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ABSTRACT

The problem of orthodoxy and heresy in earliest
Christianity, perennially interesting to historians of
theology, has recently recelved a new wave of interest
on the occasion of the revival of Walter Bauer's Recht-

gléubigkeit und Ketzerel in #ltesten Christentum. Part

of the new interest i1s dedicated to assimilating Raver‘s
conclusions, which were not thoroughly absorbed at the
time of the book's original publication: there was no
"orthodoxy" in earliest Christianity, but only a variety
of doctrinal positions; and "heresy" as a corrvption of
pure and uniform early doctrine is an anachronistic in-
verition by partisans of the doctrine which eventually
managed to acquire sufficient political strength to con-
stitute itself as "orthodoxy." Another part of the inter-
est in these questions derives from the difficulties raised
for thedlogy by critical history: the discrediting of earlier
assumptions raises serious question about how theology is
now to be validated. Its interest in its own authenticity
motivates theology to look to the question of earliest
normative belief.

The most advanced modern scholarship now tends to
accept Bauer's conclusions, and to assume that there could

have been no orthodoxy in earliest Christianity because
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there was not yet a court of appeal through which orthodoxy
could be distinguished from heterodoxy. But the latter
assunption, although common among contemporary scholars,
appears never to have been really tested. Granted that
there was no procedure &s clear and definitive as eventually
came about in later times, it is wrong to suppose that there
was none at all. The purpose of this study is to discover
how earliest Christianity understood the constitution of

its own thought. What was the early Christian sense of the
way in which questions of normative understanding should be
properly dealt with? How did earliest Christians think the
Christian mind was made up?

The main body of evidence by which these questions
can be investigated consists in the documents gathered into
the New Testament--particularly, on account of their size,
scope, and historical importance, the Paulline letters, the
works of Luke (and of his fellow synoptic evangelists), and
- the Fourth Gospel. The additional epistles of the Pauline
and Johannine schools provide a further supplement to what
is disclosed in these more substantive documents, and the
other books of the New Testament (and the works of the
Apostolic Fathers) reveal other parts of the early Christian
spectrum. A careful consideration of these documents, search-
ing for their authors® senses of what might be the constitu-
tion governing Christian thought (and their authors*' senses
of thelr addressees' suppositions) establishes the degree
to which there was in fact a court of appeal implicit in
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early Christian understanding, the extent of agreement about
where it was to be found, and the sense of how much it mattered.
The study concludes with reflections on the implications of

jts results for both the historical and the theological fronts.



PREFACE

Modern Christian theology has grown uneasy about its
sense of its own foundations. Traditionally, it has normally
been assumed that its validity depends upon its relationship
to the historical beginnings of Christianit y-- to Jesus, to
the apostles, to the creeds of the earliest believers. Yet
modern scholarship has made it increasingly clear that it is
impossible to achieve an exact and reliable critical recon-
struction of those beginnings. Each attempt at such recon-
struction must settle for being at best tentative and
incomplete. Much must remain simply unclear and uncertain.
On what critically responsible terrain can the historical
dependency of Christian theology now be grounded?

Modern Christian history has grown uneasy about the
character of its origins. The traditional assumption that
the understanding of truth reflected in the early creeds
répresents the consistent teaching of the apostles and of
Jesus himself has broken down under more careful critical
examination. Where earlier Christian historians saw a
reassuring uniformity, their modern counterparts tend to
find in the beginning clear evidences of development,
diversity, inconsistency. Not only are we unable to recon-
struct the factual character of Christian beginningss the

indications are that even if we could, we would still be
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faced with troublesome variations in the ways in which
earliest Christians interpreted them. How then can we
hope to recover the content of an original orthodoxy if
the very notion of an original orthodoxy is itself in
question? And without an original orthodoxy, how is sub-
sequent Christian theology to be wvalidated?

History longs for an exact reconstruction; theology
longs for an exact inventory of earliest beliefs. Both
longings rest unsatisfied, and increasingly appear to be
unsatisfiable. It is to that dil.mma that this thesis is
addressed.

The address is not directly to the dilemma itself.
I shall not attempt to provide the exact reconstruction of
which the historian despairs, nor the precise creed to
which the theologian is apparently not historically entitled.
The attempt is rather to pursue an issue that I believe to
be prior in the logic of history, and possibly more funda-
mental in the grounding of theology, and which I believe
may mediate a way out of a dilemma that appears to me
impossible to resolve on its own terms. My undergking
in brief, is this: to find out from an examination of
earliest Christian documentary evidence what we can learn
concerning how earliest Christians thought they should go
about making up their minds as to what belongs to Christian

truth.
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The scope of this undertaking is, at least to me,
intimidatingly large. But the nature of the problem is
such that it appeared to me to be initially more valuable
to explore it broadly, in order to form a picture of the
whole, than to aspire to the more rigorous and nuanced
control that would be possible to me only by restricting
the investigation to a very limited set of texts, at the
expense of achieving the very overview that could indicate
its potential value. I must therefore beg the indulgence of
those readers who are accustomed to the thoroughness and
precision that are characteristic of much of the best New
Testament scholarship: I am apologetically aware that I have
left many an interesting stone unturned, and even unremarked,
in my effort to map the overall topography of the field.
Similarly, readers who expect studies in the New Testament
to attend consistently to the coordination and correction
of the efforts of previous scholarship are asked to be
patient with my decision .to concentrate more exclusively
on the examination of the primary evidence. Little previous
work has been done directly on any version of the question
that guides this study, although it is easy to find hundreds
of books and articles that are germane to it. I have inevi-
tably made extensive use of these latter resources in the
preparation and execution of this thesis, but my essential
dialogue is not with them but rather with the evidence that

they have helped me understand more adequately, and I have
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accordingly deliberately limited the footnote recording of
my awarenesses, appreciations, and criticisms of studies
that have some considerable bearing on, but are not indis-
pensable considerations in, the questions I pursue.

Those questions are here pursued primarily through
the most substantial bodies of early Christian documentary
evidence: the Pauline, Iucan-Synoptic, and Johannine
literature. Secondarily, I deal with the related literature
of the Pauline and Johannine schools, and with the other,
mainly briefer, writings incorporated into the New Testament,
and touch on some of the early non-canonical Christian texts.
The procedure I have tried to follow is to listen attentively
to the answers that these texts are,sometimes with some
prodding, prepared to offer to the questions I pose, to show
how and where these answers arise, and to find a suitable
formulation for them-- and then to correlate the results of
the separate interrogations. I will admit at this start,
which is of course at the end of the study it prefaces, that
I tried to be careful not to project the results of one
investigation as presuppositions of another, and that I had
not anticipated either the individual results or the degree
of their convergence. It is my hope that my exposition of
this investigation will bring to its readers both the ring
of truth and the surprise of discovery that I experienced in

its execution.

The translations within are my own, unless otherwise
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credited. New Testament quotations are taken from the

Nestle edition of the Greek text, and the translations of
these passages attempt to be both close and idiomatic. I
have tried to avoid tendentiousness, but anyone experienced
in translation will realize that one must always settle for
capturing some genuine nuances of the original at the expense
of others. I have naturally attempted to bring out the ones
that bear on the issues I treat: standard translations, which
cannot afford such specialization of attention,are therefore
less useful for the purposes of this study. My rendering of
the texts aim at allowing a fresh and accurate glimpse of
what may otherwise be hidden by familiarity or by the differ-
ent priorities of other translators*® purposes. They do not,
and can not, aspire to disclose all that is meant in the
Greek originals; but they do undertake to be faithful to
meanings that are genuinely there.

I am glad to acknowledge my gratitude for the thought-
ful eriticism and encouragenent given to earlier drafts of
this thesis by my colleagues J. Edgar Bruns and J. Terence
Forestell-- and above all, by Professors E.P. Sanders and
B.F. Meyer, who have worked with it from start to finish, and
in doing so have in many instances helped me reduce the gap
between my own capacities and the standards of scholarship
which they consistently exemplify. If it be appropriate to
dedicate a thesis, it is to them, for a rich variety of
reasons, that I most gratefully offer the best that may be
found in this one.
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INTRODUCTION

In the beginning, says the Book of Genesis, was a new-
made heaven and earth, that must lie void and formless until
the speaking of the word that could give them shape and order--
a world whose face was drowned in darkness until the word was
uttered that made light be. In the beginning, says the Fourth
Gospel more succinctly, was the Word.

Goethe's Faust, pondering the opening verse of the
Fourth Gospel, wondered whether it is quite accurate to see
the Word as the ground of things. Might we not say rather
that it was preceded by the Thought? or the Deed? or the Power?
There are indeed times when the word has a certain priority,
when the issuing of a command or the pronouncing of a name is
itself the fundamental act by which chaos is tamed or shaped.
But the word is often designed to be the adequate articulation
of the thought it expresses, and may be revised or rejected if
it is not quite what the thought had in mind. Or it is chosen
as the adequate description of the deed that establishes or
accomplishes, consolidating and defining that échievement by
registering it in the understanding. Or it may be only the
medium by which power is summoned and enacted. Usually, how-
ever, the lines of demarcation are not to be clearly drawn.

Faust's various candidates for the beginning intermingle and

blend.
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law, the explicitly regulating word, or of the common law of
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authoritative habit and custom. The grea’ virtue of positive
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law is ite tidiness and clarity. It is this that induces

artistic moven
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characteristi
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sense of the

of the sprawling common-law habits of the British Constitution.
It is this that undoubtedly inspired (though one may wish to
reserve the potential theological implications of the word)

the Christian Church to adopt a procedure for defining the
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naturally (if not inevitably) became reformulated in accordance
with the most absolute procedures of positive law.,

Whatever one may think of this development theologi-

ally, 1t is clesr that it has had uwnfortunate consequences
for the study of the earliest Christian Churches. Ca iolic
scholarship, formed in the image and likeness of these later
procedures, strained to find such a regulated Lelief reflected
e earlies” records of the Church's activities; Protestant
scholarship, formed in the light of the Reformation®s repudi-
ation of Catholic thought~law, pressed through the tides of
historical process to the firm shores of self-authenticating
Faith. Conditions were not propitious for attempting to
discover Jjust how earliest Christians really went about the

job of ordering their understanding properly within the new
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pursuit of the problem derives particularly from a gtudy whose
main thrust was precisely to undermine both the Catholic and

the Frotestant assumptions aboutl normative Christisnity:
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given the credit for being the initiator cof a2 new era in the
historical and theological scholarship bearing on earliest
Chrigtianity, through his demcnstration that what was even-
tually called "heresy" was not really a deviant form of belief
but onlv an originally legitimate alternative that was ulti-
mately unsuccessful in the historical-political competition by
which the Church consolidated and universzlized its doctrinal

.

understanding. Bultmann's assessment of Bauer's achilevement

.

in this respect is typical of modern scholarly opinion

lLet me juxtapose two passages chosen almost at random,
which seem to me typical of the polarization of assumptions
about vhat was, and what was most authentic in, the earliest
Christian way of relating to its truth: ". . . the Council of
Trent (sess. iv. De Canon. Script.), when it teaches that the
truth of Chiist is contained partly in the Bible, partly in
unwritten tradition received by the Apostles from Christ or
from the Holy Ghost, and entrusted by them to the Church, that
Scripture and tradition . . . are to be reverenced alike, fol~-
lows the express teaching of many of the earliest and greatest
Fathers, the spirit of all. The advocate of private judgment,
on the other hand, is committed to the conclusion that the
Church was left for a gensration without any true and complete
rule of faith . . ."
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virtually every coniemporary scholar workin on the problen

of earliest Christizn thought, acknowledges his foundational
importance. But I de not say that he deserves the credit. I
believe, in fact, that he does not, and that this is very easy

woe demonoirate.

(A Catholic Dicti Llicm E. Addis and Thome~ Arnold,
revised with ad ng b TQB. Scanmell, 9th eﬁ1L¢on, Londoen
(heoan Paul ), l9?Z=P“. 813@4s £V wpredition®).

"When did these fogmaflcnﬁ How and by what influence
wag the living faith - nafOM:Ld into the creed to be helieved,
the surrender to C‘“ﬁﬂt into a phliOoCOhlc Christology,; tng
Holy Church into the corpus permixtum, the gflow*ng) hope of the
Kingdom of heaven into a doctrine of 1nmortai1ty and deifica-
tion, prophesy into a learned exegesis and theological
scilence, the bearers of the spirit into clerics, the brethren
into laity held in tutelage, miracles and healings inte nothing
or into pliﬁNtOLMLb the fervent prayers into a solemn ritual,
renunci tion of the world into a jealous dominion ecver the
world, the "gpirit® into constraint and law?" (Adolph Hainch,
Plscorv oﬁ P0~v~ (trens. Neil Buchanan from 3rd edluloﬂ, 894),
T804 repr. in & vols., New Yors, 1961, vol. 1, pp. 45n46
s.v. "Presuppositions.") :

zPuuo LE Bulinﬁnn, Theologv of the New Tegtement (trans.
Kendricl: Grobel), 2 VOise, 1955, VOL. 2, Pe L137.




“‘i. \,'1}1‘.' ;

e, & qn S s o d Il = N, g 1 P, o o oo . ok e v 3 el 2
Cpinion vhav his hook is far more vuln rerabie to Crleleaigm

ditor, Strecker,; himself sug

- "R
unfortunately misleadin ' =

but that the title is simply inaccurate. Bauer dees not

his title, is quite explicit sbout this: “the New
Testament,* he writes in the final paragraph of hig intre-

ductlion, “secems to be both too unproductive and too much

iisputed to be zble to serve as a point . f departure « o« o o

Robert A. |

31 &

am thinking espec
history of tue book®s recepti

1
i (a
it witih an apologetic tenta@i“zies
able tean of eleven translato:

= 1

ally of Appendix 2, ﬁ1v1nm the
1 reporting criticisms of

, but also of the remarl:
13

ra

(

b

w‘ﬁ

L‘(‘ ~

n two editor\"E the co

hensive index prepared by a

5 l
excitement stirred up bv the event.

6 .
GoquI'b review is quoted in Appendix 2 of Orthedexy
and Heresy, p. 288.

“Ipic., p. 313.



gources concerning

s e 1 - A % 2\ 429 g0
I orthodoxy and heresy.

. may

1} But
at, ™

glancing and desultory referances 4o New

oy
.
y Ca.t. —_SA"

ite impoosihil fom o AS
=eG LHPOSSL2AG TO Juntad

$aln S ew rr e o - abeg o N Wal i L, gl & 35 o
this worls a study of what obtained im al

ey % - i X g = o B o~
a widespread misunderstanding of

Baver's

1 - 3 o T o5 o

op? My guess is that it was

% 50 205y o et a5 opagr w18 - - a4 o e -
because Baver®s retroijectes conclusions coincided so CoIIven-

iently with a double movement associated vith the

22 e 5 TagT des e 5 e P i s s e Rt o 13 e s e

work of Bulinuann 1 part deriving from Bulimann, though
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as much to do wita en overall intel:? ctual climate as with the

convineing power of Bultmann®s own remarkable scholarly produc

tion). The two complementory parts of this movement are the
deconcretigation of the foundations of Christian belief,
achieved through = historical-critical me trhodology guided by a
systematic skepticism of nearlv Cartesian proportions: and an
existentializing of Christian faith, achieved through a phil-
osophical theolepgy of a new kindf- I suppose it no accident
that this double movement was German in origin and in iis most

substantive accomplishme ts, T uspect that it is essentially

the reactive offaepring of a previous great wave of German schol-

arship which unsettled traditional assumptions about Holy Wrid
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To the extent that this sketehy reconstruction dccu-
rately maps the main outlines of a highly subtle and complex
passage of intellectunl history, there is a logic also to the
present wave of reaction gathered around Dauer. The postu=-
lated condition is iteelf schizophrenics on the one hand, its
relativizing of orthodoxy insists intrancigently on evidence
of a decidedly historical kind; on the other, its k erygna cuts
loose from a2ll such limitations. It is; I opine, from this
new implicit formulation of intolerable alternatives that the

New Quest of the Higtlorical J begotten, for it is
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really a New Quest of Theological Validati .n. And coordinate
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shorthend, what shall we say to Bauer? Helmut Koester,
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ocusly with an eye on Bauer, poses the problem neatly:
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The belief of the community in the unique revel
tion of Ged in this historical form presented it
with ihe task of expllualing the centent of the
belief appropriately and in ueli¢g1blv within the
constantl ) g assumptions of time anu place,
ambiznce and world-view-- that is, simultaz neously
to construct a “teaching”. The formation of his
teaching is from the outset, in the absence of a
prior erdoyment of a timeless pure teachiag, eXx-
posed to a two-fold danger if heresy: eilther the
tiM'“uu”Pd higtorical expression of the revelation
might be absclutized, and thus lose the revels .ional
qual".y of an evanescent forms or it might, in the
consciocusness of the timeless content of the reve-
lation, surrender its linkage with the historical
origin and thus perforce must be subjected to the
new forces of alien religicus powers. These her-
etical dangers befall Christology as well as eccle-
siology and anthropology. From this fundamental
problcmafvc are precduced the criteria for judging
what, in the earliest Christianity, can be called
“heresy".9

If th's is a key problem for earliest Christianity,
it is implicitly a still more radicazl problem for modern his-
torical scholarship and for modern Christian theoclogy. The

former must contend with what now appears to have been a

9He1mut Koester, “"Haretiker im Urchristentum," GGB,
vol. 3, cols. l?wi8.
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with the fact that there was indeed something there to begin

with, and that its meaning is dependent not only on poten-
tially translatable (if evanescent) categories but on facts,
doings, real happenings that cannot be shrugged off merely on

account of the insecurity of thelr critical reconstruction.

Thus the motivation and the orpeortunity for the New
Quest, And thus also the linkage with the Bauer problem.

Suddenly, the historical and theological questions merge.

Something really happened, and the authenticity of its after-
math is conditioned by Jjust what it reslly was. On the

Dieter Betz raised almost jnst the right question: "In the

beginning there existed merely the ‘*heretical® Jew, Jesus of

a3,
Nazareth. Which of the different interpretations of Jesus are
to be called authentically Christian? And what are the cri-

teria for making that decision? This seems to me the cardinal

L. 10
problem of New Testament studlies today."

The questions were already in the air. An answer had

already been anticipated by Kasemann: ‘My own questioning is

aimed at finding cut whether the earthly Jesus is to be taken

D

as the criterion of the kerygma and, if so, to what extent.

. -
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"OrthojOTy and Gr@ sy 1n Primitive Christianity,’
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Christianity is radically conditiorcd by its historical ground

permits no waffling on thisg point. The solution propoged by

German scholarship: reascess the value of earls witnesséé,
measuring them by how far they themselves seem to acknowledge
the historical Jesus as theilr own norm.

This ig a brilliant move. But its historical and
theological value are both diminished by
the question, much as Lutherfs brilliant critical principles
begged a similar question at the beginning of German New

Testament scholarship. Criteriology is of the essence. But

who 1is to determine the criteria? Not necessarily, I submit,

D

either Luther or his sucecsssors. Nor their rivals. For if

we are to go all the way with the logic of the inquiry, we



that any of us is in a position to
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rigstian understanding or on the
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let earliest Christianity speak for itself. On'y then can

itself accurately to the discipli of its own conditioning
origins.,

Betz raised, I s&id, slmost just the right ques:
His failure, end the failure of others I have cited, is pre-
cisely hisg arbii. ary delimitation of the cardinal probler

0

"Which of the different interprets. ivas of Jesus are to be

called auvthentically Christian?* Implicitly, the answer is

Chapmants regrettably dreamy one: “the most accurate and valid.”
Y

But it is the question itself that is at fault. The authentic

interpretation of Jesus does not becuae the cardinal issue

0

until it has justly been derived as the proper answer o
more fundamentasl question: How in fact did earliest Christian-~
ity interpret itself? I suggest that this, and no other, is
the radical gqu.stion in which the basic historical and theolo-
gical issues converge. For it 1s no longer adequate to say,
with Koester, that in the begimming stands the historical
revelation in the word, deed and fate of Jesus; or with Bult-
mann, that in the begimning was the kerygma; or, with Betz,

.

that in the beginning there existed merely the "heretical®

Jew, Jesus of Nazareth. We must allow earliest Christianity
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self has shown; but the basic problem of "Christian or

the issue of how normative Christian understai
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evidence of the New Testament.
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still later literature, as Bauer hinm=-

from the beginning, must be addressed primarily to the

supplementary insights
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The present study undertalce to puisue that problem.
It is appropriazte at the beginning, therefore, to acknowledge
that it is in gome respects an ingquiry that is greatly handi-
capped from the start. That is, there is no chance of
achieving a simple and universalizable conclusion. Comnmon
law does not have that sort of tidy rational (”f“lsiCan‘ &
do not think it likely that there is any non-trivial general-
.zation about earlicgt Christianity that can stand without
cation. It is not possible to make useful sense gimule-
taneously about the whole spectrum of Christian affiliation
that runs from St. Paul all the way to the Seven Sons of Scevae~
and to draw a clear line of demarcation within that continuum

act arbitrarily, as we are soheringly remiried in comparing

Lie
b
o

the two quite different lines offered by Luke 11:23, where he
who is not with Jesus is against him, and Luke 9150, where he
who is not against his followers is for them. Ungualified
conclusicons are out of reach., But it i1s enough to reach for
central tendencies and characteristic pat.erns-- énd that is
within the range of possibility.

I cannct deal with Luge‘s freelance exorcist. But
that is for t.o reasons, whicﬁ are of different weight and
instructive value. The obvious one is that we know far too
1little about him: and thus we must remember that there were
many others about whom we know even less, who had something

to do with the formation of early Christian understanding but

left us no traces whereby we mi ght assess the whole--~ and one
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must remember that even if it does, that plcture can only be
a gketch, not a portrait. But the other reason is more enspir-

iting. Iuke‘'s exorcist is intrinsically marginal to this
study, whatever hils theology may have been. As a maverick, he
may be said to be for the Christian movement, but he is not
said, and perhaps should not be said, to be with it. Custom
and law .re gocial realities. The terms apply outside coherent
societies only by imitative participation or by mere metaphor-

ica) extension. It is enly within the group as such that

norms of thought are fostered and form\ﬂ and authoritatively

»-..o

appliedsy it is only within Christian society as such that the
notion of Christian norme of thought can be fully meaningful,
even though individuals may appropriate them for more solitary
uses. Those who left no traces in the social Tabric of self-
undefstahdi 1g were thusg perhcps not such as to give pause to
either the historian or the theologlan.

