
Introduction
Anyone undertaking to write a nt theology is at once faced with the question whether he is attempting the impossible, for there are not wanting those who would deny that there is such a thing. Others would prefer to speak of religion rather than theology, while some would attempt a compromise and speak of 'thought' rather than theology, fearing that the latter word is too closely bound up with a system of doctrine. It will at once be seen that any writer attempting the task must make clear at the outset his definition of nt theology and its scope. He must also come to terms with the relationship between theology and history since his under​standing of this will determine his method.
A brief survey of the development of the study of New Testament theology
Prior to the Reformation there was little or no interest in biblical theology. The focus was wholly upon dogmatics which in turn was dominated by the traditional teaching of the church. Church tradition was more important than the biblical evidence, although the latter was used to bolster up the traditional dogmas. Since no freedom of interpretation was allowed to the individual scholar, exegesis was non-existent and ecclesiastical teaching never challenged. This approach reached its official expression in the edicts of the Council of Trent. While paying tribute to the importance of the biblical texts, the Council conceded that the ecclesiastical traditions were of equal weight. But this was not the kind of milieu  which would encourage the development of a genuine biblical theology. Modern Catholicism, at least in its more liberal schools of thought, has nevertheless given more serious attention to the examination of the biblical texts.
It is one of the most notable features of the thought of the Reformers that they were determined to break away from ecclesiastical tradition and it is therefore not surprising to discover among them a tremendous upsurge
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of interest in biblical theology. Indeed, because the reformers substituted the authority of the biblical text for the authority of the church, the attempt to construct an orderly account of biblical teaching was, in fact, indispens​able. Moreover, the belief in the divine origin of the text of Scripture gave all doctrine based upon it the stamp of its own authority. Protestant schol​arship at that time was not scientific in its approach to biblical evidence. Interpretations were often subjective, rather than based on historical re​search. Nevertheless the Reformers' view of theology undoubtedly laid the foundation for all subsequent interest in biblical theological studies. In place of the forced exegesis of much medieval scholasticism, the Reformers argued for the plain meaning of Scripture, which encouraged the quest for greater facility in the biblical languages and paved the way for an under​standing of Scripture independent of the decisions of church councils or the ideas of the creeds. The systematizing of thought in Reformation theology was very different from the philosophical frameworks used by the previous dogmaticians. It should be noted, however, that as yet no distinction was made between. Moreover, the belief in the divine origin of the text of Scripture gave all doctrine based upon it the stamp of its own authority. Protestant schol​arship at that time was not scientific in its approach to biblical evidence. Interpretations were often subjective, rather than based on historical re​search. Nevertheless the Reformers' view of theology undoubtedly laid the foundation for all subsequent interest in biblical theological studies. In place of the forced exegesis of much medieval scholasticism, the Reformers argued for the plain meaning of Scripture, which encouraged the quest for greater facility in the biblical languages and paved the way for an under​standing of Scripture independent of the decisions of church councils or the ideas of the creeds. The systematizing of thought in Reformation theology was very different from the philosophical frameworks used by the previous dogmaticians. It should be noted, however, that as yet no distinction was made between οτ and nt theology. All parts of Scripture were equally valid for the support of doctrine and no suggestion of a specifically nt theology appears at this time.
Indeed, throughout the post-Reformation period until the dawn of ra​tionalism, Protestant theology made no provision for progressive revelation and this led to a view of Scripture as a mine of proof-texts to support doctrinal systems.1 The idea of a nt theology would have been alien at this time since Christ could be seen in the οτ as in the nt, and the unity of Scripture prevented the view that nt theology should be studied as a distinct entity. What was most serious during this period was the lack of any consideration of the historical background in which the Christian theology developed. The context of scriptural statements was less import​ant than their content, but exegesis was inevitably dominated by dogmatic considerations.
It is the rise of the modern critical period, covering the last two centuries, which has caused the field of nt theology both to come into its own and yet at the same time to suffer many setbacks. The first real differentiation ' between dogmatic and biblical theology was made in 1787 by J. P. Gabler,2 who criticized the former because it consisted of what men by the use of their reason philosophized, and urged attention to the latter because it
1 Cf. W. G. Kiimmel, The New Testament: The History of the Investigation of its Problems (Eng. trans. 1972), p.98.
2 The title of J. P. Gabler's work is Oratio dejusto discrimine theologize biblicae et dogmaticae regundisque recte utriusque finibus (Discourse on the proper distinction between biblical and dogmatic theology and the correct determi​nation of their boundaries) (1787). Kummel gives an extensive quotation of this work, op. at., p. 98. A German translation of Gabler's essay has been included in Das Problem der Theologie des Neuen Testaments (ed. G. Strecker, 1975), pp. 32-44, a recognition of its importance in the development of the study of nt theology.
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A brief survey of the development of the study of New Testament theology
consisted of a historical discipline. Other rationalistic interpreters of nt theology followed Gabler's lead, although their work was mainly aimed to support from the biblical texts the principles of the age of reason.3
The earlier rationalistic attempts gave way to an approach to the nt which was affected by the Hegelian philosophy, which influenced the approach of scholars to history. Indeed, it led to so radical a reconstruction of early Christian history, that the theology of the early period was inev​itably affected. F. C. Baur's criticism of the biblical texts was based on his prior acceptance of an early tension between the Petrine and Pauline fac​tions, leading him to see the nt as an eirenicon between them. But theology could not be based on an interpretation which had been imposed on the nt text. Indeed the result of this kind of movement was an over-emphasis on historical considerations and a lack of interest in nt thought except as re-edited in line with Baur's reconstruction.4 Although this thesis has long since been disbanded, Baur's influence over theological studies in the nt field was extensive.3 It contributed to the quest for the historical Jesus which dominated the theological scene through the next half-century.
This historical movement found an able exponent in Holtzmann, whose work on nt theology may be regarded as the classic statement of 'liberal' thinking.6 He definitely rejected any approach to nt theology based on a dogmatic framework and also rejected the idea of revelation. He neverthe​less used theological topics for the classification of his material. Holtzmann's position is of interest because he based his approach to the literature on a historical-critical analysis which did not maintain the full authenticity of the texts. During this period there were still many scholars who built their theology on a more conservative basis, among the more notable of whom were Hofmann, Tholuck, Bernard Weiss, Zahn and Feine. These all inclined towards a more historical approach than the dogmaticians had adopted, although they still maintained that the text was the vehicle of revelation. The most outstanding work from a conservative theological standpoint was the New Testament Theology of A. Schlatter,7 who, although recognizing the need for historical orientation, nevertheless
[image: image1.png]{Cf. A. Schweitzer, Paul and his Imerpreters (Eng. trans. 1912), pp ;
4pproach to Paul's theology. He shows that Baur speaks more s a pupil of Hegel than as 2 historian.

* R. Morgan, The Nature of New Testanient Theolagy (1973), pp. 13f.. points ou thar Baur's reconstruction
failed because it did not do justice to the complexity of early Christian history. He also confused che
chronology. Bur Morgan considers that Baur's conception of the relation between theology and history

¢ For an appraisal of Holzmann's work, ¢f R. Morgan, op. ci., 76, H. ). Holtzmann's Thealogy was
Published in 1897 under the title Lehrbuch der neutestamentlichen Theologie (2 vols.). Cf. also Schweitzer’s
review of Holtzmann's work, op. cit.. pp. 100fF. W. Wrede commients on this on p.93 of the essay mentioned
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A. Schlatter's Neutestamentliche Theologie (21922-3) was in two parts: 'Die Geschichte des Chrisms' and Die Theologie der Apostel' (this included Paul's theology and Luke and Matthew).
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retained a dogmatic interest. His views will be considered in the next section. In America a New Testament Theology was produced by G. B. Stevens8 at the end of the nineteenth century. This kept clear of dogmatic structures and concentrated on a descriptive account of the various groups of literature.
A major event in the approach to nt theology was the appearance of Wrede's essay on The Task and Methods of New Testament Theology (1897).9 This was a thorough-going attempt to argue for a historical approach in contrast to a dogmatic approach. Wrede insisted that the nt was concerned with religion rather than with theology, an issue which will be discussed in the next section. There is no doubt that Wrede over-reacted against dogmatic considerations in his approach to nt thought, with the result that for him nt theology resolved itself into a history of early Christian religion. Nevertheless Wrede's insistence that theology must be studied in its his​torical context has exerted a powerful influence on subsequent studies.
Wrede was a representative of the ReligionsgeschichteHt movement which was based on an historical approach. The interest in setting out an account of the Christian religion necessitated a comparative study of other religions to bring out ways in which the former had been influenced by the latter. The nt ceased to be an authoritative source of early Christian theology, but rather became a part of the total picture of first-century religion.11 This undoubtedly led to an over-emphasis on Jewish apocalyptic.12 Neither approach led to a true picture of nt theology, and certainly neither fulfilled Wrede's demands for a historical approach, for both presented reconstruc​tions which were historically dubious. Much of Schweitzer's reaction was caused by his opposition to the 'Jesus of history' movement, based as it was on a wholly non-eschatological approach. A further result from these movements was the tendency to set the Hellenistic background of Paul against the Jewish apocalyptic background of Jesus. No unified theology of the nt was possible in these circumstances. Consequently any nt the​ology was bound to involve most emphasis on either the teaching of Jesus or the teaching of Paul and John. Since through the rise of form criticism a sceptical attitude has developed towards the historical Jesus, especially in Bultmann's presentation, the teaching of Jesus has been largely discounted
8G. B. Stevens, TNT (1899).
9 This essay of Wrede is included under this title in R. Morgan's book, op, tit., pp.68-116.
10 A recent book giving a survey of this approach is C. Colpe's Die religionsgeschichtliche Schule (1961).
11 Cf. W. Bousset, Kyrios Chrislos (1913, Eng. trans. 1970); R. Reitzenstein, Die hellenistischen Mysterien-religionen nach Ihre Grundgedanken and Wirkungen (31927). Schlatter's wise words of warning against treating all religious data as a unitary thing went unheeded (cf. R. Morgan, The Nature of New Testament Theology, p. 144): 'The necessary task of New Testament theology remains undone so long as it lurches up and down the wide front of the statistics and history of all religions in an attempt to establish how far back anticipations of and analogies to the ideas of the New Testament can be found.'
12 A. Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus (1906, Eng. trans. 31954). He gives his own views, in response to Wrede's The Messianic Secret in the Gospels, on pp.328ff.
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A brief survey of the development of the study of New Testament theology and nt theology has concentrated on the Pauline epistles and the fourth gospel, both of which were considered to be strongly Hellenistic. Indeed Bultmann's New Testament Theology is a classic example of this tendency.
It would not, however, be true to say that Bultmann's New Testament Theohgyliwas, or even aimed to be, a purely historical account. He intro​duced a dogmatic element which was very different from the older trad​itional dogmatic approach. Drawing his inspiration from existential philosophy, he maintained that the theological texts had a continuing rel​evance, but must constantly be reinterpreted. The nt texts on which he based his reassessment had themselves been interpreted through the my​thological approach of their age and it was therefore essential to subject them to a process of demythologization before the timeless truths, which alone could challenge for decision, could be uncovered. No connection was seen between the historical Jesus and the Christ of faith, and this naturally coloured Bultmann's whole approach to theology.14
Not all Bultmann's followers have been as sceptical regarding the his​torical Jesus. Nevertheless, the production by Hans Conzelmann of An Outline of the Theology of the New Testament^ is still far removed from the older approaches which gave full weight to the teaching of Jesus. In Conzelmann's presentation Jesus becomes only slightly more credible as a historical figure. The Theology is still dominated by the attempt to reinter​pret the nt in terms of existential philosophy, and it must be seriously questioned to what extent such a reinterpretation can legitimately be called nt theology.
During this period of existential philosophical influence, a parallel move​ment was devoting increasing attention to biblical theology, which had itself suffered neglect during the 'Jesus of history' movement. Against the fragmented approach of various other movements, the biblical theology movement strove to discover some unity within the variety of the nt. Most notable among the exponents of this movement is Oscar Cullmann16 whose main emphasis is on Heilsgeschichte, the view that God's acts as well as his words are fundamental to salvation, a view which challenges the premises of existentialism. History is seen, therefore, to be of great im​portance in the approach to nt theology. Cullmann's main theological
R. Bultmann, TNT, 2 vols. (Eng. trans. 1956). He considered that 'New Testament Theology consists in the unfolding of those ideas by means of which Christian faith makes sure of its own object, basis and consequence' (1, p.3). He does not, however, enlarge on this. He begins with the kerygma. To him the message of Jesus was a presupposition for nt theology rather than a part of it.
R. Morgan, op. ctt., p.37, sums up Bultmann's theology as rooted in man. He comments that according ο this view man is the object of theology. This, of course, makes theology dependent on anthropology.
H. Conzelmann, An Outline of the Theology of the New Testament (Eng. trans. 1969). Conzelmann includes only a very brief introduction to his method, which covers a brief historical survey (pp. 3ff.).
O. Cullmann, Christ and Time (Eng. trans. 1951); Salvation in History (Eng. trans. 1967). Although ullmann has not produced an nt .theology, he has written a major work on Christology from a Heils-geschuhte point of view, i.e. his Christology of the New Testament (Eng. trans. 21963).
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undertaking MoreoverevidenceNevertheless plain meaning encouraged Moreover, the belief in the divine origin of the text of Scripture gave all doctrine based upon it the stamp of its own authority. Protestant schol​arship at that time was not scientific in its approach to biblical evidence. Interpretations were often subjective, rather than based on historical re​search. Nevertheless the Reformers' view of theology undoubtedly laid the foundation for all subsequent interest in biblical theological studies. In place of the forced exegesis of much medieval scholasticism, the Reformers argued for the plain meaning of Scripture, which encouraged the quest for greater facility in the biblical languages and paved the way for an under​standing of Scripture independent of the decisions of church councils or the ideas of the creeds. The systematizing of thought in Reformation theology was very different from the philosophical frameworks used by the previous dogmaticians. It should be noted, however, that as yet no distinction was made between οτ and nt theology. All parts of Scripture were equally valid for the support of doctrine and no suggestion of a specifically nt theology appears at this time.
Indeed, throughout the post-Reformation period until the dawn of ra​tionalism, Protestant theology made no provision for progressive revelation and this led to a view of Scripture as a mine of proof-texts to support doctrinal systems.1 The idea of a nt theology would have been alien at this time since Christ could be seen in the οτ as in the nt, and the unity of Scripture prevented the view that nt theology should be studied as a distinct entity. What was most serious during this period was the lack of any consideration of the historical background in which the Christian theology developed. The context of scriptural statements was less import​ant than their content, but exegesis was inevitably dominated by dogmatic considerations.
