exegesis.a Yet, in Cullmann's synthesis linear time
is bound up with eschatology in such a way that any separation of the
two, as recowmended by Barr, Torrance and Minear, is impossible. In a
theological exegesis based on faith there are no criteria for assessing
the worth of scme insights in relation to others.

In 2 similar way Cullmann's theological presuppesitions remove
his trestment o tho sslvation-history to a realm beyond critical scien-
tific examination. Yhen salvetion-<history is viewed as the essential
core of the New Testament revelation then it follows logically that a
theclogical exegesis ig the only way to understand the material. For,
as Cullmann says., only he who recognizes Jesus as the absolute divine
revelation can discern the iine which leads from Israel to Christ and. .
from Christ to the Church. Exegésis and theclogy must be combined in
order to link together the various events in the history of salvation.
For the exegete without faith to discern the plan of salvation the Few
Testoment remains forever sealeds

4 descriptive exegesis uncevers no evidence from the documents

themselves to confirm Cullmann's view of salvation-history. Barr's

7”The Modern Eschabological Debate”, Evangelical Quarterly, Vol.
XXV, 1953, No. &, p. 224,

Eﬁarr, J, Biblical Words for Time, p. 249.
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criticisms show that there is nc scriptural basis for the linking of the
events in the history of salvationy and Cullmann's treatment of the Fourth
Sospel lg an sxempdle of how salvation~-history is imposed upon the material.
In any scientific enquiry, wihen the evidence produced to establish a
particular theery is discredited the enguiry ceases. But in the case of

a theological exegesis it cannot be said that the enquiry mas ceased:

the whole guestion of salvatlon-history has siwply been ¢levated further
inte the theological sphere. Cullmann way be correcit in ﬁis assertion
that salva@ionwhistary is central to the New Tesbtament, but so also may
those failowers of Bultwmann who stress revelation through the Vord as

the central theclogical affirmation of the Vew Testamenit. The problem is
that there is no sclentilic basis for judging between the two positions
because both are based on theologicsl presuppositions. The choice between
a theological exegesis based on faith and a descripiive exegesis is really
no choice at all for him without faith te discern the plan of salvation.
And there are good reasons why e¢van he with faith should permit a
descriptive exegesis to establish its results before the theological
implications of the material are expounded.

A theological exegesis raises serious problems of scholariy-
intezrity. The biblical material cannot be understood in its own terms
wher it is approached with theological presuppositions because the pre-
suppositions are determinative in the selection and presentation of the
data., The comparative examination has revealed the extent to which Cull-
mann's presuppositions aetually determine the results of his exegesis
of both individual passages and %lsn entire bocks of scripture such as

the Gospel of John. In other words, the seriptures are used to support



a theclogical position, and this precludes from the start any understanding
of them in their own termsqg
Trow the cumparative examination of chapters III and IV it must

be conciuded that a theological exegesis cannot combine an honest historical
enguiry within the context of a theological exposition of the biblical
material. Cullmann's article on "The Mecessity and Function of Higher

" Criticism" attempts to restore the range of critical scientific disciplines
to their legitimate autounomy. But the article fails to achieve its desired
end because of the assertiocn that the exegete musgt be historian and

theologian at the same time. A theological exegesis is a denial of the

very thing that Cullmann set out to accomplish in his article, because
historicael-criticnl studies are bound up with theological afiirmations.
When theology is the principle for the selection ;ﬁd organization of the
data, the historical-eritical findings are inevitably subservient to the
theological presuppositions. And the histerical-critical work of scholears
is nc longgr within the range of scientific examinstion and testing becauss
it has been elevated te the theological sphere. The fact that theology
aiways involves the removal of historical events from the plane of normal
historical investigation suggests thal biblical studies and exegesis must
be permitted fo apply historical criticism without the restrictions of