Admittedly, a group may comprise varying degrees of

conformity to and concern about its own thought-ncrms. The

evidence t

0]

Ads to get selected. Social relevance is a condi-
tion of its survival. When one interrogates the evidence to
discover what it reveals or indicates about normative Christian
understanding, therefore, one must remember that Luke's exor-
cist had no reason to *fy his hand at writing a gospel. If
there were any who supposed that Christians might think any-

thing they pleased, they are not likely to have invested much

time in writing letters to churches in order to say so, nor
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O
is bound to be aware of its own peculiar manner of thinking
as somehow characteristic of its 1life. The content of that

.1

thought becones a way of identi fying its own character But

when such a society becomes still more self-aware, it may

begin to raise the question of how it thinks-~ that is, not

¥ .

what thoughts or underst tandings are in fact present within it,

x,‘.
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opment of its own authentic thought. Whatever we
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understanding, we are not justified as historians
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if we have accepted the view that

early Christian theology sets the pattern for theclogical

validity in ~ur time, and not vice~versa.

cally and theologically useful to discern
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hus histor-

in which

early Christian thinkers supposed, implicitly or explicitly,

that authentic understanding was given to

potential development, if such were permit
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ted, might be

critically refined. And if Christian theology accepts all

that i1s implied in the traditional axiom of its histor
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The epistles of Paul provide g nearly ideal test case

T - %, T I e T ~ . o - Haas. L s < .4 Ao, i .
for the determination of a sample ear ‘ly Christian normative

4 T % 43 b

unders Not only are they many, substantial,

they are also highly vari » addressing themselves to differ-
ent problems, situations, and challenges in different parts of
the world. Having made his way from Damascus to Jerusalem to
Illyrica, Paul was perhaps the moet widély travelled Christian
of his day, and the most able +to speak representatively for
general Christian understanding, or to bear witness +o its
still not having come into being. And since his letters are
not sygtgmatic treatises, they have the additional advantage
of manlfeétlng actual habits of nind rather than merely formal
positions., Whatever may be learnecd from Paul about the sense
of normative understandings in the ea arly Churches, and about
riology for validating norms of thought, will be somec-
thing temperad by widg Christian experience and addressed +to
a variety of Christian audiences. It is therefore = happy
convenionce that the letters of Paul must in this, as inm
questions of early Christianity, be the starting-point of any
systematic investigatirn. What then has Paul +to reveal about

hig-=- or others'-~ conceptions of the constitution of Chrig-

tian thought?

Do
R
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was tha porLan corrupt without it: his more
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affairs but only a factual one.
i 3 conscicusly correcting nisinterpre-
rious teaching (e.Z. 3:8). It Cis poss'ble
scicusly wodluvlng positions taken in othe
e am reluctant, however, %o develop my in-
vesthai:uL T Paul Lﬂ ways that depend on pa rticulzr chrono-
lOblle arrangements of his epistles or particular solutions
to the complex _iia'a”v plOuLcﬁS presented by them. I have
accordingl ey 5 the pattern of Paul *a. thought
within the range offered by different solutions
to these pkublc““ aving found his thinking “dbulﬁpvzv
consistent and the variables not significant impediments to
its reconstruction, I have developed the argument of this
chapter for the most part without explicit reference to themn,
allowing it tc move among the epistles without offering justi-
fication for particular movements.
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to the blind, a light to those in darkness (Rom 2:18-19).
Paul does belittle theilr cusrsey-

tion of

two main critical representations of the vulnerability of the
Jewish position both assume and reinforce this priority.
On the one hand, Paul argucs that the problem is pre-

cisely that the Trrmation of Jewish understanding falls

unfortunat
but did not attain it (Rom 9:31). ''hy? The subs squent verse
offers what would the characteristic

relied

acause they

on works rather than on faith. Characteristic, indeed-- but

not necessarily definitive. For thre: verses later, Paul

C
B

udgme b, and

Cote

,
2

Lte

gives an alternative formula that clarifies h

shows that the issue is not simply pride versus humility,

self-sufficlency as against submission to grace, the benighted
ways of man contrasted with the unfathomably myster.ous ways of

God. The issue ig ing. The Jews, Paul avows, have in-
deed & zeal for God: “but not according o knowledge” (Rom lG;Z)G

In their obtusenesg, they have failed to understand rightl

x...:
o
=3
0

form of knowledge and truth that was given to them, and thus the -

receive revelation impeded by a veil (2 Cor 3:13-16), not
having grasped that thig revelation itself points to the

Christ who was to transcend and, by fulfilling it, abrogate
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belongs to it. Though their minds were not left as unfit as

ng that led them astray,

®

-ty nevertheless has played its part. Yet here
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teo, on the otl governing place of

understanding. on behalf of sin-—e
but the mind may ascend to the spiritual Law, and be so
informed by it that it ﬂviwﬂ?iy becomes "law of my mind®

(Rom 7s14~23)., 1If one's entire life could be subjected to the
Law of God, the Law might save. The first step is belng.
subjected to the Law of Gid thr rough the mind‘'s making its own
law (Rom 7:25). Then, if the governing power of the mind were
only su flCi?h: to discipline the anarchical us surpations of
the fle h the prize would be won by the pious Jew. But alag,
the regulation of mind by divine truth is a necessary condiw~

ion, but unfortunately not a sufficient one. The mind may

t
be willing, but the flesh is weak-- and strong. The law of

; and the same assimptiong
ne who simply cannot manage to be so
er 7. Paul clearly believes that
erivative and ’anLLOx kind of
th the direct righteousness of
hrough faith in Christ: but he
giving condition all the same

61035 evidently implies
painfully tantalizing +t

subje"umm underlies chapt
being j =rfect in the Law
rightecuon:ss by comparison wi
God which is accessible only

&
does not deny that it is o 1ife gl
or that it is at least theoretically l-c!L”dn!e, On xbn OLHC“
hand, Rom 3:20 echoes the harg sayings about the Law found in

sin %
Galatians (Pf“ 3¢11-12, 21). This is Paul's characteristic
abbreviated ,Mud there is no salvation in the Law. I find
the begt cand;guie for a link of coherence in Paul‘'s conviee
tion that all have sinned (Rom 31233 cf. Gal 3:19, 22). The
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the flesh wars against “the law of my mind® (Ron 7:23), and
wins. The Law does half the job o

On this count too, Paul's faultine of

Judaism emphasizes the importance of the mind‘s right disci=-
pline; &nd does not despair of securing it. But Paul despairs

of its natural capacity to impose itself effectually. The

)

lusts of ihe flesh make us unable to follow its guidance,
despite our will to do so-- Gal 5:17 carries the same message
as Rom 7. The Law is spirituzl, but lacks the full power of
the Spirit. |

The Gospel overcomes the limitations that impede the

Jews., It does so because unlike the Law, which must rely on

S

! To rule the fractious

r

the inadequate power of law-formed mir
flesh, the Gospel itself has power. The wisdom of men is
nisled and misleading. The wisdom of the Law, which is
spiritual (Rom 7:14), is true-- but it is powerless. But what
human capacity does not manage to do even when it possesses
the form of knowledge and truth, Christ the wisdom of CGod and
the power of God accomnlishes through the Gospel (1 Cor 1:24,
2:k=5). TFolly to the Greeks and to all those who are merely

B3

psuchikns, this is nevertheless the true and powerful wisdom

Law therefor~ must condemn~- but it might have saved, were i
not for sin. Galatianc does not promote this emphasis, bein
concerned with urging the insufficiency of the Law in the mo
pc:svu-jvm way~-- but even there, Paul acknowledges that the
doing the commandments of the Law will live by them (3:12) and
that the Spirit, for all its rivalry with the Law, reaffirms
its essence (5:13-14). But this is one issue on which I a
not confident that Paul's thought is ultimately consistent.
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of God~-- and therefore has the power to succeed in being our

true wisdom, and righteousness,

-

redemption (1 Cor 1:30).

Let him who hoasts, then_,boast in the Lord (1 Cor 1:31),
for his rescue is not credited to his own achievement. All
the same, this characteristic Pauline emphasis on grace, cn
the diviie initiative, on the private powerlessness of man,
should not be allowed to obscure the indispensable place of
hunen complicity in man's salvation. If he prefers to speak

1

pu}

of our being known by God, that is nevertheless quite clearl
even 1or Paul, the reverent obverse of what we would more
instinctively call our krowledge of God (Gal 4:9). Knowledge
according to the flesh, even of Christ, may be of little

account (2 Cor 5:16); but that may safely be said because we

have knowledge in a higher key. The Gospel is not man's word

Lo
v

is a word, not a mere infusion

I_J-

but God*'s (1 Thess 2:13

g

EXY

but

o)

O

o

of power. It gives a wisdom no this world, and makes us
know (and permits us to speak about) what God has given usg
(1 Cor 2:7-"5). It brings to us at once the power of God, and
the knowledge of God.

The Gospel is a word of truth (2 Cor 6:7). Yet this

truth is not readily evident tc the adokimos nous of this

world, to the Greek ph'losophoi, even to the zealous but ob-

tuge-ninded Jew. It is not comnatural or even congenial to

our clumsy and compromised minds. We may eventually come to

)]

see its truth plainly and easily, as we are transformed in



Chrigt; but this recognition is not where discrdered men may
begin. We start estranged from truth. If it is to be appro-
priated by our minds-~ or, as Paul would probably prefer, if
we are to be appropriated to it through our minds-- 1t must
be submitted to, obeyed.

The phrase by which Paul describes the purpcese of his
ss

on '3 "obedience of faith"(hupskoe pistets, Rom 1:5).3

l..' £}

f—h

m

Fortunately this motif was central enough to his thought that
we may plece together a shetch of its assumptions and implica-
tiona., It is undoubtedly the same notion that he describes
elsewhere as "the subjection of your confession to the Gospel®
(2 Cor 9:13)== scarcely a pellucid phrase, but evidently.
pointing to tlie way in which the Corinthians' sense of the
important trulh has been disgiplined by the Gospel, their
understanding mepped in its image. Similarly, an alternative
formula in Romans commends tkém in that they “obeyed from the
heart that pattern of teaching to which you were delivered®

(hungkousate de ek kardiszs eis hon paredothste tupon didaches

Rom 6:17); =nd the same emphasis is sustaine’ when Paul, in
another epistie, upedha of his using his powers to lead every

4
mind (noema) captive to the obedience of Christ (2 Cor 10:5).

'A
.«
R

3Se‘e Paul S. Miiear, The Obedience of Faith, London,

3971,

is best understood here in the more inclusive sense of mlna.
See Robert Jewett, Paul's Anihropological Termc, Leiden, 1971,
381"382 ©

No&z v, though more ordinarily 51gncfy1nv Lthought




The theme of obedience in Paul generates several equi-
valents. Obeying the Gospel 1s obeying Christ is obeying the
truth 1is obeying the law. Not, to be sure, the law which
governs detailed works, which is but the law of sin and doath
(Rom 8:2), but rather the law of spirit of life (Rom 8:2), the
law of faith (Rom 3:27), Christ as the law of God (1 Cor 9:21).
It is; in short, the conforming of oneself to that good news
by which God calls us far beyond what we might otherwisze be-
come. For Paul, the rcot of Christian belonging lies in the
gracious divine iaitiative, whence it is awakened and nouriched.
But the root itsc'f is this confdrming, this obedience, through
which we put on a dokimos nous and receive the power +to enact
its dictates. If Jew and Gentile face an anthropological
dilemma, the Christian dispensation eliminates the dilemma,
not the anthropclogy.
| The Christian norm is therefo.e a matter of apprehension’

and of internalization. Paul is obviously insistent ¢.. the

latter. It is not the hearers of the Law who are justified,
but the doers (Rom 2:13); it is possible to know God‘'s will,
and to be able "o discriminate things that matter, and yet not
be able to follow one's own teaching (Rom 2:18-21), and such is
a sad condition. Paul was not, that is, a pure gnostic. The
truth that really mattered to him was bound up with events and
purposes and personalities and could not be metaphysically
abstracted from such gritty stuff. To matter properly, it had

to matter evidently. The Gospel should come not in Vord only,



but in Spirit and Power. Is it possible that the Gospel might
be internalized hy some shortcut that bypasses the understand-
ing? I think not. Paul‘'s "not in Word only" cannot mean "not
in Word at all". Surely his complaint against the mere hearers
of the Law mcans not that understanding does not matter but
that some people may hear without really understanding the
implications of what they have heard; and higs mirror of self
confrontation for the Jew as would-be educstlor of the werld in
no way impugns the potential value of his teaching but enly of his
conduct. What de*th it profit the teacher himself if he imparts
wisdom but cannot live it? Nothing; but it may yet profit his
hearers, if they obey what they have heard.

In fact, Paul on at least one occasion confronted the

question of immediate internalization of spiritual power-- that
is, the relative values of spirituval transformation mediated

by understanding, and the manifestation of spiritual power

clved. He came

e

effected directly with the understanding not
down decisively on the side of understanding. The controversy
in question is, of course, that with the Corinthians about the
gift of tongues. The spirit may indeed pray withoul tne under-
standing being involved (1 Cor 14:14). But that is simply
undesirable: better five words mediated by nous than ten thou-

2
sand without it, however spiritual they may be (1 Cor 14:19).”

SCT the general conclusion of Gunther Bornkamm in
“IFaith and Reason in Pﬂul's Epistles," NTS 4 (1057ml958)
pPp. 93--100, “"Prophecy is wor him e”"9n11J11v rational ﬁ%;ecb
(]n‘ovn en noi) in contrast to that pneumatic ecstas V (1 alein

en pnegwg&;) « « « This is essentially Pauline . . (p 9U)¢




And then comes Paul's summary rebuke
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Tirmly cstablishes his conception of the mind‘s place in
normative Christian life: do not be little ~hildren irn under-
étanding, but become mature in understanding (1 Cor 14:20).

Mature does not mean recherché or obscurantist. If
Paul charges the Corinthizns to become mature in understanding,
he alse warns them not to overrate gnosis (1 Cor 8:1), not to
think above what is written (1 Cor 4:6), not to deviate from
thelir original simplicity in Christ (2 Cor 11:3) which was
derived from Paul‘s own simplicity in speech (2 Cor 11:6).
Essential understanding is indispensable, but it is not
complicated.

All the same, Paul acknowledges that beyond the relative-
ly uncomplicated formation of understanding that is a Christian
essential, lies a range of further possibilities toward Chris~
tian perfection. He himself may be simple in speech-- but he
is not simple in knowledge (2 Cor 11:6). He does not wish
anyone to credit him with any more than t! sy can sée and hear
for themselves-~ but the truth is that he is in a position to
boast much more, all the way to receLVLnﬁ indescribable
messages which may not be GYpressed (2 Cor 12:6, 4). Thus
are his addressces tantalized and put in their place. They
are beginners, and need Paul's teaching to correct their

ignorance (1 Thess 4:13) and supply deficiencies in their
faith (1 Thess 3:10). They are still fleshly, and cannot

be spcken to in the way that spiritual persons may be spoken
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to (1 Cor 3:1-3). They may know some things that others do

e
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not know-- even, apparently, othu" Chrigtians~- which is
testimony of their growth in Christ (1 Cor 8:6-7):
.but if they should become too impressed with what they know,
they should remember that they do not know as they ought

(L Cor 8:2). It is Paul who speaks: he who admits %o his
milk-fed children that therec are some who partake of meat,
that those who are perfect converse about a divine wisdom
that this world wouldn't recognize (1 Cor 3:2, 2:6-7). How=

ever simpie the egsentials of ChrTSuldﬂ understanding may be,
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there lies beyond them not only a maturing but z progres:
(Phil 1:25)-- a progress moreover, that leads not to more
delicate speculations bul to sturdier encompassing certainty.
It is such that those who are perfect will recognize the truth
of what Paul says-- while those who are not will, if they
continue to progress, ultimately have it revealed to them by
God (Phil 3:15).

Hence a double standard emerges within Paul's teachir o,
as it relat:s to the rtate of normative Christian understanding
and the operation of thought-~law. There is one standard at
the besinning of Christian life, and another for those who
pursue the more perfected states to which that beginning is
open., The understanding, and the coordinate law of thought,
necessary for salvation (which is imperative) is evidently

rather simple. But the understanding, and probably the

coordinate law of thought, necessary for perfection (which is
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desirable) is not so easy a matter. Progress in knowledge is
apparently a normal feature of Christian life; it is virtually
a necessary concomitant of spiritual progress. Paul does not
waver from the priority he consistently gives to God's initi-
ative and to the Spirit by which his truth and power enter

the lives of Christians. But neifher does he forget that the
Spirit's vehicle of entry is an intelligible word of truth,

or that the Spirit is that which searches and knows the deep
things of God and reveals them to the understanding of men

(1 Cor 2:10-12). His communications to his converts are
precisely the speaking of that which the Spirit has taught

(1 Cor 2:13). Therefore, while he is aware that his own
spirit, which knows his own depths most fully (1 Cor 2:11),
may through its privileged liaison with the divine Spirit
communicate with God in ways that franscend his own understand-
ing (Rom 8:15-16, 26-27), he nevertheless also knows that just
as his own spirit is especially manifest in his knowing mind,
so the Spirit is especially characterizable as mind (Rom 8:27).
To have the Spirit is to have the mind of Christ (1 Cor 2:116),
and the correlative understanding is an indispensably charac-
teristic component of Christian reality.

Sometimes elevated to states of spirit and achieve-
ments of insight beyond ordinary powers, the Christian
community encounters a problem of discernment. If progress
is one of the facts of Christian life, so are confusion,

unwitting ignorance, false confidence, even deliberate fraud.
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How is one to tell the true currency from the counterfelt?
The initizte may in the {first instance perceive the

divine authentication of the word preached to him in the

characteristic external signs and wonders and powers of the

apostle, which Paul manifested not only to the Corinthians

(2 Cor 12:12) but among all the Gentiles (Rom 15:18). At

J

this stage, all the Christian needs to do, apparently, is
notice what is happening. But not in the external order only,
for the servants of the adversary may be endowed with specious
pewers, and the ultimate satanic manifestation parodies the
true apostle, perhaps even in signs and wonders and powers

of falsehood (2 Cor 11:13-15; cf. 2 Thess 2:9). The greatest
and most persuasive initial guarantee of the gospel's truth

is rather the internal sign of the Spirit (Gal 3:2), who comes
with power (1 Thess 1:5) and illuminates the believer with
knowledge of the glory of God in Christ (2 Cor 4:6). It is

a knowledge that authenticates itself. 1In his appropriating

act of obedient submission, the believer ~gceives the mind of
Christ, and participates in the wisdom and power of God. Evie
dently, Paul's converts know that they know.

The sesl of the Spirit is; in fact, the fundamental
category for bvoth Christian belonging in general and Christian

understanding in particular. Unless one possesses the Spirit
of God {= the Spirit of Christ), one cannot belong tc Christ
(Rom 8:9); the man who still operates on the merely psychic
level cannot understand the things of the Spirit of God and

thinks them foolish (1 Cor 2:14). But those who have received



the Spirit are sons of God, heirs of the promise, free of the
Law, members of Christ (Rom 8:14-15; Gal 4:6, 28;: 5:18; 1 Cor
12:13, etc.); and those who have received e Spirit can know
and understand the things of God, the true wisdom, the saving
divine righteousness (1 Cor 2:12-16, etc.). The Spirit is
also the locus znd medium of progressive understanding: for
just as the simplest Christian insight inte the Lordship of
Jesus is given only through the Spirit, so also is it the
Spirit who gives further words of wisdom and words of knowl-
edge (1 Cor 12:3, 8).

Because ¢f the gap between the unaided human mind and
the mind of Christ, this canon of the Spirit is both absolute
and circular. These who are within the embrace of the Spirit
cannot be readily understood by thoéé outside. But within
the circle of the Spirit, the Spirit's teachings may be read-
ily unfolded to, and grasped by, spiritual persons (1 Cor 2:
13-15). Paul is so confident of the reliability of this
principle that he can assure the Philippians that-the perfect
should be of his mind, and that those who think otherwise will
eventually come to the same position through divine revelation
(Phil 3:15)=- and he can tell the Corinthians that anyone
truly spiritual will see things his way, and that anyone who
fails to do so is simply self-disqualified (1 Cor 14:37-38).

If the understanding of all were fully transformed in
the Spirit, this would p::2sumably bz all that needed to be

saild. The perfected understanding given to those who mature



in the Spirit, and the new words of knowledge communicated in

5

the Spirit, would register in tle hearts of zll spiritual

Pbersons with that vivid conviction by which they had rejoiced

3

in their submission to the original word of *ruth in the
Gospel. Paul would have it so, and would have his addressees
perceive that it must be so. But he also sees that it is,
alas, not yet so. The awkward and annoying fact of the matter
is that not all those whom he has fathered in Uhrist perceive
readily and unquestioningly the right ess of his teachings.

B |

Ironically, the Corinthian holdouts seem to have accepted
Paul's fundamental assumptions concerning the circle of the
Spirit, and have been thus led by their disagreements to the
supposition that they are within that circle, while Paul is
partially without., Hence, in the absence of that immediate
conviction that ought ideal’y to obtain when Spirit speaks

to Spirit, they want some external proof that it is really
Christ who speaks through Paul, rather than Paul's own partial
ignorance or vain fancy (2 Cor 13:3). If, after all, there
are degrees of perfected understanding, it is at least possi-
ble that Paul may speak from an inferior stratum and be proper-
ly coniravened by one who is stronger in spiritual gifts. The
Galatians, cn the other hand, swayed by a plausible-sounding
supplementary teaching, have come to suspéct that the spiri-
tually authentic in Paul‘'s Gospel was unfortunately adulier=-
ated by doctrine that came not from the Spirit but from policy

and man-pleasing compromise. Even the strangers in Rome seem
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to have heard that Paul preaches some highly suspicious
notlons that hardly recommend themselves as reflections of
the mind of Christ or the ﬁﬁrpose of Ged.
In situations like these, it is of little use fdr Paul

to rest his case on hi

a0

claim that he has the mind of Christ:
for however true he may believe that to be, it ig not an
adequate answer when that is precisely the question. Where
his usual criteriology is thus put to the test, he must adept
other tactics-- and it is here, when he must address himself
to alternative ciiteria, that bn is most revealing about hisg
overall sense of the way in which Christian understanding is
constituted.

From Paul®*s own point of view, of course, these other
sirategies of authentication are inferior. They are used nly
for those who are somehow too feeble in the Spirit to be able
to discern by Spirit alone-- babes in Christ who cannot yet
handle solid food, beginners weak in conscience and kiowledge,
enthusiasts who overrate their spirituality and are unaware
of how much the mind of the flesh still holds them in its
power (1 Cor 3:1-3, 8:7-12, Gal 4:29ff). Nevertheleés; he
approacnhes the argument with some conviction, as if there is
sufficient connection among the elements of Christian reality
to make it valid (however imperfect) to appeal to criteris
that are not, like the Spirit itself, self-establishing. It
ought to be enough for him to reiterate that what he has said

is s0, no matter who may attempt to controvert it-- himself



and angels included (Gal 1:8). But when that is not enough,

to what criteria can he appeal in order to establish the truth

of his teaching against misgivings that undermine both its

content and his authority?