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Wrede was a representative of the ReligionsgeschichteHt movement which was based on an historical approach. The interest in setting out an account of the Christian religion necessitated a comparative study of other religions to bring out ways in which the former had been influenced by the latter. The nt ceased to be an authoritative source of early Christian theology, but rather became a part of the total picture of first-century religion.11 This undoubtedly led to an over-emphasis on Jewish apocalyptic.12 Neither approach led to a true picture of nt theology, and certainly neither fulfilled Wrede's demands for a historical approach, for both presented reconstruc​tions which were historically dubious. Much of Schweitzer's reaction was caused by his opposition to the 'Jesus of history' movement, based as it was on a wholly non-eschatological approach. A further result from these movements was the tendency to set the Hellenistic background of Paul against the Jewish apocalyptic background of Jesus. No unified theology of the nt was possible in these circumstances. Consequently any nt the​ology was bound to involve most emphasis on either the teaching of Jesus or the teaching of Paul and John. Since through the rise of form criticism a sceptical attitude has developed towards the historical Jesus, especially in Bultmann's presentation, the teaching of Jesus has been largely discounted
8G. B. Stevens, TNT (1899).
9 This essay of Wrede is included under this title in R. Morgan's book, op, tit., pp.68-116.
10 A recent book giving a survey of this approach is C. Colpe's Die religionsgeschichtliche Schule (1961).
11 Cf. W. Bousset, Kyrios Chrislos (1913, Eng. trans. 1970); R. Reitzenstein, Die hellenistischen Mysterien-religionen nach Ihre Grundgedanken and Wirkungen (31927). Schlatter's wise words of warning against treating all religious data as a unitary thing went unheeded (cf. R. Morgan, The Nature of New Testament Theology, p. 144): 'The necessary task of New Testament theology remains undone so long as it lurches up and down the wide front of the statistics and history of all religions in an attempt to establish how far back anticipations of and analogies to the ideas of the New Testament can be found.'
12 A. Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus (1906, Eng. trans. 31954). He gives his own views, in response to Wrede's The Messianic Secret in the Gospels, on pp.328ff.
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A brief survey of the development of the study of New Testament theology and nt theology has concentrated on the Pauline epistles and the fourth gospel, both of which were considered to be strongly Hellenistic. Indeed Bultmann's New Testament Theology is a classic example of this tendency.
It would not, however, be true to say that Bultmann's New Testament Theohgyliwas, or even aimed to be, a purely historical account. He intro​duced a dogmatic element which was very different from the older trad​itional dogmatic approach. Drawing his inspiration from existential philosophy, he maintained that the theological texts had a continuing rel​evance, but must constantly be reinterpreted. The nt texts on which he based his reassessment had themselves been interpreted through the my​thological approach of their age and it was therefore essential to subject them to a process of demythologization before the timeless truths, which alone could challenge for decision, could be uncovered. No connection was seen between the historical Jesus and the Christ of faith, and this naturally coloured Bultmann's whole approach to theology.14
Not all Bultmann's followers have been as sceptical regarding the his​torical Jesus. Nevertheless, the production by Hans Conzelmann of An Outline of the Theology of the New Testament^ is still far removed from the older approaches which gave full weight to the teaching of Jesus. In Conzelmann's presentation Jesus becomes only slightly more credible as a historical figure. The Theology is still dominated by the attempt to reinter​pret the nt in terms of existential philosophy, and it must be seriously questioned to what extent such a reinterpretation can legitimately be called nt theology.
During this period of existential philosophical influence, a parallel move​ment was devoting increasing attention to biblical theology, which had itself suffered neglect during the 'Jesus of history' movement. Against the fragmented approach of various other movements, the biblical theology movement strove to discover some unity within the variety of the nt. Most notable among the exponents of this movement is Oscar Cullmann16 whose main emphasis is on Heilsgeschichte, the view that God's acts as well as his words are fundamental to salvation, a view which challenges the premises of existentialism. History is seen, therefore, to be of great im​portance in the approach to nt theology. Cullmann's main theological
R. Bultmann, TNT, 2 vols. (Eng. trans. 1956). He considered that 'New Testament Theology consists in the unfolding of those ideas by means of which Christian faith makes sure of its own object, basis and consequence' (1, p.3). He does not, however, enlarge on this. He begins with the kerygma. To him the message of Jesus was a presupposition for nt theology rather than a part of it.
R. Morgan, op. ctt., p.37, sums up Bultmann's theology as rooted in man. He comments that according ο this view man is the object of theology. This, of course, makes theology dependent on anthropology.
H. Conzelmann, An Outline of the Theology of the New Testament (Eng. trans. 1969). Conzelmann includes only a very brief introduction to his method, which covers a brief historical survey (pp. 3ff.).
O. Cullmann, Christ and Time (Eng. trans. 1951); Salvation in History (Eng. trans. 1967). Although ullmann has not produced an nt .theology, he has written a major work on Christology from a Heils-geschuhte point of view, i.e. his Christology of the New Testament (Eng. trans. 21963).
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work, however, has been in the field of Christology. The same may be said of Floyd Filson,17 who takes a somewhat similar approach. Neither, however, has produced a complete theology of the nt.
Alan Richardson's book An Introduction to the Theology of the New Tes​tament18 was based on the assumption that nt thought forms a unity and this led him to adopt a thematic approach. Whereas he paid some attention to the historical background, his work has not escaped the charge that he played down too much that background. He has been criticized for failing to distinguish between the theologies of the different nt authors.19 Never​theless Richardson was certainly more aware of the common basis of the nt than his immediate predecessors had been. E. Stauffer's New Testament Theology20 is structured on a different pattern and has a different aim. He is more concerned to set out a theology of history from the nt world of thought.
The first part of J. Jeremias' New Testament Theology,21 which deals with the teaching of Jesus, attaches much more importance to that teaching than Bultmann, and is less influenced by dogmatic considerations. He devotes little attention in this work, however, to discussing the methodology of nt theology. Other German writers who have produced works in this field are W. G. Kummel and L. Goppelt (two volumes), together with two Roman Catholics, M. Meinertz (two volumes) and Κ. Η. Schelkle (four volumes). Kummel22 concentrates on Jesus, Paul and John and in so doing has exposed himself to the criticism that he has been too much influenced by the theory of dominating personalities.23 Goppelt24 divides his theology into two parts, the first dealing with the activities of Jesus (theologically considered), the second with the variety and unity of the apostolic witness
17 F. V. Filson, The New Testament against its Environment (1950). Filson has also produced a work on Christology, Jesus Christ, the Risen Lord (1956).
18 A. Richardson, An Introduction to the Theology of the New Testament (1958), has a brief preface explaining his method (pp. 9ff). In considering whether it is right to assume that the apostolic church possessed a common theology, Richardson maintains that the only way of confirming this is to construct an hypothesis and test it out. He employs the principle of interpretation reflected in the historic Christian faith, which he finds leads to a more coherently and rationally satisfying 'history' than liberal-humanist or existential principles.
19 R. Morgan, op. tit., p. 58, considers that in some respects Richardson's work looks 'like a return to the pre-modern, unhistorical textbooks of biblical dogmatics'.
20 E. Stauffer, New Testament Theology (Eng. trans. 1955), presented his material against the background of apocalyptic. His work in its German edition (1941) antedated Bultmann's Theology of the New Testament and was not influenced by existential philosophy.
21 J. Jeremias, New Testament Theology I: The Proclamation of Jesus (Eng. trans. 1971).
22 W. G. Kummel, The Theology of the New Testament: According to its Major Witnesses, Jesus - Paul —John (Eng. trans. 1974).
23 Cf. E. Kasemann, 'The Problem of a New Testament Theology', NTS 19, 1972-3, p. 238, who links this view with the idealist's view of history, which stresses the influence of strongly dominating personalities.
24 L. Goppelt's Theologie des Neuen Testaments (1975-6) is arranged in two volumes Jesus Wirken in seiner theologischen Bedeutung and Vielfah itnd Einheit des apostolischen Christuszeugnisses.
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to Christ. Meinertz25 presents his evidence under the literary divisions of the nt and selects his themes according to their suitability to the literature being considered, but Schelkle26 has chosen a thematic approach. The French Roman Catholic J. Bonsirven27 based his theology on four parts -Jesus Christ, primitive Christianity, St Paul, and mature Christianity, somewhat similar to Meinertz's arrangement.
In his Theology of the New Testament,28 G. E. Ladd claims to have adopted a historical approach, because he believes that nt theology has a descriptive function. According to him, the task of the nt theologian is to bring out the rich variety of nt thought, although he sees in all the sources a testi​mony to God's redemptive act in Christ. He sees nt theology as laying the foundation for the systematic theologian.29
It will be seen from this brief survey that there is no common agreement on what a nt theology should aim to achieve.30 Most have preferred an approach which presents the evidence as a collection of different theologies and the thematic approach has been mainly out of favour, for fear it would detract from the inner cohesion of the individual thinkers whose literary works make up the nt. More will be said in the following sections about the methodological questions which are raised. One could justly conclude that it is an impossible task to write an nt theology which would meet all the requirements of the various schools of thought. In the final analysis each interpreter can do no more than produce a work which gives priority to the aims he considers most important. He has an obligation, however, to outline his objectives and to give some indication of the reasons why he has chosen them.
The nature and method of New Testament theology
There have not been many carefully thought out discussions on the nature of nt theology: the wide variety of works on this subject testifies to the lack of any general agreement about its nature, and about the aim of anyone attempting to write a nt theology. Two important essays which appeared at the beginning of the twentieth century merit consideration today because
M. Meinertz, Die Heilige Schrifi des Neuen Testaments, Erganzungsband 1: Theologie des Neuen Testa-mentes (2 vols., 1950).
Κ- Η. Schelkle, Theologie des Neuen Testaments (1968-76). English translations of this work have been published under the title Theology of the New Testament. The four volumes deal with the following subdivisions of New Testament theology: 1: Creation, world - time - man; 2: God was in Christ; 3: Morality; 4: Creation and redemption.
J· Bonsirven, Theologie du Nouveau Testament (1951). 28 G. E. Ladd, TNT.
A. M. Hunter has not been included in the text because he has not written an nt theology as such, but he has nevertheless provided an excellent brief introduction to the study of the subject in his Introducing New Testament Theology (1957).
ror a survey of the problems involved in writing an nt theology and a summary of some major recent attempts, cf. I. H. Marshall's article 'New Testament Theology', The Theological Educator, Spring 1979.
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they raise in concise form the problems and tensions which modern nt theologians are still facing. Wrede's article has already been referred to (see p. 24), but we need to give attention to the particular issues he raised. He may be regarded as the representative of the thorough-going historical school. We have also already mentioned Schlatter's New Testament The​ology, but his essay on 'The Theology of the New Testament and Dogmatics' brings out the principles on which his theology was based. Schlatter's essay had less impact than Wrede's, but it still deserves con​sideration by anyone coming to the task of writing nt theology in the last quarter of the twentieth century.
In addition to comments below on these two essays, attention will be given to R. Morgan's essay on 'The Nature of New Testament Theology',31 and the article by E. Kasemann on 'The Problem of a New Testament Theology', in which he briefly sets out what he calls theses for regulating the study of the subject.
The distinction between theology and religion
Wrede tried to deal with the nt purely as a historian. He was reacting against the older dogmatic approach in the same way as Gabler, who clearly influenced him. He was convinced that the link between biblical and dogmatic theology must be cut.32 But to do this he was obliged to maintain that the biblical texts were concerned with the history of religion. This meant the virtual abandonment of nt theology. Indeed, in the original German edition of Wrede's essay, he used the word sogennanten (so-called) to show that he regarded the term 'nt theology' as a misnomer.
Wrede's quest, however, implied more than the challenging of the term 'theology'. By 'religion' he meant a description of early Christian experi​ence from a historical point of view. In this approach doctrine is inappl​icable.33 Indeed, it is integral to Wrede's view of nt theology that all dogma is rejected, including any idea of the authoritative character of the text. With the rejection of an inspired text and the substitution of religion for theology, Wrede saw no reason to restrict himself to the nt canon. His new approach was two-fold: on the one hand he was selective with regard to the nt books, and on the other hand he appealed beyond the nt alto-
31 Wrede's, Schlatter's and Morgan's essays are all published in R. Morgan, The Nature of New Testament
Theology.
32 Cf. Wrede, in Morgan, op. tit., p. 69. He criticized the use of the word 'normative' in relation to ήτ theology, because he saw it as a dogmatic predicate which says nothing about the characteristics of the material as documents. But see the later discussion on the normative character of nt theology (below, pp. 32f.).
33 Wrede, op, tit., p. 75, goes so far as to regard the use of the name 'doctrinal concept' in relation to the nt as a crime. His idea is that the term 'doctrine' is applicable only 'when thoughts and ideas are developed for the sake of teaching*. He considers that this rarely happens in the nt, which shows the very narrow definition of the word in his use of it.
28

The distinction between theology and religion
gether to the writings of the sub-apostolic fathers. His reason for doing this was that he could find no justification for drawing a distinction between the canonical and non-canonical writings, since he did not in fact admit 'canonicity' (see later discussion).34
There is no doubt that Wrede's attempt to make the distinction between theology and religion was salutary, for the nt must not be regarded as a lifeless repository out of which systems of doctrine may be dug. If the pulse of early Christian life is not felt in the theology, it will unquestionably lead to dead theologizing. But did Wrede go too far in insisting on religion instead of theology?
As generally understood the word 'theology' is narrower in its concep​tion than 'religion', especially when used in a Christian context. While 'theology' is not necessarily restricted to doctrine, it tends to signify a system of beliefs. On the other hand the concept of 'religion' is broad enough to include not only doctrinal beliefs, but anything which bears on the religious life of the people. The question arises how far such a wide concept is useful, or indeed valid, when dealing with nt thought. It cannot fail to introduce an element of vagueness. A treatment of nt religion would present something of a hotch-potch of various disconnected ideas which had contributed in different ways to the religious life of the early church. It would not be concerned to trace any connection between the various themes, but would be a kaleidoscope of early Christian experiences and activities. Its wide variations would, therefore, be considered enriching. There are undoubtedly attractive features about such an approach. It ab​solves the investigator from coming to grips with many teasing problems. It is content simply to present a descriptive account of early Christian experiences and activities.
The religion-instead-of-theology approach is nevertheless open to objec​tions. Such an approach lays no claim to provide a normative pattern. It may provide some impetus if studied with its exemplary value in mind, but there is no reason to suppose that it must be relevant to later Christian centuries. It has little more than an antiquarian interest in the material. It certainly cannot provide anything authoritative. It does not see nt thought as a revelation from God and therefore valid for all ages. It reduces to an account of men's quest for God in the first century, which may, of course, be repeated in some of its aspects in each succeeding century; but the exegete is left in fact to make his own choice.
Very different from this is the approach which sees the nt teaching as an abiding revelation from God, which therefore concentrates on what God has to say to man rather than on man's various religious experiences
,_,         commenting on Wrede's emphasis on the history of religions, R. Morgan, op. tit., pp. 12f., writes, e theological motive for this shift of emphasis in New Testament studies was that the old authority of 6 blb»cal text as revelation had disintegrated in the light of historical research.'
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in his search for God. If divine truth of an authoritative kind is conveyed in the nt, the interpreter is circumscribed in his task. He is not at liberty to pick and choose. He must take all or nothing. He must also see the teaching as a whole and not in unconnected snippets. He cannot concentrate on one aspect (e.g. Paul's theology) to the exclusion of the rest. Nor can he create his own ideas about the comparative importance of different emphases.35 He is committed to discover the unifying factors because he knows that revelation cannot be contradictory.