a particular theology,

gin this connection, note the interesting suggestion of James Barr
in Biblical VWords feor Time, p. 150, that for Cullmamn "the urge to in-
vestigate the whole matier has arisen not simply from a deseriptive study
of the biblical material but from z sense that ceriain general theologicalw
philosophical problems can be solved, and the disagreements among exegetes
in certain respects overcome, through a speecial concertration on the
subject of time™.
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An inductive and descriptive approach to the seriptures, as sug-
gested by Stendahl and Freedman, allows the material to "speak for itself"™
in a way that is impossible under a theological exegesis.1o‘ The scientific
approach of Stendahl and Freedman alse imvolves presuppositions, but these
presuppositions are built upon evidence, and do mot rest merely on the
"faith" of the interpreter. As Teeple says, "scientific presuppositions,
including those of sound bibklical scholarship, are arrived at induegtively,
whereas theological presuppositions are usually based on fa:‘i.*l’:h".'H Meither
a theological approach nor a descriptive approach is free from the sub-
jecetivity of the interpreter. In beoth cases presuppositions are involved,
but in the former case the theological presuppositions are comsciously
applied to the waterial, whereas in the latter case a deliberate attempi
is made to uncover the presuppositions and eliminate them as far as
possible so that the original initention of the author may become in~
creasingly evident. In the recognition that the material can never "speak
for itself" in any absolute sense (exqept when it is repeated word for
word), it has been shown that a descriptive exegesis approximates more
closely to the ideal because it is based on hypotheses which can be

checked against the evidence of the material itself.

1O“Many examples of what theological presuppositiens can do to
biblical interpretation occur in the literature of the covenanters at
Qumran., The covenanters held the false theological presupposition that
the history of their sect and the future of the world wers predicted in
the 0.7« The effect of that assumption was jJust what a historian would
expect, namely, gross misinterpretation of the seriptures™. Teeple, p. 165.

1qTeeple, pe 166,
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b, THE INFLUENCE OF CONTEMPORARY PHILOSOPHY AND THEOLOGY
Cullmann's theological exegesis provides a particularly vivid
example of how contemporary philosophical and theological interests can
influence the selection and organization of the data.

(1) Tk inflvence of sontemporary philosophy

Frederick Sontag says that "Cullmann's Christ and Time would be

completely unintelligible on the basis of the New Testament alone, and

is understandeble only against a background of continental philosophy".12
The influence of Hegel's philosephy uwpon Cullmann is immediately recog-
nizable in that the issue of history is central in all of Cullmann's works.
But the important gquestion is whether there is a wiew of history in the |
New Testament which corresponds to Cullmann's view of history. The comw
parative examination of chapters III and IV reveals that Cullmann's view
of history is foreign to the New Testament: The obvious conclusion is

that the view ¢f history which Cullmann considers to be the Ysilent
presupposition” lyirg behind the New Testament material is in fact a
product of contemporary thinking about history which is still dominated

by Hegelian neotions. It is from Cullmann's twentieth century perspective
that there appears to be a "thorough orientation te revelatory and red-
emptive histury"43 in primitive Christianity. Cullmann reads into the
New Testament his twentieth century notion that revelation tekes place
solely in history. Cullmann's theological exegesis includes presuppos-

itions which are derived from a German philosophical tradition which regards

12“Philcsophy and Biblical Theology: A Prologue', Religion in Life,
Vol. ¥XXITI, Spring 1964, Ne. 2, p. 225,

Pohrist and Time, p. 18.
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history as the source of all knowledge including the knowledge of deity.q#

And these presuppositions militate very strongly against understanding
the material in its omn terms. A deseriptive exegesis seeks to discover,
as far as pessible, what the documents meant when they were first written.
Cullmann's exegetical method, because it inecludes a contemporary view

of history as the silent presupposition behind the waterial, is unable

to ungover the original intenmtiouns of the writérs of the New Testament.

{ii) The influence of contemporary theolopgy.

Cullmann is not unaffected by the theoclogical climate of his time.
The theological presuppositions with which Cullmann a@prmachés his exegetical
work iﬁ@imde his understanding of the nature of faith and his conception
of revelation as taking place solely in history.

Cullmann's view that faith always involves the comprehension of
the history of salvabtion has been criticized as an unwarranted assusmption
from the New Testement data. Here it must be noted that this comprehension
is, for Cullmann, a very personal apd individualistic matier, "Faith
in the Hew Testament sense means tc be convinced that ﬁhis entire happening
takes place for me, that Christ died on the cross for me, that for me also
this central event represents the mid~point“.15 Cullmann defines faith
exclusively in terms of the response of the individual. A econception
of faith as a gift of God wmediated through the comﬁunity of faith is

foreign to Cullmenn, as it is to many Protestants who are upable to conceive

140ther philesophical influences can be detected in Cullmann's

work: Jean Frisque (Oscar Cullmann, p. 231) says that Cullmann'’s treat-
ment of faiih refleets positivistic notions concerning what cad be known.