- Consider first the challengé to his authority. The
most efficient shortcut to its establishment was evidently
to be known as an apostle. Paul and his Corinthian challeng-
ers seem clearly to share the general assumption that Apostle
is the highest title and‘fhe first role in the church (1 Cor
12:28=31), and that the authority of an authentic apostle is
not to be questioned.6 Hence in raising questions about the
adequacy of his teaching or the authority of his commands,
Paul's opponents must naturally express doubts about his
apostolic commission. Paul is capable of asserting his right
to the title by appealing to the will of God alone (1 Cor 1:1):
but when he has been challenged, and polemical assertion is
pointless, he turns readily +to more particular criteria. If
éome of these, such as his claims to having seen the Lord
(1 Cor 9:1,, are not _ublicly verifiable, most of them are.
His most effective appeal is once more to his addressees' own

experi=nce: even if others should be reluctant to recognize

6Bu1tmann remerks that "It must be recognized, of
course, that the apostles could become an indubitable author-
ity only when with the disappearance of the first generation
they themselvas already belonged to the past, and the con-
flicts of the apostolic period in which Paul had been involved
had died away." Theology of the New Testament, (trans.
Kendrick Grobel) 2 vols., 1955, Vol. 2, p. 139. This seems
to me an unaccountable judgment and a misleading conclusion;
my next few observations will indicate why.
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his claims, those wﬁom his preachng has b;?otten in the Lord
know that they are themselves living proof of his having
executed the work of an apostle (1 Cor 9:1-2). Furthermore,
Paul can appéal to a still more public criterion, referring
to it as if it were a generally and internationally accepted
canon: his early work with them was accompanied by “the signs
of the apostle," signs ahd wonders and powers (2 Cor 12:12).
An gpostle, then. But perhaps of a lower order. For
it seems to be generally recognized that the chief apostles,
the pre-~eminent apostles, are those who were participants in
the earliest origins of the Christian church. Surely no late=-
comer could hope to compete with their authority, or hope to
be taken quite as serilously as they? Paul responis to this
insinuation with the weary annoyance of one who has fought
this specious argument far too many times. But the way he
responds is instructive. In the first place, his calling and
his qualifications as an apostle come not by human commission
bﬁt by direct revelation and divine intervention (2 Cor 315,
Gal 1:1) putting him on an equal footing with the most impor-
tant apostles. He may claim this not only by positive asser-
tion but by a solemn denial of the rumors that would have him
historically subordinated to and dependent on the apostolic
leadersnip of the Jerusalem pillars (Gal 1-2). Is it thought
that he was commissioned by the Twelve and instructed by them?
Then note that the historical fact is that he did not go to

Jerusalem for a full three years after his conversion, and



even then met only Peter and James. Is it supposed that he
reported later to Jerusalem in answer to their summons, and
that his companion had to submit to circumcision? Then be
informed that he went in response to a revelation, and that
Titus was not required to be circumcized. Ts it thought that
he had tc have hisg Gospel authorized by the Jerusalem leaders,
and thal he accepted their superior pesition? Then be assured
that they added nothing to his kerygma but rather acknowledged
that Providence had itselr given him the apostleship over the
Gentiles~~ and that, in the spirit of this equality of office,
he had personally faced down Peter when he had wavered from
the truth in Antioch. Tre case for inferiority may be tried
in the court of history, which will find for the Apostle Paul,
Far from being of an inferior order, then, he is-- as
he insists repeatedly to the Corinthians—— in ne way inferior
to the most eminent apostles (2 Cor 11:5, 12:11). Some of
his justification for this claim rests on matters of detailed
historical record. Some of it rests on Paul's conviction
that historical priority and early leadership amount to little
in the divine scheme (Gal 2:6), and his bold assurance that
to have known Jesug according to the flesh has little to do
~with the spiritual knowledge that now counts (2 Cor 5116)
These criterié, singly and together, are likely to have been
generally acceptable in early Christian circles, even if the
latter two were bracing challenges to common habits of thought.

But there is a near_ultimate criterion running beneath all
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these arguments, which is even more universally accepted and
which really forms the basis for Paul's defense of his apos-
tolic authority.

By their fruits you shall know them. If they look

into their own history enough to sée how they were reaped
for the Lord, the Galatians and Corinthians must acknowledge
that Paul has proved himself an apostle. It was by perceiving
the effectiveness of his mission to the Gentiles that the
Jerusalem group recognized that Paul was indeed the great
Gentile apostle. It was his own steadfast fidelity to the
truth of the Gospel that gave him the right and the duty to
rebuke the bad fruit of the wavering and compromised Peter.
If anyone doubts that Paul is in no way inferior to the most
eminent apostles, let them look into recent history and they
will see that his labors for the Gospel show him a greater
servant of Christ than any (1 Cor 11:23), and that God‘'s grace
was not fruitless in him as he worked more abundantly than
éll the rest (1 Cor 15:10). God respects not persons, no
matter wha. their reputation or standing, but good fruits (Gal
2:6). By these standards, Paul's apostolic authority is a
matter not of arrogant self-promotion but of public record.
Such a one may well speak belittlingly of those who must
carry letters of recommendation (2 Cor 3:1).

Peter's performance in Antioch, however, must give
one pause. If he, the great apostle of the circumcision,

could play the Gospel false, then to establish that Paul is



the apostle of the uncircumcision is not sufficient to guar-
antee his religbility unqualifiedly, no matter how abundant
the fruit he has harvested for Christ. Paul too knows this.
He sees and adnmits what an ironic scandal it would be-- and
could be-= 1f, after proclaiming thé Gospel to others, he
himself should become unfit (1 Cor 9:27). It is for this
reason, I believe, that he is so careful, so insistently
jealous, of his reputation with respect to integrity and
consistency. If his conduct suggests to the Corinthians that
he is walking according to the flesh (2 Cor 10:1-2), this
requires an answer that will explain away the false appear-
ance, If, on the other nand, his conduct suggests that he
cannot really claim the prerogatives of the apostle, he must
both insist that he can and explain why it seems to him more
fitting not to do so (1 Cor 9:3~l9).7 Do the Corinthians
suspect that he is faking, being so bold in his letters and
yet so self-effacing and meek among them? Then he must both
feassert his right to boldness with a veiled threat about
the power i.2 has at hls disposal, and explain why it is more
appropriate and generous for him not to have employed it but
rather to humble himself for the sake of their exaltation

(2 Cor 10:1-11, 11:7-12). If his asceticism and abstinence

raise suspicions about his real sense of freedom from the Law,

7For a most deft and illuminating discussion of this,
see David L. Dungan, The Savings of Jesus in the Churches of
Paul, Philadelphia, 1971.
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and if his habit of adapting his behavior Lo his surroundings
seems inconsistent, Paul must produce an account that shows
the principle of honest consistency underlyring these super -
ficially doubtful practices (1 Cor 8:1-13, 9:20-27, 10:23-33,
Rom 14:1-23). Good fruits must have good roots. Paul knows
that he must contend with others whose impure or deceitful
motives lead them to a certain degree of seductive success
in Galatia, Corinth, Rome (Gal 4:17, 2 Cor 11:13-15, Rom 16:
18). He himself aspires rather to be one of those whose

work will survive the test of the final fires of judgment

(1 Cor 3:12-15). For this reason, although he knows that
the judgment of God 1is all that counts and not the clarity
of his own conscience (let alone the assessment of other ﬁen,
1l Cor h23~&)7he ig nevertheless exiremely sensitive to the
slightest suggestion of suspected guile (2 Cor 12:16ff.) and
repeatedly insistent that there is neither craft nor falsity
in hiu dealings (2 Cor L:1-2). His earnest concern for the
Jews is not a put-on, but expressed with a clear conscience
(Rom 9:1); he is not like the many, a mere peddler of God's
word, but speaks from sincerity, as from God (2 Cor 2:17);
in fact, his general boast iglprecfsely the w.tness of his
conscience to the divine simplicity and sincerity with which
he has conducted himself in the world (2 Cor 2:12). But not
even that 1s an entirely private criterion of reliability:

for in this relentless irtegrity, he has commended himself

also to the conscience of other men (1 Cor 10:28~32, 2 Cor




L:1-2, 5:11), thus esteblishing himself, .y human as well as
divine standards, as an entirely trustworthy guide in the
things of the Lord, a clear channel for whot the Spirit has
disclosed.8
Or at least for what he thinks the Spirit has dis-
closed. But apostolic authority isn't necessarily everything.
It is not as if he is already perfect (Phil 3:12-13). Some
admixture of the still-untransfigured carnal mind may yet
remain, some confusion in what he makes out as he peers
through a glass, darkly, at the divine mystery. If his
authority stands respectable under public scrutiny, his
doctrine is not, for all that, absolutely guaranteed. In
a spiritually dynamic and gracious order, it is pogsible
that a Corinthian prophet may be graced with a deeper and
more authentic insight, or that a missionary to Galat.a may
carry a more balanced and ultimate teaching, than Paui was in
a position to provide. And should it be suggested that this
is indeed the case, to what criteria can Paul apbeal to

validate his version of the mind of Christ?

8See Margaret E. Thra]l "The Pauline Use of
Syneidésis," NTS 14 (1967~ 1968) 118-125, for the special
value of the other's approving conscience in Paul's thought,
usefully correcting and augmenting C.A. Pierce, Conscience
in the New Testament, London, 19)), which attends hardly at
all to this function of conscience or to the texts that
report it. I do not think, however, that Thrall is right
in maintaining that the dlqapprOVLnd conscience 1s 1dolatrou0
and usurping for Paul whan applied to another's actions. (It
is surely not so in evaluation of one's own behavior. ) I Cor
10:28-29 deals not with unrighteous condemnation but with the
possibility of scandal given to one whose conscience is weak.
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In a moment of earnest urgency, Paul can invoke his
own a&thority to assure the Galatians that their adoption of
circumcision would be a'disaster, and that their inclination
to do so does not come from God (Gal 5:2-8). But in calmer
moments, hc has alternative ways of establishing the sound-
ness of his doctrine. The first step comes with remembering
that it is, after all, not his doctrine but God's.. To the
charge that his Gospel is "according to men" and men-pleasing,
he can answer that he received it not from men but from God,
and that far from being ingratiatingly compromised, it is
stern with the unadulterated sc;ﬁdal of a divine truth that
shatters the wisdom of man (Gal l:6-95v‘1Cor 1:17-24), It
is an impressive move: if not checkmafé, at least check.

Paul's remembering, however, takes one further deci-
sive step. Not only is it not his doctrine: it was not first
revealed through him either. If it was to the advantage of
his mission to emphasize that he received it from God rather
than men, it was more deeply and ultimately to the advantage
of the credib%lity ogrbhristian mission in general, although
detracting from Paul's independent authority, to emphasize
that what he received was essentially what others had received
before him,

The rumor-- later picked up by Luke for Acts--~ that
he was well-known to the churches is Judea was false. But

the rumor which those churches themselves received, that Paul

was now preaching as gospel the very faith that he had




persecutéd(@al 1:23), was true. However 1ittle communica-
tion there had been between them, they shared a common word

of truth. Thus when Paul, fearing his miss%on threatened,
laid out before the Jerusalem apostles the Gospel that he
preached among the Gentiles, they did not find it necessary

to add anything but the right hand of fellowship (Gal 2:6-9).
Paul obviously did not feel that the authenticity of his
Gospel was dependent upon their approval--~ but it is dramati-
cally clear that their approval proved the coherence of Paul‘s
Gospel with that preached by the first apostles, and therefore
the inauthenticity of the critical interference Paul was
suffering in his work among the Gentiles.9 That éoherence

was strong and important enough to permit Paul to“appéal‘
against the first apostle to the Gispel they shar;d, convict-
ing him on essentially the same point that Paul urged again
years later to defend his Gospel as the Gospel to the wavering
Galat ans (Gal 2:11-16). The Gospel is one, consistent and
universal. Paul delivered to the Corinthians among the chief
things what he himself had received, and later reined in

their wandering understanding by reminding them of this, and

9This important realization was long obscured by the
influence of the attractively tidy hypothesis of the Tubingen
school, but is clearl: there in the textual evidence. See
Johann.s Munck, Paul and the Salvation of Mankind, ILondon,
1959, ch. 4, where the author goes so far as to dissociate
the Judaizers from Jewish Christianity altogether, claiming
that their movement could only be a Gentile heresy, and could
arise only in Pauline churches. I do not think that Munck
secures this extreme view (his argument is plausible, but
wants both probabilty and evidence), but he firmly establishes
the coherence of Paul with earlicst apostolic Christianity.
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assuring them that it does not matter which of Christ's
ministering apostles is consulted: whether he or they, thus
they preach, and thus the Corinthians first grasped the
truth (1 Cor 15:1=11). To deviate from this doctrine is to
deviate from the universal foundational teaching of Christi-
anity. Whether or not they trust Paul in particular, an
appeal to what all the apostles preach should help them tell
the difference between an authentic spiritual revelation and
a deviant pneumatic wind-egg. This compromise to his proud
independence is Paul's decisive reaséurance that the Gospel
really is given intelligibly into the hands and minds of
men.lo

The Gospel is universally the same because it is the
proclamation of the one Lord Jesus Christ in the one Spirit,
according to the will of the one God. Its various ministers
are simply servants through whom men come to believe in the
one Christ (1 Cor 3:5). Not only do the apostles happen to
Be consistent with one another in what they preach: they
must be. 0 one can lay another foundation besides the one
Jesus Christ whom they preach (1 Cor 3:11l). There is no

such thing as a Gospel that deviates from what Galatia

louultmann, in remarking that Paul's appeal to
resurrection-witness is made “"inconsistently with his basic
insight" (Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, p. 127),
is right about one basic insight, but importantly wrong
about another: Paul saw that the order of the Spirit was the
more perfect source of understanding and conviction, but he
also saw that it corresponded in an orderly and functional
way with the more ordinary human orders through which it is
expressed.
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received from Paul; anyone who attempts tc ‘proclaim one is
simply preaching subversive bad néws and is accursed (Gal l1:
6-~9). This is not, I think, mere rhetorical hyperbole on
aults part. It is a basic conviction. For what does it
mean for him to say derisively to the Corinthians that they
bear with it well if someone preaches another Jesus whom
Paul did not preach, or they receive another Spirit which
they had not received or another Gospel wh.och they had not
embraced (2 Cor 11:4)? What it means is that these are to
Paul preposterous notions! There is no other Jesus; there is
no other Spirit; there is no other Gospel. If there were, if
there could pe, one might well take them seriously; th there
neither is nor can be any such thing., There can be othéffi?
preachmentsﬁobv{ously, but they carmnot possibly5wark the way
the Gospel works, laying the one foundation, bringing the one
Spirit, giving those who submit a participation in the wisdom
and p.wer of God. Another preachment can build flimsily, or ¢
dorrupt, but it cammot found.

When Paul reminds the Galatians that they had re-
ceived the Spirit through a hegring of faith rather than
through worke of law (Gal 3:5), he is not pleuding a special
case. He is appealing to what he takes to be the universal
expericnce of Christendom. In turning from their sound and
vivid foundation in the Spirit to works of flesh, the Gala-

tians are not being simply disloyal or inconsistent--~ they



are being stupld (Gal B:B)Qll

Arv Christian who reflects
on what has happened to him should be able to know better
than to confuse Gospel with ungospel, or to suppose that
what worked as Gospel could possibly be one preacher®s
idiosyncratic views. Its local effectiveness is therefore
a proof of its universal authenticity.

For basic Christian revelatlon, then,'Paul sees an
important correlation between authenticity and universality,
as well as between both of these and sheer effectiveness.
Because of the uniqueness and univocity of the genuine GOSpel,
the truth of its content is guaranteed by its initial effec-
tiveness and can be confirmed by its cdlation with the
foundaticnal Gospel as preached by other apostles, and Paﬁl
explicitly points to both these cr.teria in support of his
claims. Again, it is clear that he does not suppose that
the authenticity of his GOSpel is derived from either its
success or its correspondence to the Gospel as preached by

Peter. It is derived rather from the truth and Wisdom of

11 40 not wish to overload the significance of

Paul's choice »>f ancetoi here, but it seems tc me inescapable
that it apperls to a normative understanding. Paul's primary
appeal against the Galatians' deviance is to their reception
of the Spirit (3:2), which is not only the evident seal of
divine acceptance and salvation, but undoubtedly the most
memor: oly dramatic and persuasive event of the Galatians®

hristian experiences. The emphasis is on the power of the
Spirit and not upon the illumination of understanding (3:5).
But that, I think, is a function of Paul's rhetorical urgency.
Elsewhere in the e¢pistle, he appeals to their rescue from
Gentile ignorance and the implications of thelr new knowledge
of God (4:8~9), and to their unaccountable failure to be per-

suaded by and obedient to the truth (5:7-8). In short, I
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God, as enacted by Christ and mediated to us by the one
Spirit. It is ideally according to that scheme, rather than
according to the sound but inferior evidence of the objective
history of apostolic preaching, that the believer should
realize that the one Christ is "not yes and no" but unequiv-
ocal yes to all the promises of God (2 Cor 1:19-20). But if
he wavers, the olher supporting evidence is there.

The last citation is also a remindcr of another
implication which Paul finds in the univocity of the Spirit.
Supporting evidence for the truth of his basic Christian
understanding is not only spread across the space of the
entire Christian mission: it is spread across the timg of
the whole history of revelation. Just as Paul belie@es chat-
the accuracy of his Gospel may anc¢ sheould be percéived in its
comparison with the work of the other apostles, so he also
believes that similar results will obtain in its comparison

with C‘he scriptures.

take Paul's views in Galatians to be essentially those of his
more circumspect presentations in Romans and parts of Corin-
thians: viz., that the resolution to the anthropological
dilemma comes when the word of truth is submitted to in faith,
thus reforming the understanding and will enough to make it
possible for God to accept one and transform in the Spirit
cne's capaci*y both to understand and to live out that under-
standing. Paul's indictment of the Galatians assumes -that
they have undergone this transformation enough that he can
appeal to what they h-ve grasped in order to prove to them
that ihey have not grasped it thoroughly enough-- that they
can be made to understand that they have betrayed their under-
standing. The saving work of the Lord rests only precariously
among them until they pull their new minds together and think
nothing other than the truth they *now (5:10). Though not nec-
essarily temporally prior, their right understanding holds an
anthropological priority and is the arena in which their per-
durance in Christian belonging must be fought out.
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The unadjusted epistles of Paul muét have been a
terrible embarrassment for Mar ion. Awkward enough that
Paul seems to assert that the Torah is established by the
faith rather than abolished (Rom 3:31), or that he appeals
to the Law of Moses to prove that one of his teachings is
clearly not merely "according to man* (1 Cor 2:8-9). But
worse still for Marcion's case is Paul's testimony that he
faithfully supports and perpetuates, in his teaching of the
firgt things of the Gospel, the doctrine that the key Chris-
tian events took place "in accordance with the scriptures”
(1 Cor 15:3-4),

The Law is our pedagogue to lead us to Chrict.

(Gal 3:2L)== nc* merely in its attempt tc restrzin our
destructive lusts until the propitious moment arrives, but
in its preview of the Gospel itself. The Gospel was pre-
viously announced in the prophetic scriptures (Rom 1:2, cf.
Rom 16:25-26), not merely in the sense that the scriptures
form the locus of those divine promises which the Gospel
fulfills (2 Cor 1:20) but more explicitly: for Scripture
not only records the all-important promises made to Abraham,
but even foresaw the Gogspel and foretold it to Abrahan

(Gal 3:8). The curious wording of this latter text, with
its direct personification of Scripture, should not quite

be taken to imply that the same Spirit who is at work reveal-

ing to us the fulfillment of the scriptures was +the agent -
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12 but does show at

of their formation in the first place,
any rate; that the coherence between Scripture and Gospel
is total, and the former is therefore another point of
appeal for the verification of the latter.

- The coherence is total not ﬁerely in the negative
sense of non-inconsistency, but in a much more global
positive sense. The world of the Gospel is really what the
scriptures are all about. What is reported in ‘seripture is
there typically,designed for our admcmition and instruction
here, now, at this end of the ages (1 Cor 10:1=11, 1 Cor 9:
8-9, Rom 15:4, Gal 4:21-31): a series of promissory notrs
that have now come due. Hence Paul‘s appeals fo scriptﬁre
are not rhetorically decorative flourishes, but invocations
of another dimension of the laws that govern Christian under-
standing. To the Galatians who incline to trust in the Law,
Pauvl means to prove from the Law that his own Gospel is
right in repudiating their position (Gal 4:21-31).

The law that governs normative Christian understanding

is Christ, the law of God, as communicated in the Spirit,
which mediates the mind of Christ. That is obvicusly where

Paul believes he lives, and where all Christians ought to live.

le'J Lagrante, Saint Paul: EpJTre aux Galsteg
Paris, 19&2 speaks here of “l'fcriture ou plutot CeLhL qui
1%'s 1nsp1ree." But this is not quite Paul's way of putting it.
His expressican is cognate with a Rabbinic formula (see espe-
cially Heinrich Schlier, Der Brief an die Galater, Gottingen,
1965) and he would probably resist the use oi the term Spirit
in characterizing pre-Christian events Besides, the law was
given by the angels (Gal 3:19).
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He betrays to us no anxious uncertainty about the adequacy
of his own understanding, and it is certainly not for his
own sake that he looks beyond what was revealed to him in
the Spirit. But for the szke of the confusions, doubts, and
misplaced confidences of others, he dees appeal to more
homely ~r»iteria; and in doing so, he sketches for us his
conception of the way in which Providence has designed and
constructed a coherent pattern of public correlatives to the
transcencent mystery of salvation. CGranted that the purest
appropriction of the Gospel can afford to be disdainful of
human ways; granted even that the communication of undéx-
standing within the Gospel repudiates words of human wisdonm
and transmits spiritual things to spivitual persons by spir-
itual means (1 Cor 2:13). Nevertheless, God is not a God of
confusion but of peace (1 Cor 14:33), and has not disdained
to work in a way that establishes a visible human side to
the constitution that governa Christian understanding, to
which his spokesmen may confidently appeal whenever his more :
direct light may dazzle the weaker human eyes. Ged did not
have Paul receive +the Gospel from men or through human ways—-
but he did have Paul's converts do sc. Paul knew both these
truths.

I think that the evidence from Paul‘'s epistles is
sufficient tu establish the claim that Paul believed that

the necessity of understanding the essential Christian Gospel

in the way that he himself understood it can be demonstrated
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by evidence available to all Christians. If the primary law

of Christisn understanding rests in the monarchial rule of
Christ the Lord, it is nevertheless essentially replicated
on a lower order by secondary common law based in Christian
experience-- a common law whose authority Paul evidently
supposed all Christians would recognize.

How far does the jurisdiction ¢f this secondary
common lew extend? For Christian understanding does not
naturally limit itself to the essential Gespel; the spiritual
dynamic of Christian life, on the contrary, is progressive in
understanding as in other ways. The Spirit communicates an
increment in words of wisdom, words of knowledge (1 Cor 12:¢8).
The recipilents strive {to speak out so as to profit others,
in a revelation or a prophecy or a knowledge or a teaching
(1L Cor 14:6). When Christisns assemble, it can happen that
"each one has a psalm, a teaching, a tongue, a revelation,
an interpretation® (1 Cor 1%#:26). And for all his cautionary
emphasis on the importance of not going too far, not getting
puffed up, not lettirz one's mind overreach, Paul is clearly
aware of the value of these more removed and inessential
levels of understanding=-- not only in the private life of the
man caught up into paradise to hear incommunicable things,
but for the common ed.fication of the community. It is not
to appease the idle curiosity of the Corinthians but to devel-

op and stebilize their understanding that Paul, having set

them straight on the basic doctrine of resurrection, lets
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them in on some of the details of the scenario of the final
hour by disclosing to them a my stery to which he was privy

(1 Cor 15:51). He may already have told them everything that

4

is indispensable; but he evidently had not told them every-

thing that was worth knowing.

The normative constitution of things .s not guite so
clear at this level of Christian experience. Once the
irreformable true foundation is laid in the Gospel of Jesus
Christ, the builders who work further from there will, one
hopes, work as the agents of Christ under the direction of
the truth-gilving Spirit. But while some will buil i1 with gold,
silver, precious stones, it can happen that others w’ll contri-
bute only wood,; hay, straw (1 Cor 3:11-12). Thi: is not a
natter of indifference, or only of relative elegance. In the
long run, the inferior work will be destroyéd and those
responsible will suffer loss through the fire of judgment
that definitively discerns the truth (1 Cor 3:13-15). But
that is future tense. Is there any way of anticipating what
will and what will not belong to this last Word?