It must be noted, of course, that not all who would reject the 'religion' approach would agree that theology is definitive or necessarily revelation. Many would consider it legitimate to concentrate on ideas or concepts, but would deny all thought of unity. If the nt consists of a variety of theologies rather than a unity presented from different aspects we need to consider whether its value as revelation is modified. It may be said that interpreters who consider that the nt consists only of 'theologies' place themselves midway between the two approaches discussed above. It is evident that the interpreter's view of the character of the nt as revelation has a profound effect on the methodology he uses. The problem of the unity of the nt will be discussed later (pp. 49 ff).
The relation between New Testament theology and dogmatics
The reaction against dogmatics, of which Wrede's essay was the most articulate example, was not representative of all points of view. Adolf Schlatter addressed himself to the question of the relation between a his​torical approach to the nt and a dogmatic interest in the text.36 It is as well to note first of all what Schlatter meant by dogmatics in relation to nt studies. He claims to use it with respect to 'that shared knowledge and faith which unites us into a church'.37 This distinguishes it from individual opinions. On the strength of this definition he considered that dogmatics looks to the present (i.e. to ourselves), whereas historical work looks to the past (i.e. to the experience of others). But he denied that the two disciplines were mutually exclusive. 'Since Christianity is based upon the New Testament, the interpretation of the New Testament is an act which
35 An existential interpreter like E. Fuchs would not agree on this. Indeed, he regards nt theology as an abbreviation for the enquiry about theology in the nt; cf. 'The Theology of the New Testament and the Historical Jesus', in his Studies of the Historical Jesus (Eng. trans. 1964), pp. 167-190. His approach is representative of many modern nt theologians who hold to a canon within the canon. Fuch's own emphasis is on faith as a language event.
36 A. Schlatter's essay on nt theology was written after his Neutestamentliche Theologie, but it sets out the principles on which the earlier work was based. The original essay was published in 1909 in Theologische Biicherei, Bd 41), but has appeared in an English translation as, 'The Theology of the New Testament and Dogmatics', in R. Morgan's The Nature of New Testament Theology, pp. 117-166.
37 Schlatter, op. at., p.119.
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touches its foundations.'38 Schlatter even went as far as to say that 'system' is as appropriate to historical work as to dogmatics, in the sense that our knowledge of history is not limited to 'scattered and contradictory observations'. He considered that 'the harmonious ordering of our thoughts is an indication that our work has been successful'. The force of Schlatter's plea has been largely lost because of a modern hardening against all thought of harmonization.39 But his opinion merits rethinking.
If the nt historian is to make sense of what he finds, he cannot avoid a study of doctrine. Nor can he keep his own convictions out of the question, for, as Schlatter remarked, 'At no point in our lives do we have the task of self-annihilation.'40 He maintained that the present interacts with the past to clarify the past.41 This brings dogmatics and biblical theology into close proximity.
It will be seen at once that this involves a totally different approach to nt theology from Wrede's proposals. Schlatter gave much greater signifi​cance to revelation, pointing out that if the nt is made dependent on 'the tarnished products of human work, Pharisaism and Hellenism, rabbinate and gnosticism, instead of on God's activity alone',42 it may be claimed that 'divine origin' and 'historical mediation' are mutually exclusive. But Schlatter did not accept this as a necessary antithesis, although he issued some perceptive warnings against appealing to other religious backgrounds as if these formed a unitary whole. Schlatter's retention of the idea of revelation as an essential factor for a genuine understanding of nt theology has not been given the weight that it deserves.
In considering Schlatter's contribution to the debate on nt theology, we must note that there has been modern recognition of his importance; Kasemann goes as far as to rank Schlatter as Bultmann's One and only peer'.43 Moreover, Kasemann regards him as the real originator of the new quest for the historical Jesus. Morgan sees some similarity between Bultmann's existential emphasis and Schlatter's position.44 The fact is, Schlatter's call for a theological approach rather than a purely historical approach has had wider influence in recent years. Morgan,43 however, criticized him for maintaining traditional views of authorship and for plac-
38 Ibid., p. 120
39
does
witnesses could be expe
reasons are rightly to be rejected.
40 Op. at., p. 125.
41 Ibid., p. 126.
42 Ibid., p. 151.
43 E. Kasemann, The Problem of a New Testament Theology', NTS 19, 1972-3, p. 239.
44 Op. cit., p. 28.
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ing too much weight on particular personalities, but he commends him for
recognizing development within the nt.
If we are to continue to give due weight to the character of the nt as revelation, some consideration must be given to the significance of the doctrinal concepts within the nt. It is a corollary that the doctrinal teaching of the nt would not be expected to provide a hotch-potch of disparate ideas totally unconnected with the ongoing convictions of the Christian church. To recognize the need for some continuity between nt theology and Christian convictions does not mean, however, that the nt theologian is entitled to impose on the nt a dogmatic structure which is derived from the historic dogmatic formulations.46 At most, nt theology can provide the basic materials for dogmatic theology which in any age must contin​ually be checked against nt concepts. Yet there are major themes which arise out of a study of the nt, which are not imposed upon it by dogmatic considerations, although they may find parallels in later credal formula​tions. Schlatter maintained that the sovereignty of God, Christ, sin, justi​fication, love and faith establish the content of nt theology.47 These he claimed were derived from the nt itself.
The relationship between nt theology and a dogmatic interest becomes acute in a different form in the theology of Bultmann. His existential presuppositions virtually impose a structure on his nt theology, which goes beyond the purely historical approach. Further comment will be made on Bultmann's position in the section on theology and history, but for our present purpose it is worthy of note that there is some kinship between the conservative Schlatter and the existentialist Bultmann.
In considering the relationship between nt theology and dogmatics one important question which arises is whether there is any sense in which nt theology can be normative. If it is regarded as wholly descriptive, it might lead to the position in which the nt theologian is little more than a kind of museum keeper who displays his ancient exhibits to the best possible advantage, but can do nothing to demonstrate their modern relevance. But such a view of the theologian's task lacks all dynamic and does not match up to the continuing importance of the nt in the experience of Christians.
The real issue is how far nt theology can be considered normative. If it needs reinterpreting in every age, as Bultmann maintains, first-century thought patterns can certainly not be considered normative, not at least in an objective manner. But if the nt presents an authoritative revelation, is there no sense in which it can be considered normative for every age? ·
w E. Kasemann, op. at., p. 236, recognized the pressing need today for a connection between analytic and systematic thought. He thinks that otherwise we end up in total isolation from one another. He likens specialization to people digging their own pits from which they can see little of the sky or of the world around them.
17 Op. cit., p. 161.
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Man's cultural background has certainly changed since first-century times. His understanding of his own environment is immeasurably enlarged. But does this make the nt less relevant for today? It would only do so if man's basic need had changed. But the fact is, with all his sophisticated scientific progress he is still faced with similar questions about his rela​tionship to God. If salvation was by knowledge, it would be necessary to produce a nt theology in very different terms from the original first-century concepts. But the twentieth century has not yet demonstrated that man's knowledge can save him. The fact is, the basic problem with which the nt deals is how sinful man may approach a holy God and this is the same for all ages. It is our contention, therefore, that nt theology is authoritative and therefore normative in the essentially spiritual area with which it deals. No-one would suppose the nt to be normative in its scientific understanding.
Yet in calling nt theology normative, care must be taken to ensure that something more is intended than the repetition of early Christian beliefs, which must be presented to every age in toto for imitation. The normative character of nt theology rests in the changelessness of man's basic need for God, but each age must bring its own consciousness of need to the under​standing of the nt. In other words, if it is to be truly normative, nt theology must awaken twentieth-century readers to an awareness that what it is saying has relevance to their present needs. If in this respect it appears to be encroaching on the preserves of dogmatic theology, it is only because there is no clear-cut dividing line between them (see previous discussion on pp. 30f.).
It is equally true, if not considerably more so, that the nt theologian must first himself face the relevance of what he writes. He cannot expect it to be relevant to others if it has not first become meaningful to himself. He must in fact approach his task in faith, even if he be charged with bringing to it a bias which renders his work historically unacceptable. For unless the theologian can respond to the basic message of the nt, he will become a mere antiquarian, observing remote past opinions about Jesus Christ. But such an observer would not be an acceptable historian. Even modern man fears the risk of dogmatic bias less than that of total isolation. The present author, therefore, offers no apology for approaching nt the​ology unashamedly from the standpoint of faith. The facets of doctrine discussed have been tested in Christian experience and bear comparison with the historic Christian declarations of faith.
Nevertheless, the nt must be allowed to speak for itself and not be encased in those historic declarations. In each age it is incumbent on historic Christianity to test again the validity of its present dogmatic formulations against the living doctrines which emerge from the nt. For the nt itself is the mainspring of the church's doctrines, however valid the systematic
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theologian's task of setting those doctrines against the background of wider
historical and cultural considerations.
The limitations of a purely literary approach
Partly as a reaction against the older purely dogmatic approach to Scripture, which viewed it as supernatural revelation divorced from its historical background, the early critical scholars insisted on treating the nt on the same footing as any other literary work. There was no doubt some justi​fication in this, but it led to an over-emphasis on literary analysis which in many cases has obscured the uniqueness of the nt. It is clearly important to discuss the extent to which the nt can be approached in the same way as other literature. No-one would deny that it is perfectly proper to consider the human agencies behind the nt, the men of flesh and blood who penned its words, and to attempt to discover the sources of their material. Hence some comparisons must be made with the methods used by other writers.
But care must be taken not to blur the obvious distinction in subject matter. The nt literature centres on a person who contributes an element of uniqueness to the literature about him. This is not to be interpreted as a plea to hedge the nt around with an impenetrable wall against all criti​cism, for that would be indefensible. But nevertheless anyone who ap​proaches the literature without being conscious of its unique character is in no better position than those who approach a study of Christ pre​determined to see him in purely humanist terms. Neither will arrive at a true picture.
There is, of course, a dilemma here, for the interpreter cannot approach his texts with an open mind if he accepts their uniqueness as a presuppo​sition. But neither can he arrive at a true understanding of his texts unless he is prepared to admit that he is faced with a mystery which cannot be resolved in purely human terms. If he regards an approach to the texts which restricts him to human tools as the only authentic method,48 he will have no alternative but to strip the texts of elements which do not fit into his understanding (as, for instance, in the case of the actual resurrection of Christ). Yet this methodology makes the texts bow to the presuppositions of the exegete, and places his own theories in a position of greater authority than the texts themselves.
If on the other hand the nt exegete recognizes that in the texts he is faced with a mystery which cannot be solved in purely human terms, he will set a limit on the extent to which he is entitled to depend on literary studies.· He cannot avoid pursuing literary parallels; but he will be influenced not merely by parallel wording, but by a comparison of the entire context of
48 Schlatter, in Morgan's The Nature of New Testament Theology, p. 155, points out that historical criticism is never based on historical fact alone, but always has roots in the critic's own dogma. In his opinion our convictions do not come from history alone, but from the effects of that history in our experience.
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the parallel writing with that of the nt. Hence rabbinic parallels have validity only when they are seen against the wide differences between Judaism and Christianity in their over-all approaches.
This leads to a comment on what one scholar has called 'parallelomania',49 a literary disease which pushes the quest for parallels to excess. Again this has arisen only in those schools of thought which have not paid enough attention to the particular character of the nt texts. If parallels are used as a means of determining unauthenticity, as, for instance, in Bultmann's approach to nt interpretation, they form an extremely im​portant part of the principles of criticism and become a powerful tool for measuring truth.50 But there is no justification for attaching such import​ance to mere parallels. Some further investigation is needed to establish whether there is any connection between the texts being compared. It is not sufficient, for instance, to assume that, because both Jesus and the early Christians were Jewish, it is legitimate to use any Jewish parallels as evi​dence of dependence and therefore of unauthenticity. The probability of the Jewish teaching in question having influenced the gospel writers must be demonstrated. In other words there must be both a chronological and a geographical probability to back up the parallel. Otherwise at best it can be regarded only as a hypothetical possibility. The nt theologian must bear in mind that a parallel must not be treated as a source and cannot be regarded as providing on its own a guide to exegesis. Too often theories have been constructed on no other grounds than supposed parallels, re​sulting in distortions.
An equally serious problem of much literary criticism of the nt texts is the tendency to over-emphasize the differences.51 This has resulted in a multiplication of different strands. Hence not only is the Pauline theology set over against the other strands within the nt, because Paul has his own special characteristics; but also within the Pauline epistles differences are magnified into inconsistencies, and Pauline authorship for certain letters is denied. In many cases a totally different result would follow if similarities rather than differences were stressed.52 But some types of literary criticism
49 S. Sandmel, 'Parallelomania', JBL 81 (1962), pp. 2-11.
C/ M. D. Hooker, On using the wrong tool', Theology 75, 1972, pp. 570-581, for a powerful criticism of methodology of this kind. C/. also D. G. A. Calvert's article, 'Distinguishing the Authentic Words of Jesus', NTS 18, 1971-72, pp. 209-218.
W. Wrede in Morgan, op. at., p. 186 n. 26, warns against this tendency: 'The tendency to emphasize ι Terences and contradictions, even where they are not important, is partly a reaction against harmonization "i_the interests of dogmatics. This is quite natural, but is none the less itself a kind of dogmatizing.'
R. Morgan, The Nature of New Testament Theology, p. 20, agrees that someone who accepts Ephesians, olossians and the pastorals 'will have a very different picture of Paul from someone who does not.' He a mils that historical criticism does not result in widespread critical agreement. An example of radical ragmentation within a Pauline epistle is J. C. O'Neill's treatment of Romans, Paul's Letter to the Romans, \ 75). But theological differences have played an important part in the challenge to the authenticity of many Pauline epistles.
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blow up differences at the expense of similarities.53 An important illustra​tion of this is in the field of Christology where differences of emphasis have been construed into different 'Christologies'. Although some signifi​cance may certainly be attached to special themes, where these stand out in contradistinction to the general teaching (as for instance when Paul expounds his Adam theology), yet this does not justify a wholesale mag​nification of differences. Literary criticism exceeds its brief when it con​structs a number of different theologies out of shifts of emphasis found in various nt books.54 It is more reasonable for the nt theologian to expect some kind of basic unity rather than the reverse.
Why should it even be thought probable that different church leaders and church groups should develop along independent lines?55 Is it not more plausible to suppose that a basic common understanding of the gospel existed, and that specific emphases were not deviations but merely different facets of a complex whole? More will be said on this when the basis of unity within the nt is discussed below. For the moment it is desired only to enter a caveat against the fragmentation of nt thought which then becomes a sine qua non in approaching nt theology.