150hrist and Time, p. 219
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of faith apart from their own faith. Cullmann's theological exegesis
reflects kis view that "faith is the way by which the past phase of
redetptive history becomes effectual for me.”16

Cullmann's conception of revelation as taking place solely in
history reflects the contemporary emphasis on historical thinking. Culle-
mann makes the historical character of revelation the fundamental princijle
of his theology: "all Christian theology in its innermost essence is

Biblical histery"s17 Cullmann says that "the New Testament writings for

18"

the first time give to all revelation an essential anchorage in time;“‘

The revelation of God takes place through an organized series of historical

events, Iz Cullmann’s view the action of God is wedded to the historical

events which constitute the history of salvation: no revelation can be

given independently of historical events., On this view of revelation it

is imperative to emphasize the hisforiecity of the revelatory events.

Thus when Cullmann makes the resurrection the decisive event of revelation,

and places it at the centre of all history, he is bound tc assert that

it is a historical event. The resuit is that Cullmann approaches the

exegetical task with presuppositions concerning the histericity of the

events of revelation. In Cullmamn's theological exegesis the resulis

of the enguiry are to a comsiderable extent determined in advance by the

theological presuppesition that revelation takes élacehéolely in history.
Cullmann's one-sided view of falth and his exclusive preoccupation

with revelation through history are incorporated into his theoleogical

exegesis. His own theological presuppositions influence the selection and

Brpid., p. 38,

At

1°ChriSt and Time, p. 2719, 171131@1., Pe 23
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organization of the matérial, and the result is a synthesis between New
Testament datc and Cullmann's theological presuppositions. But since
theology always involves the attempt to synthesize, the solution o the
problem posed by Cullmarn's theclogical exegesis lies in a separation of
exegesis and iheology. The solution lies in a recognition of the in-
evitable discrepancy between biblical documents and modern systematic
interests, and thus the biblical accounts must be permitted to stand as
they are. Then the theocloglan can sonstruct systematicslly whatever he
feels necessary and he can justify his efforts solely on systematic
grounds. A biblical theologian such as Cullmann is caught ir a hopelgss
dilemma when he tries to perform the task of an exegete and a systematic
theologian at the same time.

A theological exegeéis will always militate zgeinst the under-
standing of the biblical méterial in its own terms because it is the
~ task of theology to give confemporary expression to the central events
of the Christian reVelatioh. In other words, the task of theoclogy must
always be begun anew, whereas the biblical record remains substantially
he same. Cullmann's theological exegesis of John's Gospel shows how
an attempt to express the contemporary relevance of the recorded events
camn 5bscure the primary purpose of the author in certain passages. And
the influence of contemporary philosophy and theology upon Cullmann's
exegesié lends further support to the argument that exegesis must be
separatéd from theologye+ YA theologian must begin at the point where the

19

biblical records leave offT.

'*QSom.tag, D 256,
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5. IMPLICATIONS OF THIS 3TUDY FOR BIBLICAL INTERPRETATICN

This study has demonstrated the necessity of a clear separation
betrween exegesis and theoclogy. When the waterial is approached with
theclogissl presuppositicons the presuppositions affect the results of the
exegesis, and the poseibility of un@srstanding the material in its own
terms is eliminated. Theological presuppositions alse eliminate the
“posgibility of checking against the material itself whether an inter-
pretation is correct. And insofar as theological presuppositions reflect
the contemporary theological and philosophical climate they are external
to the biblical material. A separation between exegesis and theology,
on the other hand, permits an honest historical investigation of the bibliecal
material which can be shared by believer and non=believer alike. Thecology
begins at the point where the historical investigation leaves off. The
separation between'axegesis and theology thus frees theology to perform
its important task of expressing the Christian faith in a way that is
meaningful to successivé generations. In view of the many and varied
attempts to "trauslate! the New Testament into meaningful terms for the
present genmeration, it is all the more imperative that the "original® be

spelled out in its own terms.
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