The issue is not as crucial as that of the essential
Gospel. To ﬁiss the true foundation is a calamity, but to
build upon it with what turns out to be shabby stuff is, in
the long run, only a grieveus embarrassment. Those who do so0
will be saved only as through fire, but they will nevertheless

be saved (1 Cor 3:15). There is no suggestion that those who

follow them will be any worse off than themselves. Still, it



matters. The territory beyond the essentﬁal Gospel is not a
mere blur of wonderment in whichAwé are free to poeticize
indifferently and ad lib., but a further truth which we
attempt to discern-~ the special province of prophecy, .which
knows mysteries and knowledge (1 Cor 13:2)=- and which will
eventually become manifest to the discredit of all false
attempts. How then shall we conform our present understanding
to what ghall be our normative understanding of Christian truth?

Here again, Paul'®s perscnal solution, which he is
ready enough to recommend to his addressees, is relatively
simple. Although he may not yet be perfected (Phil 3:12-13),
he is nevertheless one of those fully advanced Christians who
speak the wisdom of God (1 Cor 2:6-7). If he and his Cerine .
thian addresseed are similarly of Christ, yet Paul is so with
more authority to minister to their edification (2 Cor 10:7-8).
If there are other apostles, Paul is yet the most te: ted and
fruitful of the let (1 Cor 15:10, 2 Cor 11l:s23). He can back
up his Jjudgment with a telling assurance that he has the
Spirit of Goed (1 Cor 7:40). He has the mind of Christ (1 Cor
2:16); it is no longer he that lives, but Christ lives in him
(Gal 21:20). . On all counts, Paul stands ready to claim that
he himself is an incarnate-~ or rather inspired-- norm of

. 13
Christian understandi:z.””

lBSee D.M. Stanley,*'Become Imitators of Me', The
Pauline Conception of Apoustolic Tradition. . . * Biblica 40
(1959), 859-877. For another apprcach to this, see John
Howard Schutz, “"Apostolic Authority and the Control of
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This is why, although the way of Christian perfection
is vltimately a process of putting on Christ (Rom 13:14),
Paul can offer a more obviously concrete practical alternative:
imitate me (1 Cor 4:16, Gal 4:12, Phil 3:17, 1 Thess 1:6; cf.
2 Thess 3:7). What validates this alternative is of course
the principle expressed in another of his reiterations of
this piece of advice: "become imitators of me Just as I am
of Christ® (1 Cor 11:1), but the implicit assumption is that
Paul does it well enough to be representative, indeed well
enough to be ner ative. Clearly, not many can be ready to
make such a claim. But Paul obviously feels that his own
right to do so is publicly apparent, even if it is not quite
as apparent as he is in a position to make it. And if it
remains obscure to some of the more fleshly minds, at least
the more spiritual will receognize in him a facsimile of the

Lord's presence and authority (1 Cor 14:37, Gal L:lk).

Tradition: I Cor. XV," NTS 15 (1968-1969), L39=457, This
article is excellent in its scrutiny of Paul's view of his
own position, but seems to me short~sighted about Paul's
respect for norms operating independently of himself-- e.g.,
Schutz is surely wrong in discrediting Paul‘s comp! ‘m nts to
the Corinthiar - as mere sarcasm (445). Another road to vir-
tually the same conclusion may be found well marked in Klaus
Wengst "Der Apostel und die Tradition: Zur theologilschen
Bedeutung urchristlicher Pormeln bei Paulus," ZTK 69 (1972),
145-162. I think that Wengst®s arguments are sound and
illuminating, but are similarly limited by his failure to
look beyond Paul and his calling and Gospel to the other
concretization present in the communities he addressed. 4n
article on Pauline theology that does not refer to the Holy
Spirit is hardly an exhaustive accounting.



Paul evidently liked having his opinion asked. And
although he distinguished at least sometimes, and perhaps
always; between commandments of the Lord and his own judgment
(1 Cor 7:10, 12, 25), he makes no bones about the authority
of the latter (1 Cor 7:%40, 14337).14 The same holds true for
matters of doctrine in the less practical order: the facts of
the Last Supper he *recelved from the Lord" and delivered in
turn to his pupils in Christ (1 Cor 11:123), and his teaching
on the Resurreciion follows the same pattern (1 Cor 15:3).

He obviously expects the Corinthians, in both instances, to
reform their thinking in accordance with the implications of
these definitive pieces of testimony. The historical source
of authority is sometimes blurred. When he invokes anotuer
teaching "in a word of the Lord" with a formula that confi-
dently explains that he does not wish the Thessaloniars to be
ignorant about these matters (1 Thess 4:13-15), he is evident-
ly appealing to a tradition of Dominical pronouncement. But
when he uses the same formule and the same confidence to
share with the Corinthians insights on scriptural interpreta-
tion and on the relationship of spiritual persons to one
another, the case is not so sﬁree these are nnt likely to
have derived so directly from witnessed public teachiﬁgs of

the Lo~d (1 Cor 10:1, i2:1~- c¢f. 15:51). Paul could afford

l%David L. Dungan, op. ¢it., has shown that one must

be careful about asserting where Paul is straying from Domin=~
ical *tradition into creative legislation of his own authority:
it appears that his style was more richly allusive than has
usually been supposed.
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a degree of insouciance on such matters. .f he thought with
the mind of Christ, it was not necessary to keep track of
just how that mind was formed in him in every particular.
His disciples were obviously supposed to conform their minds
to his in important matters, and that was about all that
needed to be established, until someone made an issue of
distinguishing the various ways of receiving from the Lord.

Paul liked having his opinicn askeda and understood

v

himself to be communicating something rather more authorita-
tive than mere opinion. Accordingly, he bristled with
snnoyance when his correspondents manifested some hesitation
about the adequacy of his teachings. In most cases; those
who hesitated had small claim to authority, and oouid-be '
disciplined as babes, ignoramuses, or upstarts puffed with
pride. In other cases, Paul had to contend with those who
had some legitimate pretentions to both status and charisma-
tic gifts; and it is significant that Paul does not put them
down in the same way, but fences with them more éautiously,
appealing to considerations other than his own successful
internalization of the mind of Christ. The most interesting
case 1is, of course, Paul's indirect competition with Apcllos.
Apollos has obviously deeply impressed some of the
Corintnians with the profundity of his Christian wisdom, and
some of them have registered this to the disadvantage of

Paul, whose simple Gospel and unprepossessing manner are

rather disappointing by comparison. Paul is quite prepared
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to be forthright about competitors who seem to him to be
frauds, but Apolleos is none of these. Paul will not fault
him as a minister to the Christian mind. Apollos evidently
had built on the foundation that Paul had laid; and if he
built where Paul had not built, or more elegantly than Paul
had done, at least he does not seem to have built at cross-
purposes to Paul. Therefore, however hurt and defensive he
mzy be about the invidious comparisons, Paul's appreciztion
of Apollos gets no more critical than the dark warning that
those who build on foundations laid by others mus+t be circum-
speet about how and what they build, knowing that it wi;l
meet a severe trial (1 Cor 3:10-15). For the rest, he simply
appeals beyond their dissimilarities to that theoclogical
peint at which he can claim that they are both mere servants
of the Lord's gift, only God*s co-workers, indifferent agents
of God*s grace and the one Christ-~ that, in fact, from the
proper unfleshly perspective, Paul and Apollos are one (1 Cor
1:11-13, 3sk=9).

Supcrficially, it may seem that Paul backs off from
competing with Apollos because he finds himself at a disad-
vantags. Such a judgment would be unfair to Paul, and it
would be inconsistent not only with his demonstrated willing-
ness to stand up to the most renowned apostle when need be, but
also his willingness to respect the spiritual integrity of his
own children in Christ. For he readily allows that they may
indeed have many pedagogues in Christ (1 Cor 4:15), and that
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the Spirit who works powerfully among them will make them
agents of their own edifying instruction. He will not abide
their disrespect, for good reasons which I shall touch on
cshortly; but he will acknowledge the dignity of their claim
to understanding when it is well founded, assuring them that
he will not lord it over them in faiths like Apollos, they
become his fellow-workers through their constancy in the
Gospel (2 Cor 1l:24).

For Christ is the norm, the law of Christisn minds,
and whoever succeeds in putting on Christ,to that extent
internalizes the norm. Paul is not the only venerable
exemplar. He is the most spectacular case he knows, but
he points to analogues on a smaller scale: no one is to dé&s-
pise Timothy, who does the work cf the Lord like Paul; he
will remind you of Paul's ways (1 Cor 16:10-11, 1 Cor 4:17).
The family of Stephanas, long devoted to the service, are
worthy of your submission (1 Cor 16:15-16). In fact, all
Vo are distinguished for their work in the Lord are to be
especially revered (1 Cor 16:16, 1 Thess 5:112-13). But Paul
is cautious. He doesn't say that they are to be imitated, or
that their knowledge is especially to be trusted. Conserva-
tive that he is, he says such things about no individual but
himself.

But that requires two qualifications. The first is
the usual and by now probably anticipated one: he says such

things about Christ, and that is the reason that he can say
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them about himself. The seccond qualification is less obvious,

but scarcely less important in Pgul's sense of the discermment

of Christian understandings because he says such things about

Chris+t, he also says very similar things about the gkklesia.
Paul seems doubtful about whether any member of the

Christian polity has been as richly and representatively

endowed with the Spirit as himself. But the polity itselfl

is another matter. What he is somewhat hesitent to accord

to individuals, he freely acknowledges in churches. Vhat he

seems distinctly disinclined to say to any one person-- per-

haps above all to any Corinthian-- he will say to the church

at Corinth:s "you were erriched in him in everything, in every

word and every knowledge . . . so that you are not inferior

in a single charisma® (1 Cor 1l:5, 7).*5 Together, they form

a body of Christ (L Cor 12:27) with many members (1 Cor 12:12);

to this body, the one Spirit gives the various spiritual gifts

(1 Cor 12:4). The gifts are not, however, collected together

in cne recipient, but are distributed to various persons in

order that the composite fellowship may participate in them

=

“It is occasionally argued that Pavl is being ironic
here. It is easy enough to build a case for that claim from
other parts of theCorinthian correspondence, but it seems to
me highly implausible either that Paul would intend an irony
here, in the midst of his solemn and affectionate salutation,
or that he could suppose that his addressees would grasp an
irony here if he intended one. The discussion of tone and
meaning in C.X. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to
the Corinthians, London, 1968, seems to me a much sounder and
more appropriate approach to the passage.
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all (1 Cor 12:7). Thus not all are apostles, not all
prophets, not all teachers, and so on (1 Cor 12:29-30);

but God hag, throv h the Spirit, placed all of these in the
ekklesia so that it may be self-edifying-~ or, more accurate-
1y, so thae¢ the body of Christ may be the more effectively
joined to the head, more amply and dynamically vivified and
edified by the one Spirit.

It is not clear in the writings of Paul why the
Spirit works in this radically communzl way with the indivi-
dual churches. ’'le himself appears to be endowed with all the
charisms he lists, with the possible exception of the inter-
pretation of tongues; yet he expects That these gifts will
be normally separated in the normal Christizn community.
Since he does recognize a hierarchy of charisms (1 Coxr 12:31)
and recommends that one pray for the more edifying in pre-
ference to the less (1 Cor 14:1ff.), we may suspect that it -
has something to do with maturing in the Christian 1! fe: for
instance, we may suppose that the Spirit mercifully supplies
to the community, in the name of Christ*s wholeness, gifts
which individrals would ordinarily not expect to attain to
until later in their development.

For whatever reason, that is in fact the way in which
the Spirit works. And that being the case, it is notable
that Paul®s sense of the hierarchy of these gifts puts a
strong premium on the formation and development of Christian

understanding: the three top-ranking contributions of the



Spirit to the community are aposiieg, prophets, and teachers
(1 Cor 12328),16 and he prays *“hat the love of the Philip-
pians may abound increasingly in knowledge and perception,
s0 that they may examine the things that make a difference
(Phil 1:9-10).

This latter remark suggests what Paul took to be the
characteristic way of determining and regulating Christian
understanding, aside from a special appeal fo one who, like
Paul, is himself a pattern to be folleowed (Phil 3:17).
Having in a collective way the Spirit who searches and knows
the things of God, having the mind of Christ, the —ommunity
is equipped to sift out what is offered to its collestive
conscicusness and separate the true from the false., These
are, of course, spiritual things, and can be examined only
by spiritual persens (1 Cor 2:13-16), but the Lord hes Pro-
vided. Even the saying of a prophet can and should be
subjeétéd to a spiritual discernment (1 Cor 1h:29, 32).17
It is, of course, according to precisely tﬁis principle of
charismatic economy that the Corinthians presumed to raise a
question as to whether Paul himself was really speaking the

mind of Christ (2 Cor 13:i3). They knew that not everycne who

léStephen S. Smalley, “Spiritusl Gifts and I Corin=-
thians 12-16," JBL 87 (19683, L2733, argues that the impor-
tance of these oifices in Paul's conception of the Church
governs even the overall structure of this part of the epistle.

17the communal discermment of which Paul speaks is well
set out in Luke Timothy Johnson, "Norms for True and False
Prophecy in First Corinthians," American Benedictine Review
22 (1971), 29-45,
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seemed to be, or claimed to be, authenfically inspired really
was s80. But it was in accordance with his trust in the sane
principle that Paul answeréa if any one take himself to be a
prophet or a spiritual person, let him acknowledge the things
I write, that they are the commandments of the Iord (1 Cor
1he37-- cf. 1 Cor 10:15).

For the process was not cosy. Apparently it was not
always entirely obvious phenomenologically that “God is not a
God of confusion but of peace," as Paul puts it in urging the
Corinthians to be more orderly (1 Cor 14:33). The growth of
understanding was not a simple evolutionary process, but more
a dialectic. The gift of discernmernt as indispensable; and
even then we have Paul‘'s sobering warning: there must be
party-factions (haireseis) among you, so that the approved
may become manifest among you (1 Cor 11:10).18

If there must be such disputes, how--~ without invoking
the prestige of Paul--~ were they to be resolved? In fact,
. even if Paul‘s prestige does enter the lists, there remains
a chance that somecne may set that of Apollos or his equivalent

against it; and the problem accordingly remains. But despite

18Johannes Munck, op. cit., does not think that this
statement points to present problems, but is rather exclusive-
ly eschatolegical. I do not think that a careful reading of
the text will support this view (note especially the preceding
verse, but also the recurring themes in the entire Corinthian
correspondence ), and the citation of the other texts that
associate sects with the end of time does not much help it:
if Paul is being allusively eschatological, it is for the
purpose of reminding the Corinthian factions how urgent it

is for them to mend their ways.
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the difficulties that arose for Paul perscnally, and despite
his tendency to insist on his paternal rights over his con-
verts, he evidently believed that his churches were equipped
to deal azdequately with such problems of discermment even
apart from him.

The fundamental part of the necessary equipment is of
course adherence to the Gospel, with the conconmitant life in
the Spirit. The essential guestion for the discernment of
understanding iss What is in accordance with Christ? A4And
unless those who undertake the discernment are themselves
founded on the one true foundation, they camnot proceed. If
they are well-founded, however, they are in a position to
discern independently of even Paul, as co-workers rather than
subordinates (2 Cor 1s24). This i: not a matter 6f the nind
alone. To be accorded with Christ is to be given over into a
great deal more than accurate thinking. The cemmunitiés to
which Paul wrote were not primarily academies, prepared to
pan patiently through moraines of speculative opinions in
search of nuggets of pure truth; they were living churches,
bodies of Christ infused with the Spirit that guides life and
illuminates the understanding. “'The discipline by which they
are raised and matured in Christ therefore includes guidelines
and re;ulations for behavior as well as for thinking and under-
standing, and their arriving at some Christian maturity re-
quires a fidelity to the Gospel‘'s way of life as well as its

truth, conscience confirming consciousness.
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Paul had no doubt that he was thus accorded with
Christ, and believed that his converts could not go wrong if
they imitated him and followed his instructions, just as he
imitates and is subnissive %o Christ. Having provided his
churches with his personal example and with “those ways which
I teach ~verywhere, in every church" (1 Cor 4:17), he left
them in a position to make the first steps toward authentic
discermment.

Pirst, they must remember. Their constitutional state
is not one of isolated independence, but of coordinated inter-
connectedness with the larger Christian world: "was it from
you that the word of God went out? or was it to you alone that
it came?" (1 Cor 1k:36)-~ "for who di=tinguishes you? and what
do you have that you didn*t peceive? and if you received, why
do you boast as if you hadr*t received?" (1 Cor 4:7). They
may be organically Christian and in possession of 21l neces~
sary faculties, but they were cloned into Christ through a
movement of the Gospel which antedated them and which, taken
globally, is more definitive of the lineaments of Christianity
than they, at least until they reach maturity. The first act
of Christian understanding is therefore to remember the Gospel
into which they were reborn.

The second is to be faithful to it and to its ways.
The Thessalorians are admonished to walk in accordance with

what they received so that they may abound the more (1 Thess

bele~ ef. 2 Thess 2:115); the Philippians are told to recall
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what they learned and received, and what they saw and heard,
and to act accordingly (Pail 4:9). Timothy is sent to Corinth
as one faithful in the Lord "who will remind you about my ways
in Chris®, <s I teach them everywhere and in every church“A

(1L Cor b¢17), and the Corinthians are commended "because you
have remembered all the things from me and hold fast to the
traditions as I delivered them to you" (1 Cor 11:25. The
universality of this basic stratum that is to be remembered
and obeyed is not confined to the Paulinc churches alones

when Paul writes to the Romans whom he himself has not taught
and has not seen; he still writes "partly as reminding you"
(Rom 15:15) of that one Gospel of Christ in which they, like
Paul's own converts, were born into Christian life. This act
of remembering is not a trivial exercise of piety but an
important protection. It is apparently easier to lose track
of oneself, in Paul‘'s opinion, than his general air of opti-
mistic confidence might suggest. There are some who afe
servants not of Christ but of their own belly, who by beguil-
ing words deceive the hearts of simple pecple into things
contrary to the teaching which they have received (Rom 16¢17-
18). A clear recollection can form the basis of a discern-
ment that would discredit them. You are saved through the
Gospel, says Paul to Corinth, "if you retain a certain word
(tini logo) which I evangelized to you" (Cor 15:2)-- whereupon
he reminds them of the tradition which he had received and in
turn passed on to them, and accordingly corrects their serious

mistakes about the Christian understanding of resurrection.
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Te remember well is 1o reuvover wit# ¢ne's understand-
ing that foundation in Christ «n which all sound development
dependsa'and also to embody it as far ag pessible in one‘s
life. The habit of doing the truth is a way of remembering
that is supericr to mere recollection. Paul represents his
principle not as a private idea of his own bul-as a basic
agsumption common to all churches. In this respect, the
earliest Christianity to which Paul bears witness was radi-
cally “"conservative", in the sense of cumulative preservation
of its ways as well as the resulting restraint against novelty.

¥hat was inconsistent with that one Gospel that wos the univer-

sal foundation of Christian life was ipso facto disgrialified.

But progressive conservative. What was consiste.:t with the

Gospel might eventually be revealed as flimsy hay or stiraw,
but it also had a chance of being the genuine work of the
Spirit—- and for all his prudence and caution, Paul does not
ask fhe churches to be timid but to grow, to abound, to

become mature in thought.

How then to discern the more advanced communications
of the Spirit? There is in fact the possibility of appealing
beyond the potentially dangerous closed circle of those who
claim the special gift of discermment. And here, once again,
we return'to Paul's understanding of the Spirit and to his
principle of knowing them by their fruits. The Spirit search-
es all the depths of God and knows his thoughts; it touches

our spirits and fills them, and makes those thoughts partially
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accessible to our minds, transforming them in part to the
mind of Christ. But Spirit is not simply mind any more than
it is simply power. It is the source of the truest life.
It is that which forms groups of men into bodies of Christ.
Its characteristic manifestation is therefore not understand-
ing, not prophecy, net exotic tongues, not even faith~- but
love.,

Paul said some things about the freedom and power of

the Spirit, and sbout the impossibility of subjecting it to
huran judgment, that could if taken in isolation completely
undermine all the principles of stability within a Christian
community eager to participate in spiritual gifts. What most
decisively protects Paul‘'s doctrine from such a result is his
insistence that love is the key sign of the Spirit‘'s work and
presence. Though it may be theoretically possible to know all
mysteries and all knowledge without love, it is an empty con-
dition (1 Cor 13:2). Complementing and completing the other
aspects of the Christian constitution as Paul understood it
this under. tanding of the Spirit gives in {ue direct exper-
iential order the kind of stable coherence within and among
Christian communities that is given in another order by
Paul's understanding of the publicly coherent and orderly
way in whicii God mover the Gospel through human history.