The weakness of a wholly analytical approach
From the last point arises the whole problem of analytical methodology. Is it a right approach, for example, to make a fragmented study of the synoptic gospels, the fourth gospel, the Pauline epistles and various other streams of thought? To answer this question we must consider the nature of an analytic as compared with a synthetic approach. The analytical ap​proach takes up one type of literature (e.g. the synoptic gospels) and treats the major themes of that source as the sum total of the writer's tenets. Under this kind of methodology it is inevitable that some themes will loom larger than they should. Is it right, for instance, to make synoptic theology wholly revolve around the kingdom theme? Or, to put it another waY, should we approach the gospels as if the main theme of the early Christians was eschatology? Such an approach is bound to highlight dif-
In his recent book Unity and Diversity in the New Testament (1977), J. D. G. Dunn has not avoided the fault of over-analysis although he does attempt to maintain a core of unity.
Although Schlatter, in Morgan's The Nature of New Testament Theology, p. 140, claimed that nt theology must be divided up into as many theologies as there are nt authors, he nevertheless set this withy! the context of the community. He was therefore strongly against the view that these separate theologies were conflicting. Wrede, in Morgan, op. at., p. 74, conceded that some of the nt books are too brief to be treated separately. Since he was concerned to discover the characteristic religious emphasis in each, he found little scope for this in 1 and 2 Peter, Jude and James because of their brevity.
H. Riesenfeld, 'Reflections on the Unity of the New Testament', Religion 3, 1973, pp. 35-51., makes some pertinent comments on this theme. He denies that there was conflict between different churches over the circulation of different parts of the nt. Further comments are made on this theme below, pp. 49ff.
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ferences between the synoptics and John,56 and between both and Paul. Analytical work of this kind has value if it avoids assuming that any work exhausts its author's theology. On the other hand the synthetic approach examines the individual aspects to see where they fit into the total picture. It should be noted, however, that the analytic and synthetic approaches are not mutually exclusive.
The place of personality in New Testament theology
Because God chose to make his revelation known through men, we cannot overlook the important part played by their personality in the presentation of their message. Did their own inclinations colour their thinking, and must allowance be made for this in assessing their theology? It would be best here to concentrate attention on the case of Paul.
The apostle's habit of producing letters which are for the most part far removed from theological treatises presents a problem. Clearly in some letters (e.g. Corinthians) his own personality not only shines through, but in fact dominates the subject matter. What can be gleaned from these letters about Paul's theology is purely incidental. The subject matter is mainly practical, rather than theological. Very different is Paul's letter to Rome, where he seems to have worked out an overall plan for the letter, which he adheres to in a much more orderly way than is discernible in the other letters. Personality and circumstances combine to provide the right setting for the most theological of all his letters.
But from the obvious fact that Paul's personality has a bearing on his theology some scholars have deduced that he has corrupted the pure gospel of Jesus by overlaying it with dogma. This was a particular theme of the nineteenth-century liberal school whose aim was to liberate nt theology from Paul's dogmatic influence. He was essentially the corrupter. Yet how psychologically probable is such a view? Could Paul have hammered out an independent line at variance with the primitive teaching? The shade of Baur, with his polarization of opposing movements under the dominant personalities of Peter and Paul, was not yet completely forgotten at the turn of the century. The inadequate experiment of the Tubingen school should provide a warning against too much concentration on personalities.
A modern movement like Redaktionsgeschichte also tends to concentrate on personalities (see further the comments on p. 48). It may be said that this is preferable to the earlier concentration on units of tradition which were assumed to have circulated anonymously. Instead of having a synoptic
6 Not only is there need for caution over a methodology which drives too deep a wedge between the theology of John and the synoptics, but also between the separate synoptic evangelists. As Riesenfeld, op. 'it., pp. 42f., remarks, what the gospels have in common must be more significant and important than what is peculiar to each, since as far as we know they were not in competition with one another before the time of Marcion.
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theology, we now have theologies of each separate gospel. Suddenly the authors have come into their own. But again a caution is needed, lest it be supposed that any of these personalities could or would have developed a theology of his own, unconnected with the views of the early communities as a whole. It would be better to speak of the special theological emphases rather than the theology of each evangelist. It is legitimate to examine the different emphases, but when these are treated as coherent 'theologies' confusion is bound to occur. Moreover, this question of personality in theology is profoundly affected by the important consideration of apostol-icity (see further discussion on p. 971ff.). It is scarcely credible, for instance, that any nonentity could have worked out his own theological ideas and then got them accepted as authentic teaching. The great lengths to which Paul went, and clearly felt obliged to go, in order to prove his authority to take a different line from what was advocated by some who claimed the support of James, is evidence of his consciousness that his innovations might be challenged. It was not enough for anyone to take an independent line. It all depended on the identity and authority of the person. The schisms at Corinth, although deplored by Paul, are a notable testimony to the 'pull' of important personalities.
In view of this we need to examine to what extent the highly indivi​dualistic theology of Paul can in any sense be considered characteristic for his own time. Because of its striking features when compared with the other nt literature, it is tempting either to use the Pauline theology as basic and to attempt to fit other ideas into his framework, or else to regard Paul's system as a more intellectualized approach which obscured rather than clarified the 'simple' gospel. Neither view is satisfactory, for both give too much weight to the personality of Paul. He did not regard himself as an innovator, except perhaps in certain practical matters such as mar​riage, where he admits nevertheless that others may have other opinions. He seems, however, to be concerned to reflect the usage of the churches generally (as in 1 Cor. 14:33).
It may be questioned whether the practice of speaking of theology in terms of personality, as Pauline, Johannine, Petrine, Lucan, is strictly valid within nt theology, for it encourages individuality. It would be preferable to speak of the theology of the different writings. Nevertheless, it has become so much a part of contemporary procedure that it would be pe​dantic to suggest that it should be avoided. Provided a caution is exercised that the basic core of Pauline theology is not to be regarded necessarily as exclusive to Paul, no damage will be done to the right appreciation of nt theology as a whole. It may well be that Paul was expressing in a more precise way concepts which also formed an essential part of general Chris​tian beliefs. When, for instance, he expounds his great theme of righteous​ness in his Roman letter, there is no need to suppose that all the concepts
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would come fresh to the readers, although Paul's expression of the doctrine is certainly unique. Indeed, the somewhat complicated character of the argument in this letter presupposes a considerable amount of theological background on the part of the readers. Much is assumed. The apostle takes it for granted, for example, that his readers will have a working acquaint​ance with the idea of righteousness.
Another factor which makes it unsatisfactory to place too much stress on personal theologies in the nt is the fragmentary character of the evi​dence. It is a misnomer, for instance, to speak of a Petrine theology when the literature is not only restricted in quantity, but also in purpose. It cannot be expected that brief letters written from a mainly practical point of view will provide an adequate guide to the total theology of any one writer.57 As already pointed out, even with Paul's letters, the total material available is small. Where evidences of theological thought are fragmentary, it is wrong methodology to regard such thought as representing the writer's whole range of theology. For instance, if Paul concentrates in Ephesians on one aspect of the atonement - that of Jewish-Gentile reconciliation - it cannot be supposed that all other aspects are excluded. Such a deduction would imply that no-one could express a new aspect of truth without excluding, if not negating, all other aspects which he has previously ex​pressed. Moreover, if a letter is written to Christians suffering persecution (as 1 Peter), it is not to be wondered that much is made of hope. Yet it would be wrong to suppose that a theology of hope was a dominant characteristic of Peter. It was simply what was needed at that particular time for those particular readers.
A further consideration is necessary in dealing with the place of person​ality in theology. What part is played by the different intellectual back​grounds of the writers? Should more weight be given to an obviously theological thinker like Paul, compared with an equally obviously non-theological thinker like James? A man's educational background may per​haps determine the degree of precision we would expect from his theolog​ical statements; but we must not lose sight of the fact that ideas more loosely expressed might be as theologically significant. In other words, it is imperative to take the total evidence into account. It is possible to be misled into thinking that theology is wholly a matter of intellectual con​cepts instead of embracing the whole life. Many-sided personalities will lead to a many-sided presentation of theological truth. There can be no doubt that God in his wisdom chose different personalities to bring richness and variety to his revelation.
In dealing with personality some comment must be made on the fre​quently alleged dichotomy between the creative theologian Paul and the
=7 As Wrede, op. at., p. 74, rightly pointed out.
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'stereotyped' doctrine of the pastoral epistles.58 The presentation of Paul as a 'creative' theologian in this alleged dichotomy blurs, if it does not pre​judge, the issue, for it presupposes that the most characteristic feature of Paul was his creativity, which leads to the conclusion that anything non-creative is not Pauline. The error lies in the assumption that a creative mind must always be creative and would find any codification of doctrine into 'the deposit' or 'the truth' totally unacceptable. But is not this particular conception of 'creativity' something imposed on Paul from without? It is asking too much to suppose that the apostle could not have conceived of the whole body of doctrine under a caption like 'the truth'. If he could not have conceived of 'truth' in this way, it would be necessary to suppose that he envisaged the possibility of further revelations of truth after his own death. But who would carry on his flights of creativity? Is it not more reasonable to restrict Paul's creativity to a greater clarification of truths already basic to all Christian thought? It is again the analytical approach which has been responsible for denying that such basic common doctrine existed and which has therefore over-emphasized the significance of Paul's creativity. The same tendency has been extended to the theology of the evangelists. This is not, of course, to deny the essentially living quality of Paul's theological thinking. He brings amazing insights to his expositions, but this is short of'creativity' if that word is used in the sense of producing something entirely new as compared with previously existing material.
The place of the canon in New Testament theology
It might appear unnecessary to raise the issue of the relationship between the nt canon and nt theology were it not that this issue has already become a matter of debate on two different fronts. It has been noted that Wrede in his quest for religion not only refused to restrict himself to the nt docu​ments, but made no distinction between the canonical and non-canonical sources. Wrede argued that no nt writing was born with the predicate 'canonical' attached.59 From this he deduced that anyone who accepted without question the nt canon placed himself under the bishops and theo​logians of the second- to fourth-century church. But this is a misrepresen​tation of the facts. The canon may have been recognized by the bishops and theologians, but it was not initiated by them. Wrede's view on this issue has been sufficiently criticized to allow us to conclude that his con​tention has not been self-evidently established.60 We may in fact state that
58 Cf. the discussion of this issue in my The Pastoral Epistles (TNTC, 1957), pp. 38ff.
59 Cf. Wrede, op. tit., pp. 70f.
60 Morgan, op. tit., p. 3, criticizes Wrede for maintaining that where the doctrine of inspiration is discarded, it is impossible to maintain the dogmatic conception of the canon. But he supports Wrede's view that the literature must be evaluated without regard for its ecclesiastical status. Morgan, however, denies any distinction between the apostolic and sub-apostolic ages. A view of this kind must devalue the canon.
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the concept of nt theology demands the understanding of the collection of nt literature in a special way. As Schlatter rightly pointed out in distin​guishing between the nt writings and the later literature, 'By canonizing these writings, the generations following the apostles expressed where they found that word through which the church emerged and receives for all time its connection with the Christ.'61 It is right to conclude that nt theology is based upon an accepted canon of literature.
The second front on which comment must be made is the problem whether or not it is right to speak of a 'canon within the canon' and if so what effect this must have on the study of nt theology. In other words the issue is whether nt theology can legitimately be based on part only of the nt, or whether the interpreter is obliged to take the whole of the canonical literature into account. The idea of a canon within the canon has been brought into focus recently by E. Kasemann's strong advocacy of it. But the idea is not in itself new. Martin Luther began the trail by his attitude towards certain nt books being less valuable than others, although it has been questioned whether it is accurate to speak of a canon within the canon in relation to Luther's attitude.62 Bultmann, in his New Testament Theology, virtually adopted a limited canon by concentrating on Paul (i.e. on some of the epistles attributed to him) and on John. Kummel does the same in his work, although he conceded more importance to the teaching of Jesus. It will be seen at once that the limits of nt theology are set, not by the nt itself, but by the prior decisions of the interpreter. But is this a legitimate procedure?
If we accepted a purely descriptive function for nt theology it might not matter too much if some of the minor parts of the nt literature were omitted. But if there is any sense in which nt thought possesses a normative force, the interpreter is not at liberty to pick and choose what he considers to be of value and omit the rest. Such a procedure is in any event open to question even for those who adopt a descriptive interpretation.
It has been suggested that the usage of the different sections of the church has established not one but several canons within the canon.63 But this is no basis for deciding the scope of nt theology. If certain groups stress one part of the canon more than another, it is part of the function of nt theology to supply a corrective. It is not a complete answer to maintain that the canon within the canon is the common faith in the exalted Jesus, for this confuses the meaning of the word 'canon'. What we are concerned to establish is what written material supplies the basis of our study and we
61 Cf. Schlatter, op. tit., p. 146.
Cf. Ν. Β. Stonehouse, 'Luther and the New Testament Canon', in his Paul before the Areopagus, and Other New Testament Studies (1957), pp. 186-197.
Cf. the concept of a canon within the canon in the discussion ofj. D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity, PP. 374ff.
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cannot accept as adequate any view which depends on a selective approach
to the nt.
Another question arises which has a direct bearing on our use of our sources. Are we concerned to distinguish between books which are re​garded as unquestionably authentic and those which among many scholars are not? The Pauline epistles present the most pressing problems here. Since some dispute the Pauline authorship of Ephesians, Colossians, the Pastorals, how valid is it for the nt theologian to split the Pauline theology accordingly? Clearly different interpreters will give different answers ac​cording to their stance on these literary questions. It must be admitted by all serious scholars that there is no consensus of opinion which enables anyone to speak unhesitatingly of deutero-Pauline epistles in contradistinc​tion from the general. No nt theology is on a solid foundation if it rests on the changing position of nt hypotheses. Nevertheless neither can it ignore serious research. The position adopted in this book maintains that all the Pauline epistles belong to the same category. This is not, however, to exclude the possibility of development within the Pauline epistles.
In a later section the problem of the unity of the nt will be discussed, but for the moment it needs to be noted that 'unity' is closely linked with 'canon'. An authoritative collection of books like the nt canon must be held together by some overriding concept. Whereas diversity is in line with the idea of a canon within the canon, unity is more difficult to square with that view. This is not to say that diversity is excluded if the whole canon is considered, for there is no doubt that such diversity exists. There may be some truth in saying that the canon 'canonizes the diversity of Christianity',64 so long as this is understood to mean the diverse forms in which the essential unity has come to be expressed. Kasemann65, on the other hand, regards the nt as fragmentary and any apparent unity as the result of early catholicizing. It is obvious that this fragmentary view of the sources must affect the structure of the theology constructed from them. All that can be done is for each interpreter to make clear the position adopted with regard to the canon.
The relation between history and theology
The problem of history and theology is crucial in the modern debate on nt theology. Since the early part of this century, academic theology has been obsessed with the debate over the Jesus of history. Mention has already
64 Cf. ibid., p. 376.
65 Cf. E. Kasemann, 'The Canon of the New Testament and the Unity of the Church', in his Essays on New Testament Themes (Eng. trans. 1964), pp. 95-107, originally published in German in Εν Τ 11, 1951-2, pp. 13-21. Both in this article and in the NTS 19, 1972-3, article (especially p. 242), Kasemann stresses the fragmentary character of the nt. As a result he considers that the variableness of the primitive Christian kerygma must have been greater than the nt canon leads us to suppose (cf. Essays on New Testament Themes, p. 100).
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been made of the need for the historical background of the evidences of nt theology to be taken into account, but the problem now confronting us is the more fundamental one of the validity of the history itself.
Nineteenth-century thought had raised the issue as a result of the emerg​ence of rationalism - as with men like Reimarus, Baur and Strauss. But until the twentieth century no book on nt theology was orientated to a non-historical approach to Jesus. Indeed, works like Holtzmann's Theology were built up on the basic assumption that the history of Jesus could be known. There was point therefore in giving a place of importance to the teaching of Jesus. But twentieth-century interpretation of nt theology has to take into account the scepticism regarding the historical Jesus which has developed in the wake of Bultmann's position.66 A theology based on this approach will have a very different starting point from a theology which gives greater validity to the historical records. Because of this it will be necessary to discuss in general how modern historiography affects theology.
MODERN VIEWS OF HISTORY
It has been regarded almost as axiomatic that the gospels could be relied on to supply the gist of the teaching of Jesus. But when modern historiog​raphy challenges the possibility of an objective approach to history, the biblical theologian must face the challenge to decide how valid it is. If it is right to suppose, with Colling wood,67 that no historian can honourably accept history from another, but must make his own investigations until he himself becomes part of the history, the gospels would be called into question. The theologian of the gospels would then be required to approach them with historical scepticism. That would be part of his basic equipment. It would be his task to determine what was authentic or not. But this approach is open to challenge. History is more than what takes place in the mind of the historian. The historian's task is to examine his facts, not to create them. On the other hand, the theologian's reconstruction, for in​stance, of the Christology of the synoptic gospels will depend on how much he regards the teaching of Jesus to consist of the views of the Christian community or to be a true reflection of what Jesus taught. Although it need hardly be said that the evangelists were not unbiased historical observers because they were committed to faith in what they
Cf. R. Bultmann, History and Eschatology (Eng. trans. 1957), pp. 3ff, for a concise discussion of his view of historiography. For a brief critique of Bultmann's position, cf. G. H. Clark, 'Bultmann's Historiography', in C. F. H. Henry (ed.), Jesus of Nazareth: Saviour and Lord (1966), pp. 213-223. Cf. also Bultmann's earlier discussion in Jesus and the Word (Eng. trans. 1935).
Cf R. G. Collingwood, The Idea of History (1946), p. 256. D. E. Nineham, 'Eye-witness Testimony and the Gospel Tradition', JTS 11 (1960), pp. 253ff., cites Collingwood's opinion approvingly. But F. F. Bruce, 'History and the Gospel', in Jesus of Nazareth: Saviour and Lord, p. 99 n. 1, questions whether Collingwood's work can be considered as revolutionary as he himself thought.
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wrote, nevertheless this does not mean that they could not produce de​pendable facts. It will be necessary to give some indication of theological movements which are based on this modern approach to history in order to explain why their perspective is not adopted in this work.
HISTORY AND EXISTENTIALISM
In the particular view of history mentioned above, the philosophy of existentialism found a congenial partner. If all that matters is a present encounter with Christ, the history becomes unimportant. In fact, if the objective element is removed from history, what is left is at least intelligible to existentialism, if not to those who see other grounds for a historical approach. If the modern historian comes to the text with the conviction that he must become a part of the history he is studying, this ties in well with the existentialist's demand for understanding when he is confronted with the text of Scripture. Since Bultmann is the leading exponent of this latter view, it will be valuable to outline his view of history and show how existentialism affects his approach to nt theology.
Bultmann maintains that a historian approaches his data in a different way from a scientist. He imagines that the latter is impersonal, but the former is not. This, however, may be strongly challenged, for no scientist can approach his data without presuppositions.68 If these presuppositions are wrong his enquiries will lead nowhere and he will be forced to try other theories. But he does not and cannot approach with a blank mind.
In explaining his existential approach to history, Bultmann speaks of 'dialogue with history',69 but what precisely he means by this is a matter of debate. The idea seems to be that as the theologian comes to the history books about Jesus he achieves 'being' by entering into an encounter with the text and therefore making the text part of himself. He seems to mean more than interpreting or evaluating the text. The text challenges the interpreter. Dialogue with history is only possible if a full understanding of the background can be achieved, but no modern historian has access to the psychological information needed to understand the first-century back​ground. Indeed Bultmann maintains it to be impossible, which means that his dialogue with history must be almost entirely subjective. Moreover, what history there is, according to his theory, is almost wholly the history of early Christian thinking, not the history of the event. Not more than forty of the sayings of Jesus are, in his view, authentic.70
This at once raises the problem of the means by which certain material can be considered authentic and other material unauthentic. For Bultmann
68 For a critique of this view, cf. G. H. Clark, op. cit., pp. 216f.
69 Cf. R. Bultmann, Jesus and the Word, p. 3.
70 Cf. R. Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition (Eng. trans. 1963, 21968) and his essay in Form Criticism (with K. Kundsin, Eng. trans. 1934, r.p. 1962).
44

The relation between history and theology
the answer lies in the so-called 'laws of tradition'.71 It is first assumed that such laws exist, that is, that whenever traditions are handed on they follow the same pattern. For Bultmann's theory this means that the most char​acteristic feature of tradition-growth is borrowing. It is this assumption that led him to formulate his law of dissimilarity, which postulated that any material paralleled in contemporary Jewish or Christian literature must have been borrowed from such sources. If this is a true law of tradition it means that much in the gospels does not come from specifically Christian sources, although it has to be taken into account in examining early Chris​tian thinking. We have already noted that there is no reason to suppose that parallel ideas necessarily indicate borrowing. Moreover, if some ideas did not occur in common, communication would be impossible. It is more reasonable to suppose that the accounts are rooted in reliable history.
Another matter which affects Bultmann's approach to the sources of nt theology is his extensive use of the category of myth. His own definition is as follows: 'Mythology is the use of imagery to express the other worldly in terms of this world, and the divine in terms of human life, the other side in terms of this side.>72 Many of the most characteristic features of the nt become suspect after being classed in this category - for instance, the descending dove and the heavenly voice at the baptism of Jesus. This is all bound up with Bultmann's notion of the first-century picture of the world (Weltbild) which is reflected in the writers of the nt and which is totally unacceptable to modern scientific man. The three-tier universe, which is claimed to be behind nt thought, is considered naive by modern sophis​ticated man. Bultmann, having classed much of the material as myth, then holds that 'mythology would lead not only to a sacrificium intellectus, but would make faith equivalent to works'.73 But what Bultmann is in fact doing is to reject the nt Weltbild solely on the ground that it differs from his own. Yet there is nothing to show that his own view is correct, or that it necessarily exclusively represents current ideas. Those not committed to an existential approach do not find such a sharp cleavage between the nt view and modern scientific opinion about the world. No-one need suppose, for instance, that the heaven above, the underworld below and the earth
For further comment on these laws of tradition, cf. M. D. Hooker, Theology 75, 1972, pp. 570-581.
H. E. W. Turner, in his book Historicity and the Gospel (1953), has a chapter on 'The Quest for Criteria'
ΦΡ. 58-118) m which he discusses the more general search for historical criteria. For a brief summary of
tfultmann's position, cf. my New Testament Introduction (31970), pp. 195ff.
195lf Bultmann' <New Testament and Mythology', Kerygma and Myth 1 (ed. H.-W. Bartsch, Eng. trans. ->), p. 10 n.2. This definition of myth has been criticized for being too narrow. K. Earth, Kerygma and ϊΛ 2 (ed. H.-W. Bartsch, Eng. trans., 1962, p. 109), called it a 'curiously formal definition of myth'. u tmann himself seems to introduce modifications in his later essay, 'Bultmann replies to his critics' «ygma and Myth 1, pp. 196f, in which he concedes the use of analogy. Cf. also his discussion, On the ooiem of Demythologizing', in New Testament Issues (ed. R. Batey, 1970), p. 42.
,
.     .            ,
. Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, (Eng. trans. 1960), p. 17.
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as the centre of conflict in between is intended as an explanation of cos​mology. The spiritual conflict is real enough in whatever terms it is ex​pressed. And the conflict is still present. The spatial imagery may not be acceptable to Bultmann, but it vividly portrays the nature of the conflict.
It is Bultmann's desire to present the thought of the nt in terms of modern existential philosophy that forces him to follow a process of de​my thologization.74 If the nt is couched in terms of first-century myths, it will be unacceptable to modern intellectuals until the mythical elements are stripped off and the kernel is reinterpreted. These myths expressed the tensions of first-century Christians in their endeavour to understand the meaning of existence. The modern theologian must therefore express the same tensions by clothing the ideas in the terms of twentieth-century existential philosophy. Of course, since each age is duty-bound to reinter​pret in terms of its own age, there is no guarantee that the existential reinterpretation will not itself need reinterpreting in a succeeding age. This does not worry Bultmann, but it means that there can be no abiding authority in the interpretation. It will be seen that a nt theology built on such a structure will be vastly different from one which proceeds on the assumption of a dependable and authoritative text.
Bultmann's principles of interpretation will not be followed in this book for several reasons. His existential philosophy is not embraced because it does not provide a satisfactory approach to nt theology. Instead of clari​fying the issue, it obscures theology by using terms in an almost non-intelligible way.75 Since theology is meant to be understood, no attempt will be made to impose on nt thought what is germane to a modern world view at the expense of either clarity or truth. Further, the subjectivity of Bultmann's opinions at once raises suspicions about the validity of his method. There is no room for this approach within the framework of an authoritative view of the nt. The world of nt times and the modern world have in common that both contain people with the basic need to be relieved of fear, anxiety, guilt. The supposed difference in Weltbild is superficial compared with this common factor. In any case the only hope that Bult​mann can offer such people in need is an existential encounter which will
74 Cf. R. Bultmann, 'The Case for Demythologizing: A Reply', Kerygma and Myth 2, pp. 181-194. For a critique, cf. I. Henderson, Myth in the New Testament (1952); J. D. G. Dunn, 'Demythologizing - the Problem of Myth in the New Testament', in New Testament Interpretation (ed. I. H. Marshall, 1977), pp. 285-307. For other books which deal with mythology, cf. J. Macquarrie, The Scope of Demythflogizing,
Relevance oj the New lestament (1967), pp. /6-9J.J. M. Kobmson, I ne f re-History 01 uemytnuiugizauun , Int 20, 1966, p. 71, considers that Bultmann's demythologization essay in 1941 was influenced by H. Jonas' previously published work on Augustine.
73 This is brought out by Karl Barth in his essay, 'Rudolf Bultmann - An Attempt to Understand Him', Kerygma and Myth 2, pp. 83-132.
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give them a challenge to a new understanding of themselves.76 But there is nothing to alleviate guilt. Although further reference will be made in the body of the book to Bultmann's views, enough has been said to explain why his methodology must be rejected.
ATTEMPTS TO GET AWAY FROM HISTORICAL SCEPTICISM
The unsatisfactory character of extreme historical scepticism displayed by Bultmann is seen in reactions which have taken place within his own school. The total discontinuity between the apostolic faith and the historical Jesus was seen to be unrealistic. The structure of theology which emerged from the resurrection onwards needed more explanation than the mere 'thatness' of the cross. This realization has led such men as Kasemann, Bornkamm, Fuchs and others 7? to seek for a broader historical link between the historic events and the apostolic kerygtna. There has been no agreement between them on what was more authentic. Kasemann sees it in the preach​ing of Jesus, Bornkamm in his attitude to people, and Fuchs in his interest in social outcasts. What is significant is that this reaction has been in the direction of greater historicity, although the movement is far from laying a satisfactory historical basis for Christian theology. There is the same devotion to existentialism as the only intellectually respectable approach to life, although rather less divorce between the Jesus of history and the Christ of faith.
The approach of James M. Robinson78 in America has been strongly influenced by this reaction, which he has chronicled and called the 'New Quest of the Historical Jesus'. His own contribution centres on what he calls the self-understanding of Jesus, by which he means Jesus' understand​ing of existence. This offers no more objective basis for nt theology than Bultmann's theories have done.
It is important to note that both Bultmann and the New Quest show marked similarities in their theology with the methods of early gnosticism which became the first major challenge to apostolic Christianity. Its view of the historical Jesus is akin to docetism, and Bultmann and his supporters have not adequately avoided the charge of adopting a similar error.79 Like the gnostics, they have sought to combine Christian ideas with contem​porary ideas. This approach cannot avoid the charge of syncretism. It is
Barth, op. cit., p. 116, is surely right in charging Bultmann with clamping the gospel in the vice of existentialism which recognizes only the existence of the human subject.
Cf. E. Kasemann, Essays on New Testament Themes, which includes his well-known essay on 'The Problem of the Historical Jesus', first published in 1951, which can be regarded as the beginning of the New Quest; G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth (Eng. trans. 1960); E. Fuchs, Studies of the Historical Jesus (Eng. trans. 1964).
J. M. Robinson, A New Quest of the Historical Jesus (1959).
Barth, op. cit., p. Ill, .says, Ί cannot deny that his (Bultmann's) demythologized New Testament looks suspiciously like docetism.'
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ironical in this respect that Bultmann has maintained that some of the nt theological ideas which he rejects, such as the redemptive theme, and the pre-existence of Christ, are mainly due to gnostic influence.80 Apart from the fact that he is using the term gnosticism in a way that is open to question (i.e. of first-century movements), his failure to see parallels be​tween this procedure and his own methodology is striking.
ATTEMPTS TO REDISCOVER THE THEOLOGY OF THE GOSPELS Because of the reduction of genuine material in the gospels,  it is not surprising that the theology of the synoptic gospels plays an insignificant part in Bultmann's understanding of the documents. His own New Testa​ment Theology devotes only a few pages to the teaching of Jesus in the synoptic gospels. A newer movement which began within the same school has sought to concentrate on the theology of the evangelists. This is Re​daktionsgeschichte. Its main contention is that form criticism, by focusing on the anonymous units of traditions, overlooked the individual contribution of the evangelists. It has been some gain, for greater attention has been paid to the authors, who had previously been regarded as no more than compilers. But the result of Redaktionsgeschichte has been a multiplication of theologies. Whereas for long the fourth gospel has furnished its own 'Johannine theology', the synoptics had been linked together. The new movement, however, sees a distinctive theology in each of the synoptics. The basic method of approach is to suppose that each evangelist selected material from the traditions and sources to give a particular slant to his theological ideas.  Conzelmann,81 for instance,  reckons that Luke had a special approach to time, in which he saw the time of Jesus as the middle of time, and the time before (Israel's history) and the time after (the church's history) as governed by this idea. The distinctiveness of Luke's understand​ing of the middle of time is the suspension of satanic activity. Luke's gospel does not obviously give this impression and one suspects that Conzelmann has imposed his own interpretation upon Luke. The main problem with this kind of radical Redaktionsgeschichte, apart from its dependence on ex- v istentialism, is that it heightens any distinctive emphases in the gospels into separate theologies. Indeed, it may be said that such a Redaktionsgeschichte approach has brought into prominence a tendency, which has been inherent in the more extreme form critical movements, to over-emphasize the var​iety of theologies within the nt at the expense of its unity. This raises an acute problem which will be dealt with in the next section.