Repeatedly, Paul reminds his addressees of the impor-

tance of this principle as a canon of discernment.l? Envy

191 suggest also that this principle is the ultimate
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and strife are signs of a fleshly mind (1 Cor 3:3), and the
party-proncters for both Paul and Apollos are therefore self-
incriminating. Factions and sects are themselves among the
works of the flesh; and are opposed to the work of the Spirit
(Gal 5:17-77). Knowledge is valuable, but tends to puff up
where not under the discipline of the love that builds-- and
the conviction that one has knowledge is misleading all by
itself, whereas love ig a sign of knowledge (1 Cor 8:1-3),
and epparently tends to beget knowledge: writing to the Phile
ippians, Paul pravs that their love may ebound in knowledge
and discrimination so that the, may examine the things that
make a difference, in order to be sincere and incffensive for
the day of Christ (Phil 1:9-10). There could hardly be a
clearer testimeny to the supposition that love is the root

of true Christian discernment.

explanation for the Pauline (and alsc general) stand and prac-
tice as de ftly isolated by David L. Dungan, 0D. eltss Pe 35:
"whenever = significant conflict or dispute or proble . aros

in the Church over its regulations . . . the decisions made
ultimately seem to have favored whatever course best promoted
the further flowering of the Gospel and encouraged Christian
harmony, a+t least as they understood these things.* Dungan
accounts for <chis by appealvng to the welluestﬁblif*e' prin~
ciple of Sitz- m=-Leben, but that merely further gcnerallzeq
the theoretical - Druolom raised by the phanomeﬁon he is speci-
fically discussing, viz., Paul's evident willingness to take
pragmatic llbertles even with an express commandment of the
Lord. I suggest that Paul is appealing implicitly not to

mere convenience but to the conviction that the mind of Christ
is most essentially expressed in tha command that the Gospel
be spread and best imitated in the loving harmony of the Church.
He sets aside one commandment of the Lord in order to observe
another and greater one-- a procedure frequently recommended
by Jesus himself in the Gospel traditions and plausibly inter-
nalized in early Christian habit in the same operative way as

the other portions of Dominical tradition examined by Dungan.
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The fact that Peul's letters abound with exhortations
to unity and mutvality ought not to be discounted as a plati-
tudinous touch of good will or a request not to rock the boat.
The kind of mutusl concern and unifying love which Paul pro-
moted touches the very life of the Christisn design. This is
the sign of, and the way to. the deepest good health in the
vivifyir~ Spirit. And that too is the final Justifying reason
that Paul must demand loving respect from his children in
Christ: anything less than this would be a bet.ayal of their
own origins and their own'unity. For however free and power-
ful the Spirit may be to wrench the unbeliever into receptivity
to the Christian good newe, there is no wrenching once his
unbelief has been hezled into "faith operating through love,"
which is all that matters (Gal 5:6). From that point on,
the movement is gradual, tentative, a salvation not con-
quered or raided but worked out with fear and trembling
(Pnil 2:12). Quarrels, factions, disputings are suspect,
symptomatic of an unreconstructed fleshly mind. The burden
of argument is evidently placed heavily on the dissenter
to show cause that any alteration of understanding is in
order; and until the community in Christ perceives that
such a change is for the better, it is a message in an unin-
terpreted tongue. But the approved will be made manifest
through such divisions, and the manifestation is undoubtedly

through their comportment. What belongs to Christ can be
expected to show itself outwardly as worthy of the Gospel.
Some disagreement is therefore allowed, since it may lead to

growth and deepening, a progressive development of understand-
ing about what belongs to Christ; but no violence, no purges,
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no divisive reforms. The proper Chrisfian conmunity strives
to have the same disposition toward one another (Rom 15:5),
to speak the same Thing without divisions (1 Cor 1:10), +o
think the same thing (2 Cor 13:1l1), indeed to be of one>
spirit and cne soul (Phil 1:27). That is the way that the
nind of Christ, already invested in the community through the
Spirit, can come increasingly to be experienced and articu-
lated in the minds of the members. If the community really
lives in Christ, its mind will be capacious enough to enter-

tain and resolve inconsistencies in a manner that improves
its conformity vith the mind of Christ,?0
The discernment of the basic Zospel, I concluded some
rages back, was for Paul a grave necessity and methodologi-
cally a public possibility. For the nind to be rightly
accorded with the essential truths of the Christian truths
of the Christian foundation was a matter of the life and
death; and although one who is thoroughly alive in Christ may
experience its revelation more perfectly, its external ground-
ings are adeguate to demonstrate it to the more imperfect or
skeptical. The way of demonstiration is inferior to the immedi-

acy of the Spirit, but sufficient. The concrete manifestations

onhe striking and solidly argued conclusions of Dunga:
op. cit., concerning the nature and consistency of Pauline and
"~ other early Christian uses of the teachings of Jesus lend fur-
ther support to these views. Dungan confirms in a detailed
way the implicit derivation of Christian self- understanding
from the mind of Christ and the implicit assumption that the
mind of Christ remained creatively active in the operations of
Christians® reflection on their life in Christ.
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are several and are mutually supportive: what Paul claimed to
be the Gospel is consistent back through sound historical
memory, it is consistent across present universal preaching,
it is consistent with (and shadowed by) the scriptures, it is
consistent with (and productive of) gracious comportment when
faithfully obeyed and lived. Just as the invisible things of
God may be adequately and bindingly inferred from visible
creation, so the essential law of Christian understanding is
indelibly imprinted in the world, and may be seen in the marks
left by the Gospel.:

The discernment of what belongs to normative Christian
understanding when one passes beyond the éssential Gospel is
neither so important nor so clear. But I believe that there
is a way of translating his ultimate theological criterion of
what truly belongs to Christ into a more practical one. The
full content of Christian understanding cannot be determined
in this world, but to a considerable and important extent it
can be settled; and the means by which it is settled is the

sense of appropriateness generated in the cumulative self-

consciousness of the community living out in loving mutuality

its life in Christ. It was not a logic, although logic clear-

ly plays a part in the sorting-out of issues; it was not an
ethic, although ethical criteria were clearly important in
qualifying and disqualifying; it was not a technique of scrip-
tural interpretation, or a conservative sense of history, or

a loyalty to tradition, though all of these are involved. It
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was an art of discernment, which relied on a sense of appro-
priateness that was grounded in and disciplined by a way of
life and a mutuality that valued all the considerations I
have been discussing. To the Thessalonians Paul concludes:
do not quench the Spirit; do not disregard prophecies; but
test all things, and hold fast to the good (1 Thess 5:19-21).
And that, I think, is it in a nutshell. Let the Spir&t abound
in its characteristic gifts, above all its gifts of loves; be
always ready for new direction, new understanding; but be
very careful to discern with all the stabilizing equipment
you have--~ and then, when you have come upon something that
survives as worthy, appropriate, belonging to Christ, make it

your own. This is the law of the mind of Christ.
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LUKE, THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS, AND ACTS

Matthew begins at once where the Promise began, and

Mark plunges boldly in medias res. Luke might well have done

similarly, and that he elected to do otherwise is a great and
undeserved blessing for anyone who would enquire into early
Christian understanding. The historian would have been
grateful for any editorial aside whatscever, no matter how
unrepresentative~~ or even whimsical or idiosyncratic-- its
author may have shown hig attitude to Christian knowledge to
be. But Luke gives us a prologue that offers far more. He
tells us what he is about; he anticipates explicitly the
needs and interests 6f his reader; and he sets his efforts
against the backdrop of similar undertakings that had gone
before, even going so far as to indicate the ultimate sources
of his material and the ultimate guarantee of its accuracy.
One could hardly ask for more.

The bulk of the present chapter will be dedicated to
the pursuit of two lines of investigation. The first will
examine the introductory remarks of Luke's gospel in order to
discover to what degree they imply some kind of theory of
normative Christian understanding, either on the part of Luke
himself or on the part of those others to whom he makes refer-
ence, and then will examine the gospel itself, and the two

other gospels which stand in the same immediate tradition, in

(]
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order to see the extent to which the theory or theories thus
adumbrated are reflected within them, or refined, or qualified.1
The second investigation will be of the Acts of the Apostles,
to see whether Luke's reports of the early Church correspond

in these respects to the foundations implied by the Synoptic

traditions and the gospels formed from then.

lA few words on the assumptions underlying this chapter
might help situate the argument. I do not know who Luke was.
I think of him as the composer of the first four verses of the
third Gospel, and I assume him to have been the essentially
final governing redactor of the twenty-four chapters that fol-
low: but if there was substantive redactional work by another hand,
either before or after, it appears to be quite consonant with
those first four verses. By "Luke", I therefore mean the main re-
dactional drift, undifferentiatedly. I also suppose Luke (in one
or another of his possible personal forms) to be the author of the
first two verses of Acts, ard the redactor of essentially all that fol-
lows, though Iam willing to make similar allowance for compatible
further redaction. (Even, in fact, a little incompatible further re-
daction, which is what I take 1:3 1o be: but I do not find
grounds for supposing that there is a substantive degree of
such interference in the rest of Acts.) As for Luke's rela-
tionship to the traditional material with which he worked, I
do not know where he got it, or in what form it came to him,
or what available elements he omitted, or what he added from
his own invention. I assume that some of the things he re-
cords seemed more centrally important to him than others, and
I am willing to entertain the possibility that he might have
regretted some of them altogether but included them out of
some sense of duty or prudence. I assume only that their in-
clusion is in some way his affirmation of thems: if not that
he knew them to be true or important, at least that he thought
that they were held to be right, or believed them to be appro-
priate. That is: the text of Luke contains a cumulative set
of early Christian memories and understandings, including some
of Luke's own, which may be held to be representative of some
habits of mind obtaining in early Christian circles. I suppose
similar things to be true of Matthew and of Mark, although I am
less confident of the essential univocity of final redactional
control in these cases (not a great deal less confident, how-
ever). I also suppose that the general coherence of the think-
ing implicit and explicit in the body of the Third Gospel, and
its plausible resonance with the prologue, and the overall com-
patibility of both with the first two Gospels, are phenomena
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Luke's prologue invites us to test his ideas thus,
for it claims that his act of gospel-writing is a typical
response to the material gathered and transmitted by the
earliest witnesses and ministers. He is doing what many
have tried to do before him; and what he and they were attempt-
ing was a way of carrying on the work of the earliest agents
of the word. If Luke has done his intended job as well and

accurately as he alleges, one might fairly expect that the

significant of an important consensus in early Christian
thought. Just how universal, I do not know: but widespread,
and without evidence of early Christian demurrer. Neither do
I know at what moment in time to place this consensus: however
it is important whenever it may have occurred, and it is my
opinion that the evidence is most properly served by supposing
that is was in fact early, traditional, and cumulative.

Some of the grounds for these suppositions will emerge
in the course of this chapter's development, In part, the
chapter is an induction and a defense of them. But it seemed
to me good to forewarn the reader where I am headed, since the
direction is somewhat unconventional. I would also likxe to
repeat and particularize the Preface's remarks about my argu-
ment's procedure, since this chapter is especially susceptible
of being misundersiood with respect to its relationship to cur=-
rent scholarship. Writings on the Synoptic Gospels ordinarily
stay close to the assumption and preoccupations of literary
(and especially form and redaction) criticism, This chapter
is concerned with an issue with respect to which their findings
are less relevant. They have shown that it is risky to gener-
alize on the Synoptic Gospels; but if my view of the character
of the first three Gospels is substantially correct (and I
hope to make it ring true in the course of the discussion),
then the dissociative force of these types of criticism is--
at least for the purposes of the problem I pursue-- relativized
to the substantive consensus within the material on which these
critical techniques make their discriminations. I have con-
sidered them throughout, but have allowed my own purposes zgnd judg-

ment to determine what is relevant and what is sound. Where others®
concerns seemed to be beside the point, orwhere their assertions did not
appear to be more firmly based than my own counterassertions,

I have not always felt obliged to redeem my views by paying
the tribute of argumentative footnotes.
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content of his gospel would reveal traces of just such an
understanding of the ministry of the word and of proper re-
sponses to it as Luke himself professes-- not due to any sort
of editorial projection, but quite the reverse. Luke presents
himself precisely as a typical (if editorially distinguished)
representative of a tradition that variously includes apostles,
early gospellers, and Theophilos' catechist. If his notions
of normative understanding were well formed, they ought to
have been learned from the very tradition that shaped and pre-~
served the accurately transmitted material from which he now
composcs his gospel. And if these notions are important, they
can be expected to have been so firmly embedded in the Synoptic
material, before the writing of the gospels, that they would
necessarily be reflected in Matthew and Mark as well, in con-
firmation of Luke, witnessing to the earliest implicit or expli-
cit sense of the canstitution by which Christian thought is gowerned.
How seriously does Luke take the efforts of his "many
predecessors" as narrators of significant deeds? He does not
say whether he supposes that he is improving significantly
on an coften attempted task, or whether he is merely doing for
himself what others have succeeded in doing before hime--
although it is at least clear that he takes his own effort to
be worthy of the best of them. But it is especially important
that Luke distinguishes his anonymous gospel-writing prede-
cessors from the fundamental material on which they were

working. The many who tried their hands at narration addressed
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themselves to data which antedated and transcended their own
witness and their own authority. They were making narratives
about something, and that something consisted in fulfilled
actions to which they had access only because they were handed
down from those who were witnesses from the beginning and the
earliest ministers of the word.

Luke's phraseology is greatly suggestive. In the first
place, it suggests an important evaluative difference between
those who compose narratives and those who are responéible for
providing the indispensable material from which those narra-
tives are built. The gospellers are left casually anonymous,
with Luke standing, it seems, at least as their peer in author-
ity and competence. But the witnesses, although unnamed in
the prologue, are presumably those whose identity is to be
disclosed in the course of the ensuing narration, which records
who were in a position to be witnesses and eariiest ministers
of the word. It would follow that anyone who can appeal
directly to their testimony can safely bypass the mediation %
of the other narrators whom Luke follows (and, presumably,
exceeds) in careful accuracy-- for Luke implies that the essen-

tial gospel in some sense originated with these earliest minis-

ters. He does not say that they were witnesses and reporters
of deeds which became gospel-stuff only at the hands of others'
prophetic interpretation. He says that they were the original
witnesses and ministers of fhe word-- that is, that they are

the founding fathers of true Christian understanding.
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Luke's gospel-writing predecessors seem to have thought
it important to report the "fulfilled deeds" accurately. All
have aspired to report the deeds just as (kathos) they were
transmitted by authoritative witnesses. This is one of Luke's
more significant implications. In order to enhance the stand-
ing of his own composition, he might have concentrated on the
relative inadequacy or inaccuracy of earlier attempts; but he
does no such thing. Nor is there any need to read his eiphasis
on his own accuracy as an indirect invidious slight against
his prédecessors. He does not fault them or even claim that
they are either less accurate or less complete. Indeed, what
is especially striking about his introductory remarks in this
regard is precisely their easy assumption that no such problem
exists., The early witnesses and nministers are grouped together
as an undifferentiated unit; the early narrators are grouped
together as their faithful followers. Luke suggests that the
basic material of Christian understanding has received wide
publicity and is uniformly consistent: he leaves not the slight-
est ground for doubting that it is entirely uncontroversial
within the Christian fold.

What are these "fulfilled deeds," this "word," and the
"words"® with which Theophilos was "catechized"? One implicit
answer, more detailed than any other, may presumably be found
in the Gospel of Luke itself. The introduction to Acts char-
acterizes thé Gospel in a capsulized way as "what Jesus did

and taught" up to the time he was "taken up." This may be
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what Luke intends by "fulfilled deeds" and "the word," but it
is not clear either that these two phrases are identical, or
that the former has its scope restricted to the Gospel of
Luke~- for the introduction to the Gospel more probably had
an eye on the "fulfilled deeds" of Acts as well as those of

2 but more of this later.

Jesus' pre-ascension career:
What one may glean from Luke's introductory remarks,
then, is essentially thiss the "ord which Theophilos has heard
about may be shown to be the more certain by the presentation
of a narrative, consisting essentially in reported doings and
teachings. The guarantee of the accuracy of this narrative
resides in the fact that the earliest reporters and trans;
mitters of it were themselves witnesses of that which they
turned into message. Thelr testimony is then, perforce, the
norm. And although they themselves are no longer directly
accessible, their testimony is. Luke implies that it has had
wide publicity, and that there has been no internal contro-

versy about its content; for while the attempts at narrative

may have been various, there is no hint of variation in the

2A.J.B. Higgins, in "The Preface to Luke and the
Kerygma in Acts" (Ch. 4 of Apostolic History and the Gospel:s
Biblical and Historical Essays Presented to F.F. Bruce, ed.
W. Ward Gasque and Ralph P. Martin, Exeter, 1970). pp. 78-79,
gives the basis for the majority's conclusion that the preface
applies to both works. Although he then goes on to argue (pp.
81-82) that verses 1-2 apply only to the Gospel, and verses
3-L4 to both works, his argument depends upon unnecessary
assumptions. It is simply not true that the words of 1-2 can-
not refer to early apostolic events along with pre-ascension
events, and in fact Higgins' own subsequent observations
strengthen the case for supposing the contrary.
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essential materials from which the narratives were composed,
which is apparently the geological stratum in which the word
as such is embedded. Theréfore, the loss of the earliest
authoritative witnesses is not a serious problem for determin-
ing normative Christian understanding. Their witness itself
has been distilled and preserved and is evidently readily
accessible,

As for the truth and importance of the authoritative
word, Luke does not bother to point out what was apparently
obvious to both author and audience. This word is the Chris-
tian specific difference. Christians are those who think it
true and important; those who find it neither, may possibly be
for Christians (if not against them),but are surely not with
them. How the truth of this word might possibly be tested,
for the sake of those who are not prepared simply to trust in
its truth, is left somewhat obscure. To be sure, Luke assumes
that Theophilos either will or should trust in his assiduous
scholarship: herewith,; the definitive edition, so that you may
be fully satisfied. But although Luke thus commends his own
work, his satisfaction with his accomplishment is not the key
to his achievement with respect to Theophilos. He does not
claim to have undertaken this task so that Theophilos may
know "the most accurate version" of the things he has heard
about, or "the most ample account" of them, but rather the

certainty. The New Testament contains an exasperating number

of words with slippery semantic ambiguities, but asphaleia is
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not one of them: firmness, relisbility, certainty is what
Luke's gospel is to give to the objects of Theophilos'
earlier reflection.3
It is significant, if unsurprising, that Luke shows a
confidence in the truth of what the Christian tradition has
passed dowvn. It is both more surprising and more significant
that he evidently believes that under proper and manageable
circumstances, it can also be shown to be certain. How
certain? Evidently, Luke believes that there will be some-
thing inherently convincing, something immediately persuasive,
about a narrative of the deeds and teachings themselves, and
the more accurately told the better. This suppogition is not
altogether unprecedented. It is a literary analogue of Paul's
notions about the convincing power of the proclaimed word.
For Paul, the word heard trustingly is its own procf of truth:
it begets conviction far beyond the trust with which 1t is
initially entertaired. It is possible that for Iuke, the
gospel=-story, when written out accurately and gracefully, like-
wise proves itself somehow upon the heart and inspires convic-
tion. Once Theophilos has faced the written word fully, he
will know that what it says is certainly so. The difference
from Paul is that Luke supposes that the whole story itself--

the matrix of wonders and fulfillments and achievements far

3See_W.C. van Unnik, "Remarks on thg Purpose of Luke's
Historical Writing," in Sparsa Collecta, Leiden, 1973, pp. 6-15.
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beyond the bounds of probability,as well as the Word that was
nurtured in and emanated from that matrix-- will simply be

too resonant with the ring of truth to be doubted, and too
redolent of an assisting divine power not to induce in Theo-
philos the same theological conclusions as Luke himself draws.
Luke's suppositions are tamer than Paul's: straight history,
he implies, is quite adequate as a court of appeal to esta-
blish 10t only the true content but the true soundness of the

words of katachesis.

For Iuke even more than for Paul, then, there seems to
he n convenient coincidence between the ways of inspiration
and those of ordinary investigation: we may find out the truth
by taking the testimony of witnesses, and this will turn out
to be the most inspiring and revealing story as well as the
best attesfed one. So far, Luke says nothing ,about the Holy
Spirit or about Faith. If such agencies are involved, Pro-
vidence has apparently synchronized them with responsible
historical scholarship. If we do not yet know whether Theo-

philos was with us or merely not against us, I suggest that

it is because it does not matter according to Luke's implicit
sense of the constitution of Christian understanding. It
merely determines whether Theophilos was to find the Gospel
of Luke a deepening reminiscence or an important breakthrough.
The believer and the unbeliever alike may have access to what

the earliest witnésses handed down. Luke appears to suppose

that an accurate recounting of it also gives them equal access
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to certainty.

It is not so easy to determine what its importance is
to the standing of men before the presence of God. ILuke does
not claim that the words he 1is about to pen are salvation and
life, or that the ignorant are doomed. Though stylistically
solemn, his introduction does not make great claims for the
intrinsic importance of conforming one's mind to the accurate
representation he is about to impart. Yet it is clear that
Luke takes for granted that at the heart of Christianitiy lies
the word-- not ritual piety, or special customs, or institu-
tional order (though any or all of these may participate) but
essentially a logos of which the earliest witnesses of Jesus'
deeds were ministers. It is now necessary to confront more
directly a problem which I have been skirting up to now: what
does Luke take "the Word" to be, and what is its relationship
to the "fulfulled deeds" that are to form the main fabric of
his narration?

For it will not do to presume that what Luke means by
“rospel" is identical with his twenty-four chapters thus sub-
sequently entitled. The title is ours, not his: he tells us
not that he is going to write a géspel, or even that he is
going to record the Word, but only that he will narrate the
fulfilled deeds as they were handed down by those first
witnesses and ministers of the Word. That is, the deeds in
question may, rather than being the substance of the Word, be

only ancillary and supportive to a Word of another kind. The
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problem, then, is to determine what Luke means by the VYord of
the Gospel. |

What does he seem to mean by it elsewhere in his
writings? One key piece of evidence is to be found in what
might be called the Second Gospel of Luke--~ the miniature
synoptic gospel preached by Peter in chapter 10 of Acts.
Here Luke has represented for us an almost ideal test situa-
tipn. One of the original witnesses and ministers of the
Word is seen in the act of witnessing and ministering, with
reference back to his experience of the things that Jesus did
and taught from the beginning. Peter's performance in Caesarea
should help congiderably in defining what Luke supposed the
earliest witnesses and ministers to believe about the rela-
tionship of the essential gospel to the deeds they had wit-
nessed, and the place of each in essential Christian under-
standing. =

“You know the thing that happened throughout Judea,"
says Peter to his audience-~ just as Luke was later to address
a Theophilos who had heard some words about such matters, and
to try, as Peter is now trying, to take him a few steps fur-
ther along its Way, "Jesus from Nazareth, how God anointed
him with holy spirit and power-- who went about doing good
and healing all those suffering oppression under the devil,
because God was with him" (10:38). The deeds of healing, the
manifestations of power, are signs of anointing and divine

favor. As such, they are important pieces of public evidence,
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which Peter implicitly acknowledges in establishing Luke's
next link: "and we are witnesses of all the things he did in
the region of Judsh and Jerusalem" (39). The crucifixion and
resurrection of Jesus, and the subsequent fellowship of the
foreordained witnesses with him, are duly recorded. We have
now come to the end of that story of fulfilled deeds that
Luke has written out more fully in his first work for Theo-
philos, and we have virtually all the ingredients remarked in
the prologue to it.

Having introduced the fulfilled deeds, the witnesses,
and the missionary situation, Luke is now in a positionr to
offer the clarification we need. What i1s the Word of which
this Peter is a minister? How much of these fulfilled deeds
belong to the message itself and how much merely constitute
the credentials that support confidence in its authenticity?
Luke leaves us rather in the dark about the Word as preached
by Jesus, or even whether the Word as such was preached by
Jesus; but with respect to those characterized elsewhere as
"ministers of the word and witnesses from the beginning,®
Peter is fairly explicit. It is Jesus himself who instructs
them about the content of their preaching, and in doing so he
presumably defines for them the Word of which they are witness-
es and ministers: "and he commanded us to proclaim to the
people and to testify emphatically that he is the one chosen
by God as judge of living and dead." The proclamation and

witness enjoined on them contain not a word about the healings
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and miracles, not even about the crucifixion., They are to
preach Jesus' election as judge. Is it possible that this
election (which undoubtedly includes the resurrection as its
mode and sign of occurrence-- cf. Acts 2:32-36) constitutes
the quintessential Word? Not only possible, but probable,
since the same conclusion is further strengthened by the
corroboration of another major body of testimony. For what
have the prophets been saying all along? "All the prophets
bear witness to him, that every believer in him receives
forgiveness of sins through his name" (43). The convergence
of the prophetic tradition thus defined with the express
briefing by the post~resurrection Jesus seems clearly to
isolate the quintessentizsl word, as Iuke understands it from
his knowledge of the earliest tradition, as the proclamation
of God‘'s having endowed Jesus with the power of determining
whether we are to be saved or lost in the Judgnment.

Notice, however, that this already assumes an aware-
ness of the judgment; and notice that Peter begins his back-
ground account with "you know the thing that happened . . .*"
(or perhaps, "you know the word that came about"=-- humeis

not addressing

16)]

oidate to genomenon rhema, 10:37). He i

beginners. He evidently assumes that they know about Jesus
already. Except perhaps they are not aware of the last things
there are to know: that after the presumably notorious cruci-
fixion there was a less publicized resurrection, and that

there has been an appointment to a foreordained judgeship,
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along with a power to secure forgiveness of sins for believers.
This is the quintessential Word. It is not necessarily all

of the essential word. Both logos in 36 and rhema in 37 are
vexingly ambiguous. Both might, but neither need, point to

the gospel that Jesus himself preached publicly, and whose
previocusly undisclosed capstone Peter is about to deliver to
his God-fearing audience. At any rate, in answer to Cornelius'
ammouncerent that they are all gathered "to hear all the things
that have been commissioned to you by God" (10:33), Peter

gives a sketch of the whole story, from John the Baptist

onward .
Here it would not be wrong, I believe, to remember
& ?
that Peter had at least two stages of this commission. He

| add

s now acting especially on the one he received after the
resurrection, to preach the forgiveness and judgment that are
to come through Jesus the Messiah., But this does not neces-
sarily abrogate~- and is obviously compatible withe- the
commission he had received earlier, to preach to others the
news of the Kingdom that Jesus had been preaching and teach-

Ing in the synagogues and among the crowds of Galilee.