One other aspect of radical Redaktionsgeschichte which is important to note is that it assumes that the evangelists could not be both historians and
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theologians. Its advocates, having already discarded the gospels as historical accounts, find no tension here, but simply refer to the evangelists as theo​logians. On the other hand, those who see historical worth in the accounts do not for that reason reject the suggestion that each evangelist had a theological interest. It is more correct to speak of them as both historians and theologians rather than either one or the other.82 The combination of both ensures that the theology is based on the history and has not created the history. It is also possible and desirable to recognize that each evangelist in expressing his own point of view is not independent of the basic apostolic doctrine expressed in other literature. But this point will be clarified in the next section.
Variety and unity within the New Testament
When the earlier dogmatic approach to nt theology is compared with modern approaches, what stands out is the contrast between the earlier unified theology and the modern diversity. The older concept of unity was undoubtedly based directly on the view of revelation and inspiration held. If all parts of the literature are equal in value, irrespective of the historical background, unity is assured. Particularly is this the case if the concept of progressive revelation is denied. The concept of theological unity in the nt is of great importance, but its basis must be carefully examined. It cannot be taken as assumed, especially in view of the strong modern rejection of the idea. Nevertheless anyone who sets out to write an nt theology must state in the clearest possible terms whether he is going to treat the nt literature as a collection of disconnected sections and aim to display their diversity as if that in itself was his main aim; or whether he is going to approach the texts as a means of revealing various aspects of a united whole. No-one can deny that a decision on this matter has a profound effect on the presentation of nt teaching. The matter may be discussed under several sub-sections.
THE NATURE OF THE VARIETY
First of all, the materials for nt teaching come from different types of literature. It is inevitable that the form in which the teaching is expressed will be influenced by the type of literature in which it occurs. In the nt the four types (gospels, acts, epistles and apocalypse) all have their distinctive characteristics and all lead to different literary 'shells' for preserving the teaching. In the gospels the teaching is found in various aspects - the sayings of Jesus, the doings of Jesus, the theological comments of the evangelists. Even within the sayings of Jesus there are various types - Τ words, parables, epigrammatic statements, discourses. But does the rich
} C/ his essay in Kerygma and Myth 1, pp. 1-8.
1 H. Conzelmann, The Theology of St Luke (Eng. trans. 1960).

1 As I. H. Marshall does in his Luke: Historian and Theologian (1970).
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variety of forms support a corresponding variety of teaching? That is the crucial question, and the answer is not obviously in the affirmative. More​over, the speeches of Acts are an essentially different kind of literary form from the epistles, and it would be unreasonable to suppose that the teaching will be presented in the same way in each. Much wrong exegesis and wrong approach to nt theology has resulted from an over-emphasis on the variety of teaching, without sufficient attention being paid to the signifi​cance of the literary forms. It is further obvious that no systematic theology is presented anywhere in the nt and this inevitably makes the task of the nt theologian more difficult. The theological statements and ideas are scattered about among practical letters, an incomplete history, gospels designed primarily to present a particular view of Christ, and an apocalypse which concentrates on one major area of interest. It is from this wholly disparate collection of material that the nt theologian is expected to present in a clear way the basic apostolic teaching.83 Wrede's argument for a description of nt religion rather than of theology is not without some appeal in this connection. But since we have already seen reason to reject Wrede's plea, we are obliged to come to terms with the variety of truth in the nt.
Not only is there a problem about the vague theological nature of some of the material, but there is variety within similar kinds of material. The epistles, for example, contain many different emphases and some scholars see a genuine Pauline theology and a deutero-Pauline theology, a Petrine and pseudo-Petrine (or a double pseudo-Petrine) theology, a theology of Hebrews and another of James and yet another of John. What are we to make of this wide variety? What we make of it will undoubtedly be determined by our starting point. It is, for instance, possible to distinguish between Paul's conception of justification-faith and James' works-faith so as to make them mutually exclusive and therefore contradictory. But it is equally possible to resolve the supposed contradiction. For some scholars any resolution of difficulties is excluded as unacceptable, with the result that there is always a bias towards diversity rather than unity. This-is especially true of the gospels, where the different emphases in each are often heightened into different theologies, with an emphasis on diversity. The splintering of theology into a number of components which bear no necessary relation to each other makes the conception of a unified faith more remote. The parts are not regarded as being like the pieces of a jigsaw . puzzle, which, however individually shaped each piece happens to be,
83 Although the forms within the literature varied, there is no evidence from the early period that one type of literature (e.g. epistles) was ever invoked to prevent the circulation of another (e.g. gospels). Cf. Riesenfeld, 'Reflections on the Unity of the New Testament', Religion 3, 1973, p. 41, who asks why the collection of Christian writings functioned as an organic unity. He considers that no satisfactory solution can be given by those whose work has led to the disintegration of the nt.
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nevertheless fit together into a united whole.84 Many modern approaches are more like the situation where several jigsaws are mixed up together and the various pieces refuse to fit because they do not belong. The question whether or not there is a unifying pattern is clearly of crucial importance.85 Before discussing this problem there is another which affects the whole question, and that is whether or not it is right to speak of development of theology within the NT.86 The idea of progressive revelation is familiar in ot interpretation and also in the area of the relation of the ox to the nt. The Christian revelation is obviously an advance on the ot revelation. With Christ the ot ritual system became obsolete, as the epistle to the Hebrews makes clear. But is there a development of doctrine within the nt? One obvious area where this is undeniable is the difference between the gospels and the rest of the nt. Before the death and resurrection of Christ the revelation given to the disciples was limited. In the nature of the case Jesus could not give a full explanation of his own death to his disciples until they had grasped the fact of it. But after the resurrection the apostolic preachers were guided into an understanding of it, although again not in any stereotyped way, but with a rich variety. The understanding of the person of Christ did not come in a cataclysmic way. It seems rather to have been revealed piecemeal. It is of great importance to bear this in mind, in order to avoid the error of looking for developed statements of doctrine, where the development had not yet occurred.
THE RELATION OF PAUL TO JESUS
Unquestionably the major problem within the variety of nt theology is the relationship between the theology of Paul and the teaching of Jesus.87 There are three possible ways of approaching the matter. It has been argued that the pure Christian teaching is that of Jesus and that Paul has obscured, if not corrupted, this teaching by theologizing upon it. Or the opposite has been maintained, in which case Paul's theology provides the key for the understanding of Jesus. The via media regards Paul's teaching as a
Morgan, op. cit., p. 15, uses the jigsaw illustration to express caution about making forced connections. But he thinks the vast majority of the pieces are missing.
H. Riesenfeld, op. cit., p. 36, makes some acute observations on the task facing critical research. A multitude of theologies, Christologies and other themes 'have to be attributed to different milieux and currents in primitive Christianity. By something of a circular argument these settings and currents of thought are assumed to have existed, although at the same time we have no further knowledge about them than that which is given in those texts ascribed to them.'
E. Kasemann, The Problem of a New Testament Theology', NTS 19, 1972-73, p. 238, considers that the old liberal idea of an organic development is now bankrupt. But he goes to the other extreme and asserts that we have only fragments, which effectively excludes any kind of development. At the same «me he criticizes H. Braun's view that what we meet in the nt is no more than a series of disparate conceptions (p. 240).
For an historical account of the Paul versus Jesus issue during the twentieth century, cf. H. Ridderbos, Paul and Jesus (1958), pp. 3-20; cf. also F. F. Bruce, Paul and Jesus (1974).
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blossoming out of what was in embryo in the teaching of Jesus. In the first two cases there is a dichotomy in the theology and in the third a synthesis. There have been many variations within each group but the basic ideas are as set out above.
Much of the confusion which has arisen has been due to the assumption that whereas Jesus taught in a wholly Jewish environment, Paul was af​fected by Hellenistic or gnostic influences. A dichotomy is understandable if it is assumed that Paul has taken the simple gospel of Christ and expressed it in terms amenable to a non-Jewish cultural background. But there is no doubt that the Hellenizing and gnostic elements have been grossly exag​gerated. The Religionsgeschichte school has been largely to blame. Bousset, for example, drew a sharp distinction between the confessional beliefs of the Jewish and Hellenistic sections of the early church and maintained that the nt presentation has been confused as a result. The strong appeal by Bultmann to the gnostic redeemer myth has maintained the rift, but in any case his rejection of the historical Jesus makes such a cleavage inevitable.
The tendency to make Jesus and Paul oppose each other is not peculiar to the twentieth century for it has strong roots in the nineteenth century. F. C. Baur blazed a trail with his view that Paul opposed the more primitive Petrine party and the clash was resolved only by the orthodox combination of both in the early second century in face of the threat of gnosticism.88 In spite of the fact that Baur's Hegelian reconstruction has been abandoned, he left a legacy of antithesis between Paul and Jesus which has never been entirely eradicated from many critical approaches to the nt.
This is not the place to discuss the historical background to the contro​versy, but it is clearly necessary to give reasons why the mediating position has been adopted in the following work. Several considerations have a direct bearing on the matter and these will be outlined.
Paul's knowledge of the historical Jesus raises the first problem. Through​out his letters, it must be admitted, he shows little interest in the historical Jesus. He is absorbed with the heavenly Christ. At first sight it might be maintained that Paul was not concerned with the Jesus of history, but he obviously assumes more than he states.89 The death and resurrection of Jesus are central and are treated as historical events. Apart from this Paul speaks of the poverty of Christ (2 Cor. 8:9), of his affection (Phil. 1:8), of his meekness and gentleness (2 Cor. 10:1) and of his commands (1 Cor. 7:10,25). Although slight, these allusions do not go back to a vacuum. It may be wondered why Paul does not sometimes cite an incident or saying '
88 For a detailed account of Baur and the Tubingen School, cf. Horton Harris, The Tubingen School (1975). Harris points out that Baur could not conceive of a harmonization between Paul and Peter and therefore concluded that such a harmonization could not have happened (p. 259).
89 Cf. J. W. Fraser, Jesus and Paul. Paul as Interpreter of Jesus from Harnack to Kiimmel (1972), especially pp. 90-102 on Paul's knowledge about Jesus.
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of Jesus to support some discussion. But it cannot reasonably be argued from his omitting to do this that he was either ignorant of or indifferent to the historical life of Jesus.90 His theology makes clear that his exalted Lord is also a perfect man, which implies of necessity a perfect human life (see pp. 224ff.).
The second consideration is the need to define what traditions Paul re​ceived about the historical Jesus. This is a wide area of study and can only be briefly outlined. That Paul did receive earlier traditions is clear from 1 Corinthians 15: Iff, which is a key passage for appreciating the connection between Paul and the kerygma (for further discussion see p. 57f. below). What is important to note here is that not only are the death and resurrec​tion spoken of as historical facts - so also is the burial. Moreover some kind of theological interpretation is contained in the words 'died for our sins'. The specific list of resurrection witnesses shows further how acutely conscious Paul was of the historical basis of the Christian faith.
Another specific tradition was the Lord's Supper, details of which had similarly been transmitted to him. He relates this also as a historical fact, specifically referring to the night of the betrayal. Paul was conscious of carrying on what Jesus had inaugurated.
The third consideration is to explain why Paul introduces many concepts which do not occur in the teaching of Jesus. Some of his most characteristic ideas concern the person and work of Christ and their application to man. It is evident that no full explanation by Jesus of his mission and death was possible before his death occurred. But what evidences are found point the way for the Pauline expositions. It cannot be maintained that Paul foisted on to the simpler teaching of Jesus his own complicated dogmatic state​ments, although it can be held that the germ in Jesus' teaching blossoms into full flower in Paul's theology. What Jesus came to mean for the mind of Paul is not alien to Jesus' own self-testimony, nor to the general early Christian understanding of him. In this matter the more extreme form-critical approach has been confusing, not to say misleading, in attributing so much of the teaching of Jesus to the community; for had this really happened, it is incredible that echoes of the developed Pauline theology would not inadvertently have strayed into the gospels.
The position adopted in the following studies is that what is inherent in the gospels becomes emergent in Paul, often adapted to a wholly different audience. It cannot be too strongly stressed that Paul as much as Jesus thought in harmony with an οτ background, and Paul's doctrine will certainly not be understood unless this is borne in mind. Whatever part Hellenistic influences played in the moulding of his thought, his basic
H. Riesenfeld, Religion 3, p.45, asks whether any Christian missionary could have based his preaching exclusively on the Pauline epistles without mentioning any of the material which is in the gospels, and have produced an impressive result.
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background was Jewish; and it must be assumed that, where he expresses concepts which found parallels in the OT, those concepts will be best understood in the light of this fact. This will explain why in the studies on Pauline theology, the Hellenistic influences will be played down. It is not now possible to maintain with such confidence as that displayed by some scholars that a cleavage existed between Hellenistic and Hebraic Christ​ianity.91 If the Dead Sea Scrolls have demonstrated the existence of Hellen​istic strands in non-conformist Judaism, there is no reason to suppose that a similar mixture could not have existed in Christianity.
THE BASIS OF UNITY IN NEW TESTAMENT THEOLOGY Anyone maintaining a unified theology in the nt must, in the prevailing climate of opinion, be prepared to state what he considers the unifying factor to be. Much of this will be clarified in the methodology used in this book, but it is right that a brief statement should here be made of the principles of unity employed. When faced with a number of different ideas, as every nt theologian is, the interpreter must be aware of the danger of pressing into a unity what may never have been intended to be taken as such. Yet with this caution in mind, the interpreter would be failing in his task if he did not seek out some unity of thought.
The key figure in nt theology is Jesus Christ. It requires little effort to de​monstrate that he is the main binding force throughout the nt. But this in itself is not enough to establish the basic unity of the nt, for it has been maintained that differing Christologies appear. This contention of basically different Christologies will be shown later to be a misleading understanding of the evidence, in the section on Christology. It would be better to speak of various aspects of Christology. No part of the nt is intelligible apart from an understanding of Christ as portrayed in it. Every part makes some contribution, although some are slight on Christology (as, for instance, James). The variety of ideas about Jesus Christ presents an enriching pic​ture, but all the ideas are concerned about the same person who lived, died and rose again. There are different portraits of the same Jesus. Some statements present his messianic office, some his kingly reign, some his lordship, some his humanity, some his creative activity, and many other aspects. nt theology is essentially theology about Christ. It is for this reason that Christology comes to be the primary doctrine to be con​sidered.92 This is not because of any dogmatic influence, but purely because
91 Cf. I. H. Marshall's article, 'Palestinian and Hellenistic Christianity: Some Critical Comments', NTS 19, 1972-3, pp. 271-287.
92 It is a noticeable weakness of Bultmann's nt theology that he merges Christology into soteriology. His main concern is undoubtedly anthropology.