Those who were witnesses and ministers of the Word
from the first: we are left with three interlocking possibil-
ities. The same cast of characters can be described as
ministering witnesses of the resurrection-ascenSion and of

the teaching that took place in between; or as early witnesses

of Jesus' preaching and among the first to share in its
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ministration; or as witnesses of his career from the beginning,
and the first to grasp and proclaim its revelational signifi-
cance. Which sense of "word" divides the indispensable from
the dispensable?

Luke reports some fulfilled deeds that are part of the
quintessential Gospel itself: Jesus is now entered into his
glory, and forgiveness of sins is now available through his
name (24:26, 47-51). But most of what he records has to do
with one of the other orders: either pertaining to the preach-
ing before the crucifixion, or pertaining to the career of
Jesus as either agent or object of a "word." In the former
two cases, the term "Word" may obvicusly be readily applied,
though in different senses of perfection. But even in the
latter case, "Word" is not entirely inapt, although in a
curious sense. For these deeds are in part mere context, and
in part the fruits by which we know and come to have confi-
dence in Jesus: but they are also the seeds from which the
ultimate Word must grow,since the full Gospel is dependent on
Jesus' election to a position for which only a certain career
can make him eligible. That career itself reveals God's plan,
as well as making its fulfillment ﬁossible. In short, it is
artificial to impose rigorous lines of demarcation: the deeds
participate variously in the value and meaning of the ultimate
Word, and Luke's proper response is to tell the whole story.

Although he might have been hesitant to entitle the work he

is introducing “the Gospel According to Luke"; he evidently
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understands it to be at least the unfolding of the Word up to
the emergence of the ultimate Gospel.

Luke's sense of the way the Word unfolded cones
through in the historical schema that underpins his narrative.
It manifests his sense of the historical structuring of Chris-
tian thought, and concomitantly his sense of the constitution
of authentic Christian understanding. It runs essentially
like this:

1. A projected fulfillment of the promise to Abraham
has been consistently reaffirmed by the prophets all along.
Zacharias'capsule version is representative of Luke's view:
"just as he said through the mouth of the holy ones, his
prophets from the age," God offers *"a salvation from our
enemies and from the hand of all those hating us, to perform
mercy with our fathers and to remember his holy covenant and
oath which he swore to Abraham our father-- {o allow us, with-
out fear, rescued from the hand of our enemies, to worship him
in holiness and righteousness in his presence all our days"
(1:69-75). Those who have rightly grasved the prophets:
agsurance that it would be fulfilled, may net know all that
the scriptures really meant about God's plan, but they are
generally expectant of some such deliverance. Simeon is not
only "just and pious" but also "waiting expectantly (prosdech-

omenos) for the consolation of Israel" (2:25); Anna has a

ready audience for her ohservations, in the form of "all those

waiting expectantly (prosdechomencis) for deliverance (lutrosin)




oL

in Jerusalem" (2:38). It is probable that a similar general
anticipation of a happy ending is what is intended in describ-
ing those around John the Baptist with the phrase "and the

people being in expectation” (prosdekentes de tou laou, F815)

For convenience, I shall call this first level of the Word
the Expectation.

2. The major breakthrough that makes this expectation
more urgent and specific is the News of the imminent consummna-
tion, and its first agent is John the Baptist. "The Law and
the Prophets were until John: from then on, the Kingdom of
God is proclaimed" (16:16).2‘L "Proclaimed" here is of course
ihe same verb (euaggelizetai), that Luke uses to sum up the
overall preaching of John the Baptist: "and éo, exhorting also

many other things, he preached the good news (evegzelizcto)

to the people" (3:18).5 The basic content is the news of the

imminent end and the possibility of rescue, and those who

4It is not clear whether John preached "the Kingdonm",
for Luke tends to dissociate the term from him. Bud it is
surely wrong to say that in 16:16 it "is made plain . . . as
a point of principle" that "John does not proclaim the Kingdom
of God" (Conzelmann, The Theology of St. Luke, trans, Geoffrey
Ruswell, London, 1960, p. 20)-- the more plausible reading of
the verse leads precisely to the opposite conclusion. 1t is
also wrong to say that John's Gospel "relates not to the
imminence of the kingdom but to that of the messiah" (Walter
Wink, John the Baptist in the Gospel Tradition, Cambridge,
1968, p. 58). If "kingdom" is a doubtful item in John's theo-
logical vocabulary, "messiah" is even more so. His emphasis
falls rather, even in the tendentious Gospels, on the imminence
of the destroying or saving judgment.

51 appreciate that Luke does not use the nominal form
(euageelion) in reference to John, but it hardly follows that
wfor Luke the verb has a quite general connotation, viz., that
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accepted it moved from general expectation to a specific hope.
John's preaching is double-pronged: he proclaims the imminent
judgment, and exhorts the need for repentance (especially in
conjunction with his baptism of water) to make one ready for
it. It is in these ways that he is said to "prepare for the
Lord a ready people® (1:17), to "go before the Lord to prepare
his ways" and to "give his people knowledge of salvation in
forgiveness of their sins" (1:76-77). With John, the Expecta-
tion is revivified and particularized in specific News.

3. In the public ministry of the unfolding Word, the
next stage of further specification is the preaching of Jesus,
and its specific difference from John's message turns on the
technical phrase “"the Kingdom of God." To be sure, Luke has
left us the one hint in 16:16 that this phrase may alsc be
used to characterize John's proclamation, as is done by
Matthew; but for the most part (as I shall further particu-~
larize presently), he arranges things so as to emphasize
Jesus' independence of John and the new dimension present in

his preaching. Unlike Matthew, Luke (except in 16:16, and

. of 'preaching'" (Willi Marxsen, Mark the Evingeligt (trans.
James Boyce, et al.), Nashville, 1969, p. 1&45. (Cf. Conzelmann,
The Theology of St. Luke, p. 23, where the same arbitrary
assertion is made.) Luke saves the noun for the fullest real-
ization of the Word, that of the fourth stage; but the verbdb is
used only in conjunction with the still revelational earlier
stages, not for preaching generally. A comparison with Acts
will readily suggest that the verb may have great weight even
alone-- ¢.g., 8:25, 39, where it deserves in translation
nothing short of "evangelized." What John and Jesus preach
may thus legitimately be called gospels, though not the

Gospel par excellence.
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there probably inadvertently) does not use the term "Kingdom
of God" in conjunction with John, but makes it persistently
the keynote of the proclamation of Jesus. Jesus has been

sent "to proclaim the good news (ewagrelisasthal). . . of the

{ingdom of God" (4#:43), and travels through every city and
village "announcing and proclaiming the good news (kerusson

kai euagrelizomenos) of the Kingdom of God" (8:1); he sends

the Twelve "to announce (kerussein) the Kingdom of God", and
they accordingly “travelled through the villages, proclaiming

the good news (euaggelizomenoi)" (912, 6). The Seventy are

likewise instructed simply to say "the Kingdom of God has
come up upon you*" (10:9). This good news of the Kingdom'
which Jesus was sent to proclaim, and in turn sent his fol-
lowers to proclaim, may also be called "the word of Goad",
which is the way it is put when the crowd comes to hear him
at Lake Gennesaret (5:1). Accordingly, when Jesus explicates
the parable of the sower, he explains that "the seed is the
word of God," and that the seed by the roadside describes the
fate of those from whose hearts the devil takes the word away
"so that they may not, as believers, be saved," while the
seed on the rock represents those.who receive the word with
joy but only "for a time believe," then fall away (8:11-13).
That is, the key issue is not in doing the word of God (as
might be the case if it were applied to commandments and
other practical matters), but in believing it-- viz., believ- .

ing in the good news of the Kingdom, in the reliability of
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the now specific Expectation whose resolution is imminent.

This is more than John's News, although the specific differ-
ence is hidden behind the mysterious term "Kingdom." Those
who respond have a still more particular trust and expectation:
thus Joseph of Arimathea is one "who walted expectantly

(prosedecheto) for the Kingdom of God" (23:51). This gospel

is not yet the Gospel, the final and full version of the Word;
but it can be called gospel-- especially since the unbelievers
in it are in serious Jjeopardy.

L, The next great public breakthrough in consolidating
and specifying the good news of the Kingdom does not come
until after the resurrection of Jesus. To be sure, there
have been suspicions that he was to have a prominent place
in its realization, as there had been in the case of John the
Baptist. Cleopas and his companion, evidently members of a

e
relatively inner circle of disciples (for they heard the
report of "our women" and identify the tomb-visitors as "“some
of those with us", 24:22, 24), hoped that Jesus was the one
who was going to redeem Israel (24:21). But despite the
demonic confessions, the Petrine insights, and the veiled
hints that were not grasped until much later, this part of
the news remained secret. Less publicly, a few were let in
on it. The angel Gabriel tells Mary that Jesus is to reign

eternally on David's throne (1132-33), and Mary's belief 1s

confirmed by Elizabeth, who proclaims her blessed for believ=-

ing that there will be fulfillment to the things told her
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from the Lord (l:45)-- adding her own recognition that Mary
may be called "the mother of my Lord" (1i43). The shepherds

are given the good news (euaggelizomai) that the child born

in Bethlehem is saviour and liessiah, and apparently pass the
news on to those around the manger (2:10-11, 17-18). Simeon,
assured by the Holy Spirit that he would see the lMessiah
before he died, recognizes and acknowledges that the child
Jesus is he, the salvaticn of Israel and the light of revela-
tion of the Gentiles (2:26-32). But despite his prophetic
response, Simeon's understanding apparently went to the grave
with him; and despite Mary's belief, she kept these things in
her heart (2:19, 51). All the rest wondered at such claims,
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f Jesus' personal relationship to the Gospel of the Kingdome=
nor even any discernible effect on private understandings, t{o
judge from lary's puzzlement after the young Jesus explained
his truancy in the Temple (2:40-50). The dicappointment of
Cleopas and his colleagues was not to be relieved until the
proper exposition of the scriptures demonstrated that the
recent events were not frustrations but genuins and necessary
fulfillments (24:25-27, 44-46), And with that good news came
the definitive Gospel, the news of the next, still unfulfilled,
stages in the name of the Messiah, Jesus, repentance and for-
giveness of sins are available and are to be preached in all
the nations, -beginning from Jerusalem (24:47). This is the

most advanced stage of the Word, and what Luke seems to mean
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by the Gospel.
Luke offers, therefore, four basic strata in the

6

disclosure of the Word. The first, already realized before
the mission of John, is the eschatological understanding of
the promise to Abraham. Luke implies that it was a rather
exceptional one-=- but he does not offer any explanation con-
cerning how some came to accept it and others did not. Given
his overall scheme, he need not linger on this point. The
expectant are privileged, but there is no indication that
fhe others are seriously disadvantaged; and things are about
to be equalized anyway, by the new phenomenon of John, whose
general invitation to believe in the good News of forgiveness
of sins in preparation for imminent judgment will render
obsolete the vaguer state of Expectation which it is intended
to perfect and replace.

John's preaching, the vehicle of Luke's second stratum
of the Word, was according to a directive from heaven (3:2).
It is evident that the tradition from which Luke learned,
believed unhesitatingly that this was so, even to the extent
of treating John's prophetic doings and teachings as virtually
equivalent to scripture. Hence John's mysterious utterance

about the one who will come after him, baptizing with the

6By "offers," I mean primarily that he makes it avail-
able to critical discernment. He himself organizes his narra-
tive in accordance with this scheme, but it is more significant
that it can also be induced from the materials he preserves.
For the correspondence of the other synoptists to this model,

see infra. pp.128-133.
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Holy Spirit (3:16), is echoed repeatedly as a revelational
landmark: we find reference to it in a Baptist enquiry about
where Jesus might fit into this established scheme of things
(7:19-20); in Luke's version of Paul's words, first in
Pisidian Antioch (Acts 13:24-25) and subsequently in Ephesus
(Acts 19:4); and even in Jesus' last instructions before the
ascension (Acts l:5, ¢f. 11:16). And as for the central
phenomenon of John's public ministry, the baptism of repent-
ance which he preached and administered along with the rest
of his News, Luke records not only that Jesus' hearers had
received John's baptism (7:29) but that "the Pharisecs and
the lawyers rejected the purposes of God for themselves,

\ L a5 P . ATy
)+ These are strong

(@

having not been baptized by him® (713
words, importantly definitive of one article of orthodoxy in
early Christian circles, and they are echoed again, almost as
explicitly, in the small catechism which Jesus later puts to
the high priests, scribes, and elders: Was John's baptism
from heaven or from men? (20:l4). They obviously did not be=~
lieve it was from heaven, for, as they rightly observe, it
would then be impossible to account for their not having
received it. But here it is not herely a question of getting
them to admit that they had not perceived its heavenly origin,
and had therefore not done heaven's will and submitted to it:
they perceive now that its heavenly origin is an article of

faith so important to the sons of the Kingdom that they will

endanger their lives if they deny it (20:6). They beg off
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with the prudent strategy of agnosticism. That may save them
from being stoned, but it saves them in no other way. Their
failure to believe in John (or possibly in the baptism) in
itself marks them as outsiders, as not with us even if not
necessarily against us-- and as rejecters of God's purposes.
Here is a test case of potentially vast importance
for divining the early Christian notion of normative under-
standing. What criterion of discernment operates here +o
distinguish the right-minded orthodoxy of the Baptist believ-
ers from the reprobate unbelief of the religions elite? Alas,
John was too strong a presence in the earliest Christian sense
of Godfs plans, and Luke does not bother-- as very likely the
tradition which he received did not bother-- to preach this
axiomatic point to the converted. Apparenily, it is the
sheer impact of John, experienced as self-evidently prophetic.
There are no claims of signs and wonders, no attesting voice
from heaven, no transfiguration. His place was axiomatic,
but not quite central enough for the tradition to dwell on
his rfle sufficiently to reveal how one actually became con-
vinced. We are probably t¢ conclude (and practically, we
have no option but to conclude) that he, like other prophets
before him, presented the sign of Jonah only; and that those
who had ears to hear, heard. Either one recognizes the ex-
pression of the will of heaven, or one remains outside. And

it is of course quite pointed that in chapter 20 the same

formula can be immediately applied to the case of belief in
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Jesus. Those who were uncertain or doubtful about the author-
ity invested in John must remain just as uninformed about the
authority of Jesus-- and evidently, for the same reason, If
they had been unable to grasp the meaning of John, they were
self-revealed and self-condemned among the hard-hearted and
unreachable. As Abraham points out in the parable a few
chapters earlier, if they do not hear lNMoses and the prophets,
they will not be persuaded even if one should rise from the
dead (16:31). The Son of Man will be to this generation, just
as John was, as Jonah to the Ninevites (11:30).

Authority is not quite the same as authorizaticn.
The enquirers were apparently asking about the latter, unable
to bypass it by a more direct insight. Jesus' point, which
could be grasped by his followers because they had already
responded to John himsgelf, was that authority transcends
authorization and obviates the need for credentials. Some
perceived that John spoke with authority, and some were scan-
dalized. If you have to ask, you have already missed the point.

This is, I think, the basic lesson of the relatively
stark confrontation of chapter 20. Elsewhere in the Third
Gospel, it is supplemented by other criteria for validating
John and his baptism. The infancy material contains the
signs and wonders that are missing later, and indeed even
" the voice from heaven making John the object of a gospel--

for Gabriel's heavenly assurance of the greatness that John

will have before the Lord, his fullness of holy spirit, his
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success in turning Israel to the Lord, are all described in
summary with "I was sent to speak with you and proclaim to

you this good news (euaggelisasthai)® (1:19).7 For those who

were not in on this early heavenly attestation, there 1is

still the independent confirmation given John by the way in
which he can be seen as a fulfillment of prophecy=-- the voice
crying in the wilderness (3:4), the messenger sent to prepare
the wew (7:27), one whose baptism of forgiveness and .announce=
ment of the coming rescue advance the completion of the prom-
jses made to Abraham (1:70ff.).

There is one other criterion implicit in the witness
borne to John by Gabriel, by 7acharias, even by the soldiers
and tax-collectors who came 1o his baptism. “He will turn
many of the sons of Tsrael to the Lord God," Gabriel assured
his father," . . . and disobedient ones in thg wisdom of fthe
righteous, to prepare for the Lord a ready people" (1126-17).
zacharias subsequently echoes the przdiction in a sudden
burst of holy spirit: "you shall go before the Lord to prepare
his ways, to give a cnowledge of salvation to his people in
forgiveness of their sins" (2:76=77). Whatever the secret

workings of the invisible order or the reserved plans of God,

7"This extension of Luke's use of (euaggelizomai), like
that of 2:10, is justified by its being part of the divine dis-
closure that the Promise was drawing nearer in concrete identi-
fiable stages. That is, 1t is not a casual usage, but one that
draws a technical authority from jits connectedness to the ulti-
mate Word: an aspect of gospel enroute to the Gospel.
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there was no question about the visible results: whores and
collaborators and members of the occupation forces were
turning to God, thirsting after righteousness, and getting

a sweet taste of experienced forgiveness by which they might
know something real about salvation., When they turned to
John for comfort, he demanded from them behavioral fruit
worthy of genuine repentance; when they asked what they

should do, justice and charity were demanded of them (3:18=-14).
Every tree not bearing good fruit was to be destroyed. John's
influence visibly multiplied the crop of good fruit in some
of the most unlikely soil.

Luke does not follow the fortunes of John's disciples
independently of Jesus far enough to tell us any more than
that they were accustomed to frequent fasting and prayer,
that they had learned from John to pray, and_that they may
have had some difficulty seeing where Jesug fit into the
scenario of the final days as given by their master (5133,
11:1, 7:38~20). That is enough to suggest what we learn also
fprom other indications, rim., that John's word was allowed to
ruie not only forms of reli_ ious observance and ethics, but
also thoughts about God's way of dealing with the future. In
the episode of the Baptist's question (7:18ff.), the figure

of the Coming One, ho erchomenos, is apparently taken for

granted as a given in adequate eschatological thinking, an
implicit item in Baptist orthodoxy. But it is not tested by

controversy or explored by curiosity, and we are accordingly
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left unable to guess more than that what John proclaimed was
probably taken for gospel, literally. We are not let in on
how John's followers resolﬁed disagreements about his words,
or new questions, or deeper versions of the old ones. Except,
of course, in the case of one particular species of Baptist
disciplest those who were absorbed into the movement surround-
ing Jesus. And this brings us into Luke's third revelational
stratum, whither we must proceed if we are to find any further
insight into the rules that must have obtained in the second
one.

For Luke is rather cagy about measuring Jesus against

John. He includes more Baptist material +than the other evan-

the good news begins with John. But he writes as if guided
by a corrective or guarded intention, as if at pains to leave
it clear that Jesus is not to be thought of as an agent of
John's work. Matthew and Mark place the vision of the Holy
Spirit as dove and the voice from heaven in immediate connec-
tion with Jesus® baptism by Jchn; Luke reports that these
occurred after Jesus' baptism, while he was praying-- John,
urmentioned, seems to be quietly left out of the entire scene,
which is placed just after Luke records his imprisonment.
Matthew and Mark explicitly connect the beginning of Jesus'
public ministry with the imprisomment of John, and character-
ize his message in ways that make it clearly reminiscent of

John's-~ Matthew even going so far as to have Jesus repeat
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verbatim what he has already quoted as the essential message
~of John. Luke, by contrast, introduces the ministry of

Jesus without reference to John, and characterizes it in
terms not of the proclamation of the eschatological judgment
but through a more elusive general reference to his teaching
in the synagogues, thus sidestepping all reminiscence of

John. Matthew and Mark record that John identified the escha-

tological ho erchomencs as both mightier than hims-1f,

ischuroteros mou, but also as "following me," onisg mou s

when Imke accepts the former epithet but doesn't mention the
potentially awkward opiso mou, which could suggest that Jesus
was John's disciple, we may fairly suspect that this is not
an instance of a Lucan non-interpolation but an editorially
purposeful omission. It is probably significant in a similar
way that Luke's introduction to the Lord‘'s Prayer makes it
Jesus' independent alternative to the way in which the Baptist
had taught his disciples to pray, while Matthew recognizes no
such occasion for this event and therefore does not confer a
similar emphasis upon the independence of Jesus and his group.
Because of this tendency in Luke, we should not expect
to find as clear an indication of Baptist orthodoxy within
his work as we might have done had he been motivated only by
his recognition that John was the beginning of the final phase
of the Word's disclosure, There is strong réason for believ-

ing that the original followers of Jesus and the original

post-resurrection converts were substantially, and perhaps
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almost exclusively, drawn from the ranks of Baptist followers
and fellow=-travellers. Aside from the curious case of the
Ebionites, it appears that the Christian movement uniformly
appropriated John as the initiator of the last great revival,
and the forerurnner of Jesus: Christian theclogy could be
accomodated within the basic framework, and even the specific
categories, of Baptist expectation. There was no need to
waver on points of Baptist thought-law such as the forgive-
ness of sins, the coming terror, the eschatological harvest
of the just, the need for righteousness. It appears that

the Christians simply assumed Baptist doctrine, and subsumed
it within their own. The latter was more complete and more

-

tc them, and the early writers do not bother

bk
Q

pensation and what was Baptist inheritance (and, unfortunate-
ly, there survives no early record of a clasﬂ'between Chris-
tians and unconvinced Baptists that might establish the line
of demarcation). This is true of Luke above all: for despite
allowing John the credit-- which seems to have been univer=
sally granted anyway-~ of initiating the gospel movement,
Luke would be the last of the synoptic evangelists to want
to emphasize that this truth or that one is unoriginal with
Jesus and a precious inheritance from John.

Thus it seems probable that in spite of Luke's delib-

erate, if not studied, attempt to represent the beginnings

of Jesus' ministry as an original and perhaps new departure
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in the development of the Word and its revelation, the bulk
of his evidence is best read as suggesting that the main
outlines of the gospel Jesus preached were probably anticie=
pated by, and certainly consonant with, that of John. For
many in Israel, that conformity to John would have been the
first foundation of Jesus® credibility. But it is also clear
that there would have been many for whom consonance with John
was not an important considera*ion, for whom Jesus gave the
first introduction to the Gospel of the Kingdom. Not all
Galileans had made the pilgrimage to John's baptism. There
is no substantial indication that the prophetic authority of
John was any part of Jesus® message to the synagogue and
crowds of his early evangelizing, although it is imaginable
that if it had been, it might have been diplomatically sup-
pressed in Luke's reporting. The general impression is
rather that he proclaimed his Gospel directly, as an agent

of the Word itself rather than of John. He came into Galilee,
says Luke, in the power of the spirit, and in his teaching
was glorified by all (4:1%-15)s "they were astonished at his
teaching, for his word was authoritative! (ks32).

The pattern by which Jesus' authority made its impres-
sion seems to have been like that of John, with just enough
difference to secure that distance between them upon which
Iuke insists. The more dramatic testimonies of angels and
prophets surrounding Jesus' birth had apparently disappeared,

like John's, into thickly veiled memory. He does not seem
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to have been readily recognigzable from seriptural prophecys
the identifiable correspendences are no more, and no more
specific, than the little that was claimed for John. Even
the transfiguration was left both private and confusing to
its three witnesses. Luke thus manifests a strong thematic
tendency to have Jesus offer to the public-~ and even to the
main body of his closest followers-- only the sign of Jonah,
which was presumably enough for +those who had ears to hear
(11:29-32). John himself might well have been able to under-
stand and accept this, and even without the cures of the
blind, the lame, the lepers, the deaf, and the dead, might

have thought it sufficient evidence to be reminded that “the
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scendalized in me" (7:18-23).8 That some were indeed scan-
dslized was not in itself a scandal to those who were not,

but merely one of the facts of revelational fife which John
himself demonstrated by being a sign of contradiction who

finished the way all prophets do. The Pharisees and Scribes
murmured when "all the tax-collectors and sinners drew near
to hear him* (15:1-2), but those who had learned the lesson

of good fruits from either John or Jesus knew that this

8John‘s question within the Lukan (and Matthean)
frame is of course not about Jesus'® authenticity but about
his specific identity with John's own proclaimed ho ercho-
menos. In effect, John poses a question from within the
second level of the Word on the occagion of the third level,
that seeks to penetrate the fourth level; Jesus returns an

answer that stays within the boundaries of the third level.
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disapproval was only further evidence of his authenticity,
however déviant from traditional scribal norms. There is
thus a firm ring 6f plausibility when Jesus pauses at prayer
to inguire through his followers about the character of the
impact he is making, and is told that some take him to be
John the Baptist, others Elijah, others one of the prophets
of old come back (9:18-19). This much was said of John as
well, and so was the conclusion reached by those closest to
Jesus, that he was the Messiah (9:20; cf. 3:15). At this
third level of the Word's disclosure, this is sufficient.
The Word still has precedence over its bearers.
Nevertheless, there were the cures of the blind, +the
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lame, the lepers,
thing new on the evangelical scene, without precedent in the
work of John. Even if some could attribute these to the
power of Beelzebub, and others could not regard them as a
real sign but required a clearer indication of heaven's
approval (11:15-16), the less skeptical saw in them clear
support to Jesus' implicit and explicit claims to authority,
a practical manifestation of the power that guaranteed his
teaching (41365 cf. 4:32)., Furthermore, there were the
miracles of the loaves, and the stilling of the tempest, and
(for all its short-term inefficacy) the transfiguration. The
Sign of Jonah is enough, Luke seems to imply, but it is not

all there was. Jesus is, at this third stage of the Word's

unfolding, manifested like John, but significantly advanced
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beyond him. The way 1is prepared for a later stage, where
Jesus will be part of the content of the Word.

Luke implies that there were original twists in
Jesus' gospel in which he differed from John, as his less
abstemious life-style and his non-baptizing and healing

mission did-~ the erchomenos of John was, to Jesus*, the Son of

Man, ho huios tou anthropou, and it is possible that "the

Kingdom of God" was (as ILuke seems to try to imply) not a
term used by John. The difference in their recorded relation=-
ship to the practice of fasting and prayer suggests also that
some of Jesus' ancillary teaching about the preparation for
the Kingdom might well have been unanticipated by John. .But
the main lines of the Gospel were undoubtedly congruent
between them, if not identical, and while the followers of
Jesus did not need to appeal to John to validate the author-
ity of Jesus' Jonah-sign, and undoubtedly took Jesus'’ version
of the Gospel as the more definitive, the basic means for
determining the proper norms of sound Gospel-thought are very
much the same in Luke's second and third strata of revelation:
conform your understanding to what the evidently authoritative
prophet teaches.

For all of Luke's attention to the celestial specta-
cular surrounding the conception and birth of Jesus he is
obviously much taken with that quieter and more profound form

of revelation that occurs when the bearer of the Truth meets

the right-minded heart. This is for him not only the
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characteristic (even if not altogether exclusive) mode of
discovery at the second and third stages of the Word, but

even a real possibility for the fourth and highest stage.

For that, I take it, is the essential meaning of the event,
which he alone reports, in which the Good Thief was able to
acknowledge not merely the righteousness or prophetic authen-
ticity of Jesus but even his title to the kingdom with which
he was being mocked, in gpite of the most discouragingly
disconvincing circumstances and the absence of any affirmative
claim on Jesus' part (23:42). Nevertheless, the highest and
most complete realization is not, for Luke, characteristically
a function of spiritual discermnment alone., It might well
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have been. The scandal of the cro
have been more disruptive to the confidence of Jesus' follow=-
ers than it was to the Good Thief: after all, John and the
prophets before him had likewise been unjustly killed, and
vet popular rumor was ready enough to stand by their authen-
ticity and postulate for them a resumed career post

in the form of Jesus® ministry (9:7-8, 18-19).

3

followers of Jesus had recovered from

ment, it was not out of the question for them to
the crucified Jesus would soon be raised to come in glory and
judgment as the Son of Man, and that those who were properly
tuned in to the right spiritual wavelengths would see that
this was so, while the others are, alas, judged already.

Once they were themselves sure that he had already been
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raised, they might have insisted that his present lordsﬁip
communicates instant intuitive conviction to all those who
think about it, if they are really fit to be sons of God.
With the stages of the Word's revelation (or at least the
last three stages) apparently reaching progressively smaller
groups of responsive hearts, some such quasi-gnostic refuge
must have seemed not only convenient but fairly logica1.9

But the fact is that Luke's representation of the actual
behavior of those guiding the constitution of Christian under-
standing at this, its highest reach, shows just the opposite
tendency: there is a deliberate effort to define the truth by
reference to grounding evidences that are less escteric than

ever.

9This is true, I think, quite independently of the
historical facts of the matter. If things happensd, say, in
the purely psychological way in which Johannes Veiss recon-
structs them (Earliest Christianity (Ras Urchristentum, 1937),
trans. ed. Frederick C. Grant, 2 vols., New York, 1959, vol.
1), there would clearly be strong motivation to validate pre-
cisely this mode of realization and avoid the fabrication of
literal-material correlatives. On the other hand, even if we
suppose the most literal resurrection=-events, Paul reminds us
how attractive and convincing is the argument that spiritual
appropriation of a spiritcsal reality is a higher form of ex-
perience anyway, leaving the last as privileged as the first.
The vulgar literalism of the Synoptic tradition is thus a
significant phenomenon, even quite apart from its historical
value: it defines what counts, and thus shows something about
the criteriological habits of mind that obtained in its
creators and custodians.
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In the first place, Luke establishes Jesus®' eligi-
bility for such lordship via the most literal sort of resur-
rection, reserves the grasp of his lordship by even his most
devoted and trusting followers until they accepted this
litersl resurrection, and endows them with the thickest
incredulity until they are provided with the most incontesta-
bly palpable evidence. When Peter heard that the women
found the tomb empty, and were encountered by two in shining
garments who not only told them that Jesus was risen but
also reminded them that he himself had told them that this
was the way it was to be, it might have inspired some confi-
dence, or at least a vigorous hope; "but their words appeared
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Even after Peter had confirmed with his own eyes the empty
tomb and discarded cerements, he went no farther than to

wonder what has happened (24:12). The initial post-resurrec=-
tion appearance that convinced him is not described; but even

after he has managed to persuade his fellows that the reported

o

<

resurrection has indeed occurred, the next appearance frigh

ens them as the apparition of a ghost, until their own hands
and eyes and the sharing of a meal resolve their doubtful
hearts (24:36-43)., No hint of spiritual intuition here: one
of the most unreasonably skeptical juries ever assembled is
simply overwhelmed by the weight of vulgar proof. Short of
repeating such demonstrations endlessly to each new candidate

for belief, this establishment of the fact of Jesus'
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resurrection against the grain of disposition might well be
taken as definitive of a new law of Christian thought, proved

beyond reasonable doubt at the basest level of l'homme moyen

4]
D

K

nsuel, requiring no special equipment or i1lluminated dis-
cernment but only a circumstantial occasion which the brethern
ought not to have required and did not deserve and which need
not be repeated to others.

Resurrection itself does not establish lordship, and
need not even be considered technically necessary as é congdi-
tion. Given the way that the earlier form of the Word had
been established at the second and third stages of its disclo-
sure, it might now have been enough for the witnesses to claim
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that Jesus, obviously all the more to be credited
sent resurrected condition, merely assured them that he was as-
cending the Messianic throne and ordered the proclamation of for-
giveness through his name. But although such ; procedure might
have been quite sufficient for the formation of early Christiasn
understanding, the appeal to assent is instead once more

grounded on more public testimony. This is ne special mystery
revealed for the first time. In a way, it is not really news

at all. A proper understanding of the scriptures shows that

this has been God's revealed plan all along for the career of

the Messiah: "thus it is written, that the Messiah had to

suffer thus and rise from the dead in the third day, and have

repentance and forgiveness of sins proclaimed in his name to

all the nations" (24:146-47), The fullness of the good news,
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the outlines of the fourth and final stage Qf the Word, could
theoretically have been found in Moses and the prophets and
the psalms long ago, even in the days of stage one. What
Jesus has been doing, far from causing consternation, should
have been seen as a systematic fulfillment of the plan God
had laid out publicly long before.

To recognize this, of course, it was now necessary
for Jesus to "open their mind to understand the scriptures®
(2ksh5), It would be possible to suspect that this expres-
sion constitutes a revelational wild card, and represents
some gift of mystical intuition by which the now-fulfillied
events and the future mission might be seen shadowed in
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But that Luke is not taking refuge in this gnostic loophole
any more than in the other, is evidenced by the parallel
story of the conversaticn en route to Emmaus, There Jesus
meets the discourgement of Cleopas and his companion not with
an invitation to initiation into mysterious ways of reading,

but with a flat scolding for being dimwits and slow to believe

I".)

in their hearts what the prophets have said (24:25). Not
"understandably unable to see whaf the prophets were really
saying," but reluctant to believe what was there, and unin-
telligent about it too. The initial apostolic response to
public scriptural evidence is put on the same plane as the

initial apostolic response to the evidences of the resurrec-

tion. Only the most outrageous reluctance could continue to
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cherish doubts about the latter with all that had happened;
only the most insensitive and unbelieving reader/hearer could
fail to see that, according to scripture, "it was required
that the llessiah suffer, and enter intc his glory" (2&:26).10
According to Luke's report, Jesus does not leave even that
rebuke to be taken on faith (and indeed he could scarcely do
so on his own authority, since he was still an unrecognized
stranger to them) but demonstrates the validity of what might
have secemed a gratuitous and unjustified insult by explaining
*in all the scriptures the things about himself* (24:27)--
evidently to their satisfaction, for their hearts burned as
he did so, presumably with the excitement of insightful
realization,

The argument based on the explicit claim of the risen
Jesus, independently supported in its plausibility by an
intelligent and trusting exposition of all the scriptures
from Moses to David to the last of the prophets, does not
need further support from coordinate teachings of John. Those;
one may fairly suspect, were by this time already recognized

to be supported by the scriptures, at least in their general

lOConzelmann is seriously wrong in saying that "Luke
xxiv assumes that one can only understand it{Scripture] in the
light of the Resurrection" (The Theolosgy of St. Luke, p. 162).
On the contrary, Luke 24 firmly implies that a true reading
can be arrived at quite independently of the occurrence of the
Resurrection (though a true reading will of course point to
its necessity). Note that Cleopas and his companion are en-
lightened about the true reading before they come to a belief
in the Resurrection: the former in fact is what makes the lat-
ter possible for them, not vice versa. This point is of con-

siderable importance theologically.
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outlines, and the present revelation undoubtedly appeared to
confirm them independently as well as particularize and ad-
vance them. But in addition to the palpable proof of the
resurrection itself, further ancillary confirmation is offered
through appeal to the disciples' own memories. The angels at
the tomb remind the women that Jesus had already pointed out
that the crucifixion and resurrection of the Son of Man was
part of the heavenly agenda, whereupon "they remembered hisgs
words" (24:8); and Jesus himself tells the assembled disciples
that the lessons he is now opening their minds to understand
from scripture "are the words which I spoke to you when I was
still with you" (24:44), Evidently, the‘publicity of these
advance predictions and explanations was not restricted to

the Twelve: those who ought to remember them include the
women, Clecpas and his companion, and not only the Eleven in
Jerusalem but an unspecified group of “those with them" (24:
33). Iuke, who does not restrict the earlier explication of
the parable of the sower to the Twelve aside but seems to

have it addressed to a whole crowd of disciples (8:1-21),
apparently suggests that the fuller version of the VWord was
substantially implied and predicted not only in the scriptures
but in the open teaching of Jesus' public ministry. Despite
the dull inability of the disciples to see it at the time,

the fourth flowering of the Word may now retrospectively be

perceived to have been virtually contained within the third:

and the third was the fulfillment of the second, just as the
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second was the realization of the first-- and all of themn
stood prophetically anticipated in the scriptures, simply
waiting to be discerned, or}at least to be recognized as they
were duly enacted in the fullness of time.ll

I am not proposing this tidy view as a critically au-

thenticated exposition of the way it really happened, for

that is not to my purpose even if it were demonstrable. I am
interested only in manifesting Luke's version of how, and
with what connections, and with what possibilities of verifi-

cation, the truth was made availible and came to light.l2

lHere, of course, I once more part company with Con-
zelmann, who maintains that "The significance of xxiv, 11l is
that it expresses the truth that the Resurrection cannot be
deduced from an idea (of Messizhsihip) or from the historical
life of Jesus, but that it is announced as something new"
(The Theolcgy of St. Luke, p. 93). This verse is rather only
a bald registration of the fact that the discipies did not in
fact make this deduction, not that they could not have done so.
Indeed, the balance ¢f evidence seems to me to make it incon-
trovertibly true that Luke sides with the general tradition in
acknowledging that they had no adequate excuse for failing to
perceive that both the idea of Messiahship contiuined in scrip-
ture and the life (especially the communications, both public
and private) of Jesus pointed to the necessity of the Messianic
death and resurrection. Their failure to see this is not, in
the tradition, because it was intrinsically unintelligible
before the resurrection occurred, but because they were dull-
minded and slow to believe.

leor the general applicability of these Luke=-based
conclusions to the other synoptists, see infra. pp. 128-133,
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His story, told so that Theophilos might know the certitude
of the words he had heard, has implications concerning the
constitution of Christian understanding, implications that are
all the more important for discerning the nature and trajec-
tory of earliest Christian normative thought insofar as Luke
claims that his is a normative version of that widely-distri-
buted story. He will, of course, have more to say about the
constituting of post-ascension Christian understanding when
he writes Acts: but it is useful to pause here, at tﬁe emer=
gence of the full flowering of the basic Gospel, to see what
Luke's instruction suggests about how one may come to know--

indeed, to know with certitude-- God's deeds and plans, and
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i of difference it may make.

In the first place, although Luke occasionally meni-
fests a fairly tolerant attitude toward sturdy forms of pre-
gospel piety, it nevertheless is clear that acﬁeptance of the
Word makes the difference between life and death. He hints
this for even John's level of the Word‘'s disclosure (7:30),
and makes it quite explicit at the next stage. In the parable
of the sower, the sead that falls by the roadside represents
those who hear, but subsequently suffer the misfortune of
having the devil take the word out of their hearts. 5o say
all three synoptic versions. ILuke alone adds "so that they
may not believe and be saved" (8:12). The emphasis on belief

is significant; its linkage with salvation is even more s0.13

130he object of belief is evidently the kingdom itself,
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It is also Luke alone who has Jesus send forth the Seventy to
preach the gospel of the Kingdom, with the comments "he who
hears you, hears mej; and he who rejects you rejects me~- but
he who rejects me rejects the one who sends me" (10:16).
Rejection of the gospel, even when preached by an apostolic
missionary rather than by Jesus himself, is a rejection of
God. With that once said, it is scarcely necessary to suggest
the consequencess "whoever is ashamed of me and of my words,
of him will the Son of Man be ashamed when he comes in his
glory, and in that of the Father and of the holy angels" (91
26). His words are more enduring than heaven and earth (21:33),

and those who do not keep them in their hearts, believing

c;’

or possibly the gospel of the Kingdom. Obviously, a certain
confusion arises when believers in the fourth-stage Go>pbl
reflect on such uvrgings concerning the gospcl of the third
stage: but I think it makes most sense to unicrstand this and
the next few citations in precisely the way ivte is presenting
them. The gospel in que"‘Jon does not proclaim Jesus, but the
Kingdom, and a "Son of Man" who is distinguishable from Jesus.
The reason it is important not to reject Jesus is simply be=-
cause he does in fact bear the authentic word of God: he is the
Klngdoﬂis special prophet, and is to be received apLOf\TPU to
his sender's dignity. Superficlallj, it may «prear as 1f we
are into full gcspel territory in these quotations, but
they claim no mere for Jesus than Jesus is ready to claim
where for John: rejection of John's baptism is ”ihCilqi of
purposes of God (7 30)s failure to believe in John is an omi=-
nous fault (20:5). The balance of evidence seems to indicate
that even the third stage of the Word is crucial to accept, to
believe-~ just as some aspects of the second stage had been,
and on similar grounds.
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might as well have been citizens of Sodom., Mere opacity is no
excuses Jerusalem will be shattered simply for not knowing the
day of its visitation (19:44). Cumulatively, then, it is clear
that those whose understandings are not ruled by the gospel
of Jesuz are doomed. The converse shows the gospel just as
decisives"whoever has confidence in me before men, the Son of
Man will also have confidence in him before the angels of God"
(12:8). If the word is heard and kept faithfully in a good
heart, 1t will bring forth the fruit by which men are saved:
but accepting the gqspel of Jesus and his Kingdom may even be
enough itself, for the Good Thief is saved on the basis of
that fruit alone (23:39-43).14 L confident right understanding
is not Luke's only preoccupation, of course. He warns us
repeatedly about repentance, about works of righteousness,
about love of God and neighbor. But he alsc issues a clear
warning about the decisive importance of conforming one's mind
to the true understanding of God's plan as revealed in the
gogspel of Jesus.

The plan is more completely and perfectly disclosed in
the next and culminating revelation, which shows Jesus' true

role in the Kingdom he had preached. It is here that God's

luThe wording of this sentence is, I confess, deliber-
atelyv elusive. It is not clear whether the Good Thief is con-
fessing the firmest version of the third-stage gospel (asking
the innocent prophet not to be ashamed of him when entering
the Kingdom he has proclaimed) or a weak version of the fourth
stage (asking the Lord of the Kingdom for mercy). It does not
matter much for the present business which it is.
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wisdom is made fully manifest to men; it is here that the
scripturally anticipated arrangements are completed; it is
here that the hidden secreté of Jesus' preaching are brought
to light and the scandals of his career justly resolved. What-
ever the salvific importance of earlier stages of the Word's
unfolding, it is the understanding available at this final
stage that finally determines the norm of thought for the way
of salvation. It may therefore be said for Luke, as for Paul,
without an especially drastic shift of meanings, that the nomm
is the wisdom of God expressed in the career of Christ. And
to determine what belongs te the Christ-wisdom, one may turn
to public evidence. True, the most experienced and most care-
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nstructed expounders of
privilege of close association with the teaching of Jesus
before the crucifixion and the rarer privilege of direct
association with his more explicit teaching after the resurrec-
tion. They are therefore in the best position to define its

A

content once Jesus himself will no longer intervene directly.

» 3

But theilr privilege does not include exclusive access to the
wisdom of Christ, because this is indeﬁendently available in
two converging ways.

One is Jesus' public preaching and teaching: for in
addition to the clear and widely experienced main lines of
the gospel of the Kingdom delivered by him to congregations

and throngs throughout the land, appreciable numbers of his

followers heard also anticipated touches of the ultimate Word--
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those basic details of his personal role that were yet to be
acted out. To rediscover their access to the then partly
hidden purposes of God, they had only to search their own
memories carefully and intelligently.

On the other hand, yet more publicly accessible, there
were the scriptures, from first to last filled with news of
the Messiah's scandalous and glorious career-- themselves the
wisdom of Christ writ large by ancient prophecy under divine
inspiration, albeit in a hand which the dull-minded, not loock-
ing consistently for the Messizh, might not readily decipher.

Christ himself, his specially instructed apostles, his
public utterances, the scriptures, all coincided as alternative
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manifestations of the ultimate Word of God, the Word of Chris
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That large convergence is what guarantees Theophilos® access
to certitude about the words he had heard. That, with one
addition: those who have undertaken to narrate the deeds ful-
filled among us offer one more manifestation of the ultimate

Word by recording the fulfillments themselves, the ways in

which the penultimate stage of God's plan was concretized and
coupleted, thus making the Messizh ready for his final role.

Such a work, rightly understood, reveals the divine Christ-
Wisdom more diréctly to the newcomer, and makes it unnecessary
for him to have further confirmation from hearing Jesus' preach-
ing, exploring the memories of his hearers, interviewing the
special witnesses, working out the right exposition of the

scripture. It renders these supererogatory because it honors
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them all faithfully in presenting, via the reliable testimony
of those who best represented them all, the fulfilled deeds
which were the locus of their convergence, the events in
which the mind of Christ both enacted and became coincidental
with the nind of God.'?

Such is the theory of providentially-guided thought-
law underlying and reflected in Luke's Gospel., It is con-
sistert with the claims of his prefatory remarks. Those who
witnessed the publication of the Word in its second stage by
Jesus, and who witnessed in Jesus the fulfillment of events
in the Messianic career that made the fourth stage possible,
were also ministers of the last two stages of the Word,
first under the direction of the percrucifixibn Jesus and
then under the instruction of the risen Mess ieﬁ.l6 The
testimony which, as the risen Lord had remin;mj them, they
were in a position to give (24:48) virtually or explicitly

manifested a revelation of Ged's mind in some four different

15I do not, hcwever,
evidence to support the conten
posea for li'urgical use, as ha e !
G.D. Kilpatrick (The Or ]e ins of the Gogvel Accorn ";s' k-] S
Matthew, Oxford, EMK67>dnd for Mark by Bn111p Carrington,
The Primitive Christian Calendar., Cambridge, 1952.

16 The idea of "witness" is accordingly not clearly
differentiated. The most privileged are "witnesses" in all
four senses, as well as in another to be discussed shortly.
It is neither necessary nor possible to figure out precisely
what historical dynamics were at work in isolating one or
another sengse of "witness" in various texts, and there is no
good reason to suppose that the unified multiple-sense notion
was not earliest and basic.
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ways. Conforming one's mind to this revelation mazkes salva-
tion possible; conforming one's life perseveringly to such
an understanding rooted in a good and virtuous heart brings
forth the fruit that makes salvation assured (8:15). It ma
therefore be thought profitable to examine the received
tradition carefully, knowing that the testimony of the most
complete and privileged witnesses will bear confirming com=
parison with the prophetic intent of scripture and with the
recollections of the many less privileged witnesses, and

thus to establish both its true content and its reliability,

And this once done, it is most appropriate to present that

3

potentially fruitful testimony to one wh¢ has heard some
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and most appreprial
should find in such a presentation grounds for convicticn of
its certain truth.