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it is most logical to look for the basic unity of the nt in him who became the centre of Christian belief.93
The importance of the work and mission of Christ. If the nt did nothing more than focus attention on the various aspects of Christ, setting him out in his rich and powerful variety, it would not be enough unless it told us some​thing about his relevance to man. Hence the saving activity of Christ must be linked with his person. While this also finds many different expressions within the nt, there is a basic conviction that Christ's mission enables man to come to God in face of the sin which has wrought havoc in the rela​tionship. All the rich aspects of the nt doctrines of grace and atonement are foundational to an understanding of the unity of the nt. Those who approach the numerous strands from an anthropological point of view will see no more than various different attempts on man's part to explain his understanding of his relationship to God. But a theocentric approach will see God in Christ reconciling the world to himself and making that activity known in a variety of different ways, but always from the standpoint of the divine initiative. This largely covers what has come to be called the Heilsgeschichte approach, which centres in the acts of God in history, but must also, of course, include the explanation of those acts in the utterances of God through and to men. Such an approach is specific enough to make the unity in the nt conceivable and general enough to allow for many variations within the unity. It implies within it the expression of God's activity in the believer in both its individual and corporate aspects, both present and future.
The fulfilment motive. One of the most powerful influences on the thought of early Christians was the conviction that what had been predicted by the Hebrew prophets had been fulfilled in Jesus Christ. Whereas there is vari​ation in the amount of emphasis that is placed on this theme, it is present in most of the nt books and undoubtedly forms a strong link between the various sources of teaching. This concerns not only ot citations, but also the application of so many ot concepts to Jesus Christ. The fulfilment idea ensured a considerable measure of continuity, since the ot served as a check on wide variations of interpretation.
The community idea. Another widespread conviction was that all Christians (those in Christ) were bound together into a new community. This idea again runs through all the literature. The body of believers, the church of
In his book on Unity ana Diversity in the \!ew Testament, J. D. G. Dunn narrows down the basis of unity to 'Jesus, the man, the exalted one' (P. 369). In this his aim is to maintain the unity between the . lstorical Jesus and the exalted Christ. But he has exaggerated the diversity to such an extent, that his u"iiying strand' seems altogether too thin in comparison.
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Christ, is seen both in its local and its universal dimensions. There is no suggestion that groups of Christians could each forge their own theological position. In fact the opposite is nearer the truth in view of warnings against certain errors or practices which would have caused dissensions had they been tolerated. There is a basic assumption in the nt books that believers should form a unity and this in itself presupposes that there was general agreement on the basic doctrines. The body of Christ is never presented as a loosely knit collection of church groups which lacked understanding of what they stood for.
The juture hope. Without any dissentient voices, the nt testifies to the firm conviction that Jesus will return. Details are clearer in some books than others, but the thread of eschatological hope runs strongly through early Christian faith. This fact is more significant than the problems raised by the delay in the Lord's coming. Moreover, there is a firm belief that many of the promises would reach their fulfilment only in a future age. This view that the future holds the key to the present may be said to be a dominant feature of nt belief.
The Spirit. One of the most striking features of nt literature is the all-pervasive activity of the Holy Spirit. There was undoubtedly a strong dependence on the Holy Spirit from the incarnation of Jesus to the various stages of the development of the church; and although there are different emphases, there is a remarkable consistency about this factor. nt theology is bound together by the bond of the Spirit.
THE LIMITS OF HARMONIZATION IN THEOLOGY
The concept of harmonization in any form in the theological field is taboo among many nt theologians. It is assumed at once that anyone seeking to resolve difficulties or searching for agreements is suspect of imposing a preconceived unity on the evidence. This approach has contributed to the fragmentation of nt theology.94 If Jesus' teaching about the kingdom is set alongside the comparative lack of kingdom teaching in the epistles, is it to be considered illegitimate to look for ways of linking that teaching with other concepts in the rest of the nt? It is often more credible to suppose that agreement exists than to suppose that it does not. Harmonization must be allowed its proper place in the interpreting of nt thought, although any unnatural straining to achieve agreement must be rejected. Undoubtedly the use of strained harmonization for dogmatic purposes has been respon​sible for the modern rejection of all types of harmonizing. But it is as
94 H. Riesenfeld, art. at., p. 39, uses the illustration of the picking apart of the separate parts of a flower in order to study its components. And yet studied in isolation the various parts turn out to be poor and lifeless. No-one who sees only the separate parts will have a true conception of what the flower is like.
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illogical to suppose that no attempt should be made to reconcile evidence, as it would be in a court of law to suppose that the only function in examining evidence was negative (to discover discrepancies) and never positive (to propose a valid reconstruction to account for apparently con​trary evidence).
In view of what has already been said about the authority of the nt writings, it is a sound principle of exegesis that different parts of the same teaching may be expected to be non-self-contradictory.95
THE RELATION BETWEEN NEW TESTAMENT THEOLOGY AND THE KERYGMA
So much is heard about the kerygma in modern discussions of nt theology that its significance must be understood in order to provide a right approach to the doctrine. It should first be noted that the term seems to be used in different ways by different scholars. When used by Dodd it denotes the content of the early Christian preaching,96 whereas in Bultmann's use it involves the process of preaching itself.97 In the latter case it is considered wrong to think of any body of doctrine which was being preached. Rather it is maintained that Christ came alive and challenged men in the act of being proclaimed. The sense in which we intend to discuss the kerygma here is the former, since we are concerned to establish the connection between what the early Christians proclaimed and what stand out as the basic data for nt theology.
Naturally, the proclamation of the first preachers would not be expected to present developed theology. But it is important to know whether their early ideas were in substantial agreement with the later presentations in the epistles. The work of Dodd98 has established that there is a substantial basis of agreement between the early sermons and certain passages which he discovers in the Pauline epistles and which demonstrate particularly that behind the Pauline theology is a solid substratum of primitive teaching. Reference has already been made to 1 Corinthians 15:Iff. and this forms a key passage in Dodd's study. Among other passages are Romans 1:1—4 and Romans 10:8-9. A summary of Paul's kerygma might read as follows: (i) Prophecies had been fulfilled and the new age inaugurated; (ii) Jesus was born of the seed of David; (iii) he died, according to the Scriptures, to
5 To quote Riesenfeld again (art. cit., pp. 41f.) - 'The most remarkable feature in primitive Christianity 15 in fact not the diversity of congregations, writings and beliefs, but that homogeneity which made possible the acceptance and constant use of a diversity of writings which already at an early stage were considered authoritative.'
C. H. Dodd sets out his views in his Apostolic Preaching and its Developments (1936).
Bultmann is not consistent in his use of the term kerygma, for he can speak of demythologizing it, New Testament and Mythology', in Kerygma and Myth 1 (ed. H.-W. Bartsch, Eng. trans. 1953) pp. 1-44, which must involve its content.
Cf. Dodd, op. cit., pp. 7-35, on 'The Primitive Preaching'.
57
INTRODUCTION
deliver man from this present age; (iv) he was buried; (v) he rose again on the third day according to the Scriptures; (vi) he has been exalted as Son of God and as Lord of the living and the dead; and (vii) he will return as judge and saviour.
With few exceptions these features echo the main features of the earliest proclamation in Acts. The importance of this is that it demonstrates a direct link between the theology of Paul and the earliest kerygma. The exercise could be extended to show close connections between the kerygma and other nt books. Indeed the kerygma can be said to be the link between the historical Jesus and the epistles. In no sense, however, can the teaching of the epistles be regarded as kerygma. The distinction between the keryg​ma and the didache, first proposed by Dodd, is valid, provided the line of demarcation is not too finely drawn. By didache Dodd meant instruction as distinct from proclamation. nt theology, while mainly concerned with the didache, must take account of the kerygma. What is proclaimed still forms, as it did then, a vital part of what Christianity is all about.
We might raise the question whether in any sense Bultmann's use of the term kerygma has value for an approach to nt theology which does not share his presuppositions. His insistence that the proclamation must chal​lenge constantly to a decision contains partial truth if understood in a certain way. In contrast with the theology of the nineteenth-century liberal school, Bultmann's demands a response. The same may be said of the traditional understanding of the nt, although the concept of faith in the two systems differs radically. This will become clear in the section dealing with faith (see pp. 573ff.). As already noted, nt theology arose from a living faith and cannot be appreciated as a collection of objective doctrines which men long ago once happened to believe. The objective character of the doctrines must be affirmed, but not to the extent of reducing them to dead orthodoxy.
ΓΗΕ EFFECT OF APOLOGETICS ON THEOLOGY
The importance of background studies in nt theology must be recognized because the Christian message had to relate to the contemporary world (see next section). The possibility of deliberate use of contemporary ideas in order to express the message more adequately must certainly be borne in mind. Some clear examples of this are found, for instance, in the wisdom (sophia) and fullness (pleroma) concepts of Paul. In these and many other' cases, Paul takes current terms from contemporary Greek life and invests them with new spiritual meaning. John appears to do the same, as, for instance, with the word Logos. There are grounds for thinking that some use is made of terminology which was drawn directly from pre-gnosticism and used for apologetic purposes. This is entirely different from the view
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The relevance of background studies for New Testament theology that non-Christian thought has been responsible for the shaping or even creating of nt ideas.
Undoubtedly the greatest apologetic element in the nt is that which explains the Christian approach to the οτ. This is further commented on below under background studies and will be fully discussed in the later chapter on Scripture (see pp. 953ff.), but for our present purpose it should be noted that the desire of the early Christians to back up their teaching with scriptural proof contains a strong apologetic element. This accounts for the influence of οτ thought on most of the nt and explains why the nt theologian must be prepared to dig deep into οτ sources for much of his understanding of nt truths.
CONCLUSION
To sum up the unity and diversity of nt theology, we need to clarify certain features. The idea of unity relates to the conviction that there is only one gospel which the nt presents. There is simply no evidence to show that there were many gospels. In view of this our understanding of diversity must work within the limits of this gospel. Variations in the method of presentation there certainly are, but these may be classed as diversities only in the sense of variations in the expression of the same fundamental gospel. If diversity is used in the sense of contradiction, it is difficult to see how this can be maintained without calling in question the basic gospel. Undoubtedly, different writers will vary their expression according to the different purposes they have in mind. That is to be expected; but this is very different from the theory that there was no general agreement about the basic truths, no idea of orthodoxy to set over against heresy. The following study will bring out the rich variety of nt thought, but will also hope to demonstrate in a substantial way the unity of nt thought.
The relevance of background studies for New Testament theology
It is impossible to study nt theology in isolation. It arose in a world of various religious influences and the theologian must take account of these influences if he is to arrive at a true understanding of nt doctrine. It is for this reason that background studies have played an important role in nt theological interpretation during the last hundred years. Nevertheless, a difficult problem arises over the degree of importance that should be as​signed to them. Care must be taken to ensure that the background studies do not become more important than the biblical text, as happens when the text is bent towards the background, rather than seen as a unique contri​bution which frequently stands in contrast to the surrounding influences. " is going too far to suggest, for example, that because several points of
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contact can be found with Hellenistic thought in a gospel such as John's, the whole book must be regarded as a Hellenistic presentation. The Hel​lenistic parallels are valuable in throwing light on the meaning of individual statements, but cannot determine the theological milieu of the whole book. Under background studies the three main areas are the οτ, Palestinian Jewish literature, and Hellenistic literature. The relative importance of these will now be discussed.
THE OLD TESTAMENT BACKGROUND
It is clear in the most cursory survey of nt literature that a close connection exists between the οτ and the nt. Attempts to dispense with the former can lead only to a distortion of the latter. The considerable number of quotations from the οτ which appear in the nt bear impressive testimony to the importance attached to a continuity between the Christian era and the οτ. The theme of promise and fulfilment links the two. The Scripture of the early church was the οτ, and it was to be expected that the apostles would base much of their exegesis on οτ predictions. Nevertheless, im​portant as they are, the profusion of citations does not constitute the major contribution of οτ studies to nt theology; it is rather the οτ colouring in the concepts which were taken over and then invested with new meaning by Jesus and his apostles. Only an appreciation of οτ usage can explain many nt concepts. Such a term as 'righteousness', for example, must be considered against the revelation of the οτ on this matter, rather than based purely on a general philological study.
A variety of methods are used in the quotations from the οτ in the nt, in many of which the idea of authority shines clearly through. There is no doubt that the nt writers shared the same approach as the Jewish teachers towards the inspiration of the οτ text (see pp. 953ff.). Certainly Jesus had a high view of Scripture, and the epistles show this to have been shared by the apostles. The frequency with which the formula 'It is written' occurs demonstrates the powerful effect the οτ was considered to have on the nt truths which it was claimed to support. This is particularly characteristic of the Pauline epistles. In some cases it does not even depend on the relevance of the original context. A notable example is the grouping of various texts on a common theme, as found in Romans 3. A similar witness to the authority invested in the οτ texts is seen in Matthew's frequent use of the formula 'this was to fulfil what was spoken by. . .', or similar wording, to show a variety of ways in which the οτ was fulfilled in the ministry of Jesus. No interpreter of nt theology can bypass the important contribution of the οτ in the shaping of nt thought.
This fact, however, raises a difficulty, for it becomes essential to for​mulate some principles of interpretation of the OT in order to bring out the nuances in its use. Notice must be taken of the rabbinical methods, the
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The relevance of background studies for New Testament theology Qumran methods and the Hellenistic methods as well as the various ap​proaches found in the nt itself, in order to compare and contrast the Christian approach with other approaches to the οτ. Much of the signifi​cance of the epistle to the Hebrews lies in its grappling with the problem of οτ interpretation. The contribution of this epistle to the theology of the NT is without doubt profoundly affected by its approach to this problem. The concept of the high priesthood of Christ, for instance, finds its basis in the οτ cultus, even if it is seen to supersede the old order. In the course of our examination of nt thought it will frequently be necessary to set it against the background of its οτ antecedents. Although in a sense the inadequacies of the οτ cultus are often reflected in the nt, there is no suggestion that the οτ can therefore be ignored. Significantly the earliest person to fall into this trap ended with a totally inadequate concept of Christian theology. Marcion's attempt to dispense with the οτ met with determined resistance from orthodox Christian leaders who recognized the dangers in this approach.
The need for the theologian to define his understanding of the relation​ship between the οτ and nt revelation " is more pressing than in the case of the relationships between nt theology and any other of the background studies, because of the authoritative character of the οτ. It cannot be set on an equal footing with such studies as rabbinics, Qumran and Philonic studies, for example, since the nt nowhere affords to any of these a comparable authority. Indeed none of them is mentioned. The οτ cannot be regarded as simply one source among many, for it is unique among all the background studies. It demands that the nt theologian make some attempt to explain the continuity as well as the differences between the οτ and the nt, and this will be done in our present studies in the section devoted to Scripture (see pp. 953ff.). Suffice it here to say that some idea of progressive revelation which sees an advancement in nt theology over οτ theology, at least in several important respects, seems unavoidable if the full glory of the revelation of God's truth in Christ is to be seen.
An important corroboration of this is the position of John the Baptist.100 He appears in the role of an οτ prophet, indeed the last and greatest of them. His task is to announce the dawn of the new age. In doing so he announces the decrease of his own importance and the increase in the importance of the Messiah. Although he testifies to his own unworthiness, the importance of his office lies in its link between the old order and the new. It is significant that Jesus rated John among the greatest to be born of women, a fitting reminder of Jesus' view of his prophetic office. More-
For a detailed discussion of the relation between the ox and the nt, cf. D. L. Baker, Two Testaments, One Bible (1976).
™ On John the Baptist, cf. C. H. Kraeling,>/i« the Baptist (1951); C. Scobie, John the Baptist (1964); W. Wink, John the Baptist in the Gospel Tradition (1968).
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over, in his initial preaching Jesus proclaimed the same theme as John the Baptist - repent for the kingdom is near. Due weight must be given to the ministry and witness of John the Baptist as a prelude to a right understand​ing of the ministry of Jesus.
THE PALESTINIAN JEWISH LITERATURE
What has been said above highlights the need for as much understanding as possible of the historical period between the οτ and the nt. This period is the period of preparation for the coming of Christ. An understanding of the milieu of thought, which dominated the Jewish world in the century or so before the coming of Christ, contributes much to our grasp of the relevance as well as the uniqueness of his mission and message. The gospels describe the interaction between Jesus and his contemporaries. If the mes​sage was made relevant to those contemporaries it must have been clothed in concepts readily understood. The universal application of the message depends to some extent on a correct interpretation of it in its historical context - hence the value of intertestamental studies. But the nt theologian must approach such studies with caution. He must constantly remember as already pointed out (p. 35) that parallels do not in themselves furnish an infallible key for a right understanding of nt theology. Even if isolated Jewish parallels do exist, the need to interpret them in terms of their total context places a different complexion at once on the Jewish statements when they are compared with the nt parallels. A broad approach to inter​testamental studies will reveal a marked difference between the character of nt theology and its immediate Jewish predecessors. It is the task of the theologian to show the major features of that difference. Indeed if there had been no vital difference, there would have been no explanation of the emergence of Christianity out of Judaism.
Apocalyptic. The literature which is grouped under the general name of apocalyptic serves as a link between the prophetic period and the nt era.101 These works enjoyed widespread popularity, although it is difficult to determine the number of people to whom they appealed since apocalyptic was essentially literary. There is no reason to suppose, however, that the main ideas were not diffused among a much wider Jewish audience than those among whom the books circulated. The literature is important be​cause it provides valuable insights for understanding certain features of nt theology, such as the Son of man concept and various facets of eschatology. · Apocalyptic literature is generally esoteric, symbolic and pseudonymous.
101 For discussions on the significance of apocalyptic, cf. D. S. Russell, The Method ana Message of Jewish Apocalyptic (1964); idem, Apocalyptic: Ancient and Modern (1978); M. Rist, 'Apocalypticism' in IDE 1, pp. 157ίϊ. Η. Η. Rowley, The Relevance of Apocalyptic (31963); P. D. Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic (1975); idem, 'Apocalypticism', Supplementary Volume, IDE (1976), pp. 28ff; L. Morris, Apocalyptic (1972).
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The relevance of background studies for New Testament theology In spite of its heterogeneous character it has a recognizable form in the same way as the prophetical writings. It differs from the latter in that it did not originate, as they did, in the spoken word. There is no doubt that a major factor in the development of apocalyptic was the cessation of prophecy and a greater concentration on the importance of the Torah. In view of the closure of the Canon, the apocalyptists had to seek other ways of communicating what they believed to be God's message. It was for this reason that most apocalypses were pseudonymous. By this means ancient men could still speak authoritative words to a much later generation. These largely pessimistic books nevertheless performed one important function in relation to the nt. They brought into sharp focus the hope of a messianic deliverer, but there was no clear picture of who the Messiah was to be. The deliverance hoped for was in any case largely political and nationalistic in contrast to the nt idea of salvation, although the notion of an idealized New Jerusalem was not entirely lacking. It was in the absence of uniformity or precision in the presentation of messianic hopes that apocalyptic showed most vividly the weakness of its position and thus prepared the way for the more adequate Christian message. It is significant that the period of the apocalyptists overlapped the beginning of the Christian era, but by ad 100 it was a spent force within Judaism. Apocalyptic continued to enjoy some popularity among the Christians, even to the extent of Christian production of apocalyptic-style literature or else Christian interpolations into older Jewish works (Sybilline Oracles), which is evidence that the Christian faith found certain features of the apocalypses congenial.
The Apocalypse of John comes closest in form to this kind of literature in the nt, but even here the differences are more significant than the similarities. For a proper approach to nt interpretation an understanding of apocalyptic is important, but the nt theologian must resist the tempta​tion to allow too much weight to it. Apocalyptic can do no more than shed light on the environment in which the Christian faith grew. It cannot provide any explanation of the origin of that faith. Its role is essentially subsidiary.
Closely akin to the apocalyptic movement and itself a strong supporter of it is the community at Qumran.102 The discovery of the extensive library of this community has illuminated one little-known sector of Judaism in the period from a century before Christ until the Jewish war, which cul​minated in the sack of Jerusalem (ad 70). There is little doubt that this nonconformist Jewish group were Essenes, a particularly ascetic sect. Es-senes are nowhere mentioned in the nt, but this does not mean that vjuniran studies have no relevance for the nt theologian. The discovery
For a general survey of the Qumran Community, cf. F. F. Bruce, Second Thoughts on the Dead Sea Scrolls (1956); G. R. Driver, Thejudean Scrolls (1965); A. R. C. Leaney, The Rule of Qumran and its Meaning (1966); G. Vermes, Dead Sea-Scrolls: Qumran in Perspective (1977).
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that Greek ideas infiltrated so rigid a Jewish group has caused a reappraisal of the relation between nt thought and Hellenism. Particularly has this affected the interpretation of John's gospel, for it can no longer be claimed that Judaism kept Hellenism at bay during the period of the emergence of the Christian church.103 It is not impossible, in fact, to place John's gospel in an earlier Jewish milieu, instead of regarding it as a later Hellenistic production.
It cannot be claimed that Qumran studies have supplied much additional evidence for the use of the nt theologian. Yet by providing insights into a Jewish splinter group, Qumran has become an indispensable part of background studies, especially in relation to its exegesis of the οτ104. The idea of an eschatological community may find some parallels with the Christian church, but the essentially inward character of the former con​trasts vividly with the essentially out-going character of the latter. The rapid spreading of the Christian faith from Jerusalem to the centre of the known world (as Acts relates) is in striking contrast to the small exclusive group by the shores of the Dead Sea, which even discouraged contact with fellow Jews in Jerusalem. To turn from the law-centred writings of the devotees at Qumran to the grace-dominated writings of the nt is to enter a different world of spiritual liberty. At some points in the exposition of nt themes, the Qumran usage may throw light on the nt, and these features will be noted. The same caution that applied to apocalyptic must apply here, for undoubtedly Qumran has more divergences than parallels when compared with the nt. It should be noted, however, that there were some features of Qumran piety which paralleled the greater spirituality of the nt age (e.g. in the Hodayot). Yet for the most part, the legalistic approach was dominant.
The Apocrypha. Some reference must be made to the Apocrypha, for al​though non-canonical, this collection of books played an important part in the Jewish and Christian scene in the first century ad. They were apparently not placed on an equal footing with the οτ by the Christians, for they are never cited in the nt, although there are echoes of some of them (such 'as Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus). The books found their way into the Greek Scriptures, but never received sanction among the Hebrew-speaking Jews. They cannot form a basis for nt interpretation for this reason. Nevertheless
103 This was noted in J. A. T. Robinson's essay 'The New Look on the Fourth Gospel', originally in StEv 1 (ed. K. Aland, 1959), but reprinted in Robinson's Twelve New Testament Studies (1962), 94-106. This lead has been followed in most recent exegetical works on John's gospel.
104 For some useful books dealing with Qumran exegesis of οτ passages, cf. F, F. Bruce, Biblical Exegesis in the Qumran Texts (1959); R. N. Longenecker, Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period (1975). Cf. also W. H. Brownlee, 'Biblical Interpretation among the Sectaries of the Dead Sea Scrolls', Biblical Archaeologist 14, 1951, pp. 54-76.; J. A. Fitzmyer, 'The Use of Explicit Old Testament Quotations in Qumran Literature and in the New Testament', NTS 7, 1961, pp. 297-333.
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The relevance of background studies for New Testament theology they reflect what some men were thinking in the intertestamental period and provide much useful background data. Yet what is of most positive value in the Apocrypha is but a continuation of οτ ideas. There are, moreover, instances of the intrusion of extraneous material, as for instance, Persian ideas in the book of Tobit. Recognition of this fact draws attention to the remarkable absence of such influences in the nt, in spite of the claims of the Religionsgeschichte school. Indeed, a thorough examination of back​ground studies leads to a firm conviction of the uniqueness of the revelation of God in Christ, and therefore the unique character of nt theology.
Rabbinic studies. Our next consideration is the value of rabbinic studies.105 After the closure of the οτ canon, oral tradition developed in a way which gave it equal authority with the written law, because it was believed to be a true exposition of the written law. Moreover, it was believed to go back to the authority of Moses himself (so Pirke Ahoth 1:1). The 'tradition of the elders' played a definitive part in the pharisaic religious outlook in the time of our Lord, and some understanding of this background clearly facilitates a better understanding of the context in which his teaching was given.
The major problem in relating rabbinic teaching to the nt is the difficulty of dating much of this material. The weakness of some rabbinic studies in relation to nt thought is the lack of sufficient differentiation between early and later material.106 It is doubtfully assumed that the later evidence reflects earlier practice. It must further be borne in mind that the fall of Jerusalem in ad 70 caused a major upheaval in Judaism and it cannot too readily be assumed that what was maintained in writings after that date must necess​arily represent the position in the pre-fall era. It cannot be denied that the nt interpreter is bound to take account of the milieu of rabbinic thought, since one of the main backgrounds to the teaching of Jesus must have been current Jewish discussions. Indeed an understanding of first-century teach​ing and practice is indispensable to a right understanding of Jesus' criticism of the Pharisees. Nevertheless, caution must be exercised in the use of such evidence, because of the uncertainty of dating.
In the Pauline epistles there is much that can be illuminated by rabbinic Judaism. The great Christian apostle had been brought up in this milieu of thought and carried over into Christian discussion some of the thought forms of his former faith. He occasionally uses Jewish methods of approach ~ as, for instance, when he strings together a collection of οτ quotations (as in Rom. 3), or when he argues on a grammatical point (as in Gal. 3). Rabbinic studies have unquestionably shed much light on Pauline theology,
On rabbinic studies as a background to NT theology, cf. W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (1948); R. A. Stewart, Rabbinic Theology (1961); F. C. Grant, Ancient Judaism and the New Testament (1960); J· Bowker, The Targums and Rabbinic Literature (1969); E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism (1977). * Cf. G. F. Moore, Judaism (1927).
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but the distinctive features of his theology stand out all the more strongly when set against such a background. It can often be seen that what the rabbis were searching after conies to clear fruition in Paul. It can equally be seen where rabbinic teaching was very definitely on the wrong track as, for instance, in its dependence on the efficacy of the law. The whole core of Paul's theological emphasis on justification by faith becomes intelligible against the current Jewish approach to man's justification.
It must be questioned whether Bultmann, in applying his law of dis​similarity for determining the genuineness of the sayings of Jesus, uses rabbinic material in a valid way. He assumes that parallels with Jewish material renders sayings unauthentic, which is based on the assumption that what is similar must have been derived from Jewish sources. But as already noted such an approach would make it impossible for Jesus to communicate with his own contemporaries in categories of thought that they would understand.
HELLENISTIC LITERATURE
There are two main categories which fall under the broad description of Hellenistic literature, i.e. Jewish and Greek. Under the former are the extensive works of Philo, while the latter covers such diverse literature as the Hermetica, gnostic works and mystery religious literature.
Philo. This Alexandrian Jew who lived c. 20 bc - ad 40 has exercised considerable influence in nt studies, although many of the earlier claims have been mellowed by studies in other fields, particularly Qumran.107 Philo's aim was to demonstrate an οτ origin even for Greek ideas and for this purpose he indulged in widespread and often fantastic allegorizing of the ot text. His works abound moreover in quotations from Greek writings and present the best example of the attempt to merge Jewish and Greek ideas. His influence was certainly powerful in Alexandria, but it is less certain to what extent his influence permeated to the writers of the nt.
For long it was confidently assumed that Philo's usage lay behind the prologue to John's gospel, and the Logos concept was accordingly inter​preted in wholly Hellenistic terms. But many scholars now believe that it is possible to trace Jewish influence in the prologue (see pp. 321f). This is not to say that these two sources are mutually exclusive, but the dominance of Philo over the interpreter has certainly lessened. Another area where Philo is believed to have exerted his influence is in the epistle to the Hebrews. This is largely due to Philo's acceptance of the Platonic theory of ideas in which the true world lies behind the apparent world. This spatial
107 E. R. Goodenough, An Introduction to Philo Judaeus (1962); H. A. A. Kennedy, Philo's Contribution to Religion (1919); N. Bentwich, Phih-Judaeus of Alexandria (1910, r.p. 1948); R. Williamson, Philo and the Epistle to the Hebrews (1970).
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The relevance of background studies for New Testament theology dualism can certainly find some parallels in the theology of Hebrews, where the earthly things are seen to be shadows of the heavenly. But this epistle departs from Philo's stance on so many issues that the most that could be claimed for the author is that Philonic influence was minimal.
Admittedly in the Melchizedek section there is a slight tendency towards allegory and in the whole epistle a widespread appeal to and reverence for the lxx text as in Philo. Moreover, several other common features occur such as the antitheses between the created and uncreated, the past and the future, and the transitory and the eternal. Nevertheless, there is a funda​mental difference of approach. Philo does not treat the οτ as history, even in its historical sections. The writer to the Hebrews sees God working in history. Indeed in this respect, unlike Philo, he is thoroughly biblical. His aim is to bring out how perfectly Christ fulfils the true spiritual meaning of the OT. The cultus is seen to be obsolete, but the οτ itself is still authoritative.
The Christian church had to face the challenge of Hellenism and Philo's form of it had sufficient influence for some adaptation to be made. But there is no section of nt theology which can be said to be indebted to Philo, except in a superficial way.
Hermetica. A considerable body of literature exists under the title of Her​metica. This consists of Egyptian philosophic tracts under the name of Hermes. Appeal to this literature as a guide to nt interpretation came into its own with the writings of C. H. Dodd,108 and especially in his exposition of John's gospel. It must be borne in mind that unlike the other background material already mentioned, the Hermetica did not come from a Jewish milieu, but are the product of paganism. In spite of this Dodd finds some remarkable parallels between the Hermetica and the fourth gospel.109 But it may be questioned to what extent the interpretation of John is dependent on the Hermetica. Indeed, extreme caution is needed because much of the Hermetica literature cannot be dated until very much later than the nt era. Dodd assumes that many of the ideas were current during the early part of the second century. If he is correct, it would not be possible to claim any more than a common milieu. In this case, the fourth gospel would be regarded as interpreting the Christian