One may wish that Luke had been even more thorough.
If only he had supposed his audience much more deeply skepti=-
cal, he might have supported his theory more sa fyingly by
reproducing the content of the exegesis given on the road to
Enmaus and in the room in Jerusalem, rather than wmerely wreport-
ing that a thorough explication was given and that it was
quite enough to satisfy the skepticism of those hearers. Cr
he might have detailed the remarks made by the pre-crucifix-
jon Jesus to the effect that he was to fulfill prophecies

concerning him in the Law, the Prophets, and the Psalns,

rather than settling for the report that Jesus subsequently
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reminded the assembled witnesses that he had said such things.

But then, Luke never claimed to be writing an exhaustive
He claimed only to be writing

treatment of the subject.
enough to establish the conviction of his dedicatee, Theo-

And if it seems that Theophilos' standards of

That

philes.
scientific skepticism were not up to modern snuff, there is
one thing that one should remember in addition to the inappro-

priate anachronism of using such a standard of judgment.

is that Luke did not postulate that his werk was all that
He writes only as a sound and accomplished

¥t

f his

f=te

Theophilos had.
representative of a tradition that transcends both his author-
He consistently points beyond himself,
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implicitly offering his reader o
curiosity or dull-heartedness shoul
Luke does not claim to present

more ample demonstrations.
everything that the Christian movement has remembered from

foundation of the Word, but only that that memory
the things it has especially cher-
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ished are his object.

way, he has given a cocurt of appeal not only tQ Theophilos
but to us: for we have access to at least two other indepen-

dent efforts to record that memory's heritage, drawing from
the same general stock of tradition and thus permitting a

test of Luke's implicit claim that his theory of the con-
stitution governing Christian understanding is indeed none of

his invention but part of the bequest of earliest Christian

conviction.
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There are, among the synoptists, some differences in
the revelational scheme; but I believe them to be essentially
reconcilable with the one which Luke proposes. Mark, for
instance, begins abruptly with John the Baptist, and does not
bother to glance back to observe a state of Expectation before
him. But since John is seen as a fulfillment of prophecy
(1s2-3), it is virtually certain that Mark would acknowledge
the reality and functional impo-tance of Luke's first stage,
the eschatological understanding of the promise to Isrcel.
Luke's second stage, John's News, is somewhat muted in Mark
but there is no question about either its importance or its
novelty. Neither is there any doubt about its command over
understanding. John not only baptizes but also proclizims a
baptism of repentance (l:4), to which is added news about the
coming one who will baptize in holy spirit (1:7-8). Mark's
witness to the popular belief that John was a prophet (11:32)
is also further amplified by the curious vignette in which
John not only reproves Herod but subsequently makes him his

pupil (6:18-20). Thus although Mark's treatment tends to
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diminish notice of John and heighten the representation of
Jesus, he nevertheless offers us enough to sllow a reconstruct-
tion, even from his material alone, of a stage of mind-forma-
tive News. No essential feature of Luke's picture at. this
stratum is without its corresponding Marcan evidence.

The softer treatment of John permits Mark to give a

greater emphasis to the novelty of Jesus' gospel. But the
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significant difference from Luke lies in the degree to which
the final stage of the Word is anticipated during the prelimi-
nary preaching of the gospel of the Kingdom. Symptomatically,
Luke's reservation of euaggelion to the fourth level of
revelation is not followed by Iark, who uses the term for the
title of his own work, for the characterization of the first
preaching of Jesus (l:14-15), and for the characterization of
the future preaching of the apostles (13:10). But of what is
this symptomatic? Not, I subnrit, of Mark's having conceived
his work as a sort of wvisualization of the basic kerygma, but

of a confusion and inconsistency in Mark's handling of tradi-

quite against the grain. Nothing in the text invites such a

C

projection; everything points to Luke's third stage, Jesus®
.

gospel of the Kingdom. On the other hand, the instance in

13:10 is just as clearly pointing to Luke's fourth and final

version of the Word. And as for Mark's title-verse, I think

that-- especially in view of 14:9, particularly with an eye

-
§

to those MSS. which read touto-- by far the most plausible
interpretation is that the word here carries essentially its
eventual Gattung freight: the account of the teachings and
doings of Jesus Christ, Son of God.

Mark is less careful than Luke about observing bound-

aries. But he acknowledges them all the same, even though

somewhat inconéistently. Luke allows for partial news leaks
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of the final Gospel even during the third stage of the Word,
but reserves all effectual understanding (and the fullest
disclosure) until afier the resurrection. Mark shows that he
too acknowledges that the Gospel was, and was not, disclosed
during the period of the gospel of the Kingdom, dbut he (rather
more implausibly) handles this more strictly according to a
division between exoteric and esoteric teaching, with the

5

latter sometimes characterized as the gospel of the Kingdom
(which for Luke is consistently public) and sometim ac the
fuller Gospel message, and with the disciples sometimes under-
standing (which Luke does not grant to the hints of the ulti-
mate Word) and sometimes being quite obtuse. In short, Mark
witnesses to a tradition that included 21l the basic elaments
of Luke's sense of Soef s, but presents them in a more dis~
orderly form that would invite Luke's reconstruction even on

the basis of Mark's text alone, simply as a way of making more

(
coherent and plausible sense of the Marcan tradition than Mark

himself manages to accomplish. Once this is recognized, and

the necessary allowances made, it

’-Jn

is possible to see that the
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tradition which Mark bears is fully coherent with the Luecon ine
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in different interpretive directions. But does this then mean
that Mark‘'s editorial work manifests an importantly different
understanding of how it was, such as to undermine any generali-
zation about a common understanding among those involved in

the synoptic tradition? I think not. Mark's reorganization

.

is in fact to be explained precisely on the basis of his
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emphatic application of one of the four complementary prin-
ciples in the constitution of Christian understanding: the
full Gospel was somehow present in the pre-crucifixion teach-
ings of Jesus. Luke‘®s own handling of the predictions of the
passion and resurrection (to which I shall turn shortly) shows
that he knew this principle but had no comfortably intelli-
gible way of representing its historical manifestation. Mark
has a similar problem and tries to resolve it differently.

His resolution has the disadvantages of being inconsistently
applied, and of making the obscurity of the final Gospel‘s
prolepsis depend in part on a rather arbitrary and unfair
exclusion on the part of Jesus, but these di advantages do not
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basic constitution, but merely permit us to wonder tempcrarily
about the justice of Jesus' implementation of it (and then,
when we have got past presuming that Liark has not tampered
with the Jesus he received, to wonder permanently about lark's
own sense of justice). His handling of the tradition is
theologically unpleasant, but it does not obscure either
‘basic suppositions of the tradition itself nor his accep
of them.
Matthew offers little more than Mark by way of an

elaboration on the time of the Expectation, even though he
treats of the birth and infancy of Jesus; but like Mark, he

witnesses to the reception of John as the fulfiller of escha-

tological expectation (3:3). If his failure to link the
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child Jesus with any promise but the conventional NMessianic
one indicates that Luke may have elaborated on a more per-
functory early Christian sense of stage one, it matters
little: Luke too sees that the appearance of John renders the
first stage obsclete, however it may have shadowed the second.
If Mark's John falls somewhat short of the revela-
tional significance accorded to him by Luke, Matthew's John
goes well beyond. John proclaims the news of the approach of
the Kingdom (3:2), so explicitly that the first preaching of
Jesus, though formulated by Matthew as “the gospel of the
Kingdou® (4:23), is given an abbreviated representation that
echoes verbatim the preaching of John (4:17). Matthew, in
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that John preached a News that at least bordered on and may
have anticipated the explicit gospel of the Kingdom.

Luke's tendency is to suggest that Jesus originated
the gospel of the Kingdom; Matthew does not follow this (and
of course there are hints in Luke that Matthew is here more
accurate), but shares with Luke, and with lark, the assumption

that whether or not he was the first to mention it, Jesus was

nevertheless the prophet of the Kingdom par excellence.

Despite the bold notice given to John at the beginning,

Matthew neglects him almost altogether once Jesus' ministry
begins. And if the initial preaching formula of Jesus had
been fully anticipated by John, nothing in John's ministry

remotely approaches the bolder claims made by Matthew's Jesus
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concerning his own fulfilling work (5:17-18). And that is,
of course, more important than the simple question of John's
anticipation.

Matthew does not differ significantly from Luke in
his representation of the proper type and grounds of respcnse
at the second and third levels of the Word. He does share
with Mark, however, a tendency to anticipate the final Gospel
more explicitly within the pre-crucifixion teachings of Jesus--
though rithout imposing on this anticipation so much of either
Mark*s arbitrary esoterism or his occasional failure to dis-
tinguish the gospel of the Kingdom from the Gospel of Jesus
Chriat. In general, I find that even after the differences
have been appreciated, the scheme which I have induced fron
Luke remains fully coherent with the material presented by
Mark and Matthew, and with their independent management of it,
The differences between them are not substantiye, and can be
accounted for as differently weighted applications of the same
body of assumptions about the unfolding of the Word and about
the corresponding formation of normative understanding.

Luke's synoptic collezgues, in sho~t, offer some solid

sunport for what he claims he learned from Lo traditicn

i1

do Nnot mean merely that they share with him descriptions of
many of the same fulfilled deeds and offer similar versions of

the other events and teachings, or even that they show similar

assumptions about the unfolding of true understanding. I am
pointing rather to ways in which they illustrate more clearly
than he himself does some of the important aspects of his
implicit theory.

Luke, for instance, alleges but does not adequately



134

exemplify the scriptural anticipation of Jesus' career-- let
alone Jesus' pre-crucifixion application of seriptural pro-
phesy to the events of his own life. Matthew is of course
notorious for the number of instances in which he correlates
scripture with incidents in the life of Jesus, and clearly
confirms Luke's suggestion that general tradition is likely
to manifest this as a typical assumption and procedure in
earliest Christian thinking. Both Matthew and Mark likewise
haﬁe Jesus say explicitly that his arrest is taking place
"s0 that the scriptures may be fulfilled" (Mt. 26:56; Nk 14;
49), thus bearing witness more overtly tc a significant
feavure of tradition's recollection which Luke claims but
does not so clearly supporit. Even Jesus' general unconven-
tional uses of sceripture in support of his teachings, an
implicit prerequisite to Luke's theories, comes clearer in
Matthew and Mark: they, unlike ILuke, supply Jesus® scripture-
ally~-based criticism of the Pharisaic teachings (Mt 15:1-19;
Mk 7:1-13). Even more dramatically, it is they, and not Luke,
who report Jesus' bold claim that the Sadducees have not
merely reasoned wrongly but simply “do not know the scuiptul
(Mt 22:29; Mk 12:124)-- not to mention the even more audaciivus
claim that Moses only compromised with hard-heartedness in
allowing divorce, and should be corrected in practice by a
return to more ancient ways (Mt 19:3-9; Mk:i2-12). On the
whole, Luke's allegation that earliest Christianity followed

Jesus in supporting even the more scandalous features of the
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Gospel in detail by appealing to a sometimes unconventjional but
sounder reading of scripture, is not only echoed by the other
synoptic evangelists but better evidenced by them than by

Luke himself. If Theophilos, or Luke's other readers, had
suspected that Luke was fudging in what he had said about the
availlability of scriptural support, or its employment by Jesus

before the crucifixion, Matthew and Mark make it seem probable

de
0

that they would have been reassu.ed by a more direct appeal o
the tradition of the eyewitnesses and first ministers ol the
Word. Which is, of course, Jjust what Luke himself implies.

The case is similar with Jesus' pre-crucifixion pre-~

dictions of the events to come. ILuke's women remember e sro-

spectively the predictions of the passion and resurrection (24:6-8),
and his other witnesses are reminded of them later by Jesus him-
self (24:44-43). But the earlier representations of the predic-
tions themselves do not establish confidence. There is no
indication that the first prediction was heard at all, for

there is, rather implausibly, no reaction or response (9:22),

Ao

The second prediction meets the grossest incomprehensiocns

Yoed

*but they did not understand this remark, and 1t was conccale
from them so that they might not perceive 1il; an

afraid to ask him about this statement" (9:45), while the
third prediction is no more successful in illuminating their
minds: "and they understood none of these things; and this
matter was concealed from them, and they did hot know what

was being said" (18:34). By contrast, the other synoptic

accounts more unambiguously glve the auditors something to
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remember later: Mark assures us in the first instance that
"this statement was made quite plainly" (8:32), and both he
and Matthew substantiate its clarity by reporting Peter's
vigorous objection to the inappropriateness of such a fate

(Mt 16:22; Mk 8:32). Mark represents that they did not under-
stand the second prediction and were afraid to ask about it
(9:32), but does not suggest quite so deep an uncomprehension
as Luke-- while Matthew, who reports their grief upon hearing
it, obviously credits them with understanding. And as for the
third prediction, far from concluding in Lucan inarticulate
bafflement, the Matthean ané lMarcan versions have it occasion
the dispute about whether the sons of Zebedee may have privi-
leged positions in Jesus' subsequent place of Glory! (Mt 20:
18-21; Mk 10:33-37). Thus the disciples have indeed grasped
something of the Gospel's future in the other two synoptists,
far more than Luke explicitly endows them with for their later
recollections; and shortly thereafter, Matthew and Mark (again,

3

unlike Luke) have Jesus also provide his followers with *the

‘ & & mcrrney 3o 5 i ~ vy Al o 2 e s 1
further piece of information that before the end, the Gospel

must first be preached to all the nations (Mt 24¢304¢ Mk 13:10).
Thus once again, Luke repcris postFresurrection claims by
Jesus that seem to be belied by an appeal to his antecedent
evidence; but if some Lucan Theophilos should turn suspi-
ciously to the tradition, he would apparently discover that

according to it, these claims were much more Jjustly earned

than Luke himself establishes. Evidently Luke had understood
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tradition rather more satisfactorily than he had reported it.
Matthew and Mark are not less supportive of Luke in
the other main vectors of his implicit theory. Jesus' post-
resurrection claim to Lordship is yet more explicit in Matthew
than in Luke: "all authority in heaven and on earth has been
given to me" (28:118). Mark's final placement of Jesus at the
right hand of God is in the narrator's voice rather than said
by Jests, but its easy confidence makes it obvious that this
is a foregone conclusion that does not need reiteration by
Jesuss as I have already observed, it is not a new realigzation
here in Mark's scheme of things but had been unquestioningly
assumed by the sons of Zebedee well before (10:37), and thus
has no less post-resurrection reconfirmation in Mark's gospel

for not being expressly announced by Jesus.l7 The supplied

17Here and in the next observation, I use "Mark® in
reference to the usual ending of the Second Gospel, which of
course did not necessarily ccme under the same redactional
auspices as the rest of the text (but see William R. Farmer,
The Last Twelve Verses of Mark. Cambridge, 1974 for an argu-
ment that these verses are larkan). Although its date of

3 rest that 1t at least witnesses
on 1 ;

composition is uncertain, I sugg
independently to assumptions present in the traditi
a Lucan Theophilos might appeal. In that respect, it has &«
significance it would not have if it had merely been, for in-
stance, copiled from the ending of Matthew. Despite various,
attempts to argue that Mark originally ended at 16:8, I believe
that it is far more plausible that an original Marcan ending
has been lost; the alternative seems to be to propose the most
unnecessarily anticlimactic ending in the history of world
literature. If its original ending has in fact been lost, I
know of no indications in the rest of the text to suggest that
it would have deviated in any significant way from the adduced

pattern.
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ending of lark handles similarly the reconfirmation of the
mission to evangelize the world in the discipleship of Jesus.
The text could scarcely be firmer: "having gone forth into the
entire world, proclaim the good news to all creation" (16:15),
and Matthew's parallel formula is equivalent: "having gone
forth, proselytize all the nations" (28:19). In fact, all of
the elements of the basic structure given by Luke to the con-
stitution governing Christian understanding are replicated in

each of the other synoptic redactions of the traditional "ful=-

filled deeds" material passed down from the early witnesses.l8

l8The closest we come to a partial exception is when

Luke witnesses to the conviction that a proper reading of
scripture can demonstrate the necessity that the Imb51uh pass
through crucifixion and resurrection into g1orV. mobuﬁeh is
not qulte so explicit, but nevertheless clearly manifests
essentially the same assumption. Jesus pleads just such =
scrlpturallv-demonwura ;ed necessity when he explains why it
is inappropriate to resist his arrest through the interven=-
tion of either men or angels: for "how then should the scrip-
tures be fulfilled, thst this is the way it must happen?”

(Mt 26:54). The various Matthean recollections of seriptural
hints in congunvtvoﬂ with the final stages of Jesus' career
are similar a way of illustrating the general assurance of
Matthew's Jesus that *vou should not suppose that I came to
abolish the Law and the Prophets: I came not to abolish but
to fulfill. For I tell you solemnly, until heaven and earth
come to an end, not the least letfer or mark will e lost
from the law “nbil all things ha?e % n place® (5'17w18),

~ =
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That is, I think, the Law and the Prop :
about the career on Whl“n ho 10 embarked, and it is there-
fore his work that will validate them above all. Mark does
not confirm this part of the general theory quite so clearly.
From his citations of scripture to show fulfillments in Jesus,
and from the succinct remark of Jesus in his account of the
arrest, "that the scriptures may be fulfilled" (14:49), it is
evident that he is no stranger to some such assumption; but
he does not articulate it overtly. His only partial neglect,
however, can hardly stand as a refutation of Luke's and
Matthew's-= not to mention Paul‘'s-- witness to this convic-

tion as an axiom of the earliest Christian understanding.



139

Just as they confirm Luke's theory concerning where
the true Word has been made available to human understanding,
so the other synoptists confirm his sense of the importance
of conforming one's understanding to it. Mark's John the
Baptist preaches only a baptisﬁ of repentance for the forgive-
ness of sins (l:4), but the first preaching of his Jesus
commands not only repentance but also "bellieve in the good
news” (l:l5)-- and Jesus' last remarks reveal starkly what is

at stake: "proclaim the good news to all creation: he who
belleves and is baptized shall be saved, but he who does not
believe shall be condemnzd® (16316).19 His version

of Jesus® explanation of the reason for parabolic
teaching implieg that those who do not understand the mystery

of the Kingdom will not have their sins forgiven (&xllnlz).zo
The indispensably prerequisite understanding is, at least
that stage of the Word's unfolding, given only by election
and explanation; but it is {he fulcrum on which the differ-

ence is made between salvation and damnation.

1
9As part of the restored ending,
ally of a piece with the rest of Mark, bu
aine spirit as well as the same tradition.

&

ZOThis is, after all, what it says: and cgainst
Marxsen ("Redaktionsgeschichtliche Erkldrung der songenannten
Parabeltheorie des Markus®, Zeitschrift fir Theologile und
Kirche 52 (1955), p. 269) and Jeremias (Op. Cite, pe 17)s 1
side with Matthew Black (An Aramaic Approach i¢ the Cowpc]
and Acts, third edition, Oxfora, 1967) in his insistence L}qt
whatever Jesus himself may have said, no benevolent exegesis
can legitimately rescue Mark's grim words from such a mean-
ing~~ not even the subtle ingenuity displayed more recently
by C.F.D. Meule (Mark 411-20 Yet Once More"™, in Neotestamen-
tica et Semitica: Studies in Honour of uattnew Black, Edin-

burgh, 1969, pp. 95- 113)

this is not editor-
t ¢l

clearly in the
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lMatthew's parallel account likewise draws a line
between those who have, to whom are given the secrets of the
Kingdom, and those from whom this privilege is withheld, who
do not have, and from whom all will be taken away (13:11-12;
cf. 25129-30). If the latter should understand, they would
repent and be healed (13:13-15); but since they do not, they

are lost. Though more oblique than Mark, Matthew attests

=3

to the ominous consequences of failing to confess a falt
in Jesus: whoever acknowledges him before men will be
acknowledged by him before the Father (10:32). On the
occasion of the centurion's expression of faith, Jesus

admits that Israel has not responded so well, and warns

T -3 3 < o~ dha T anpn £ i 2 AP 3 .
that others will take the place of the Sons of the Kingdom,

who will go to perdition (8:10-12). "Understanding" is ad-
mittedly not Matthew's primary theological category. His

«
visions of judgment (7:22-23, 25:31=46) concentrate on the
division not between believers and unbelievers or between
those who have grasped the Word and those who have not, but
hetween two species of belisvers and urndergtanderar “hoss whn
have lived cut the Word according to Jesusg' precents and thoge
who have failed to do so. Those whose opacity or hard-hearted-
ness kept them from knowing the truth in the first place are
simply ignored. But it nevertheless appears that Matthew

presumes a grasp of the Word as prerequisite to salvation.

In his version of the parable of the sower, unlike the ex~
planations given in Mark and Luke, the key disqualification of

these imaged in the seed by the roadside is that they hear

the word of the Kingdom but do not understand, and therefore
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the Word is easily rendered ineffectual; the key difference
in the seed on good ground is that the Word is not only heard,
but understood: this is what makes it possible to bear the
fruit by which salvation comes (133519, 23). By their fruits
you shall know them, and by their fruits they will be judged;
but for Matthew, no less than for Mark and Luke, the fruits
in question are those that grow from the seed of the Word
rightly understood.

The future orientation of this last metaphorlis of
the essence, and deserves extra stress in the light of Luke's
apparent past-orientedness in his key reference to "fulfilled

Ao

deeds." I say apparent pasti-orientedness, because a more
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rgests that LuKe is fully
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;ic look at his gospel su
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aware that the dynamic of the Word is forward, not backward.
For ILuke is interested in the problem of revelation,

and in what may be called the basic pattern of gospel-~ viz,,

the process of proclamation and acceptance of a wonderful,

if implausible, good news. He explores this patitern briefly

in several instances of its appearance within the overall

nain story, and the implications are

—

fulfilled deeds of his
instructive,

The first full instance is that of the gospel of
Gabriel, which, although part of the story of John the
Baptist, 1s really concentrated on a point that is quite
independent of the significance of John himself. The point

resides rather in the conflict between Zacharias' own hope
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and doubt. Not that he has any reason to hope that Elizabeth's
shame will he removed by the birth of a child: we are assured
both that she is sterile and that they are both advanced in
years. The situation seems clearly beyond hope. Yet when
Gabriel appears, he sets his gospel (he was delegated, he

says evaggelisasthai soi tauta) in the context of the answer

to Zacharias' prayer. Evidently, despite the apparent closure
of the question, Zacharias has not given up on the possibil-
ity of appealing his case. Yet when he is told that his
sustained hope is to be rewarded, he fails to transform it
into belief. And so, as a combination of confirming sign

and rebuking punishment for his doubt, his tongue is sealed.

aat
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Zachari ault is specific. He is not in general
a man to be punished: on the contrary, he is just and has
walked in all the commandments and regulations of the Lord.
But he has not believed in the gospel proclaimed by the
apostle Gabriel (apestalen . . .). The angel has spoken

words which shall be fulfilled in their due season. Zacharias
is evidently obliged to recognize that this is the case, and
to seé that his speculative hope has more truth than his prac-
tical incredulity. Gabriel's message defines an orthodoxy

fo which Zacharias is expected to conform his understanding,
and his failure to do so is a significant and punishable
blunder.

How, in this case, should Zacharias have known what

to believe? ILuke seems to take it for granted that we will
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know that the angel has spoken the truth, and that Zacharias
therefore ought not to have been hesitant to accept it. This
is after all, a piece of literary craft, not a psychological
study. But to the extent that Luke works with Zacharias'
response, he is presumably conditioning his treatment by his
non-literary sense of moral truth. Iuke seems to suppose
that the circumstances of this announcement are sufficient to.
guarantee its reliability: Gabriel does not identif<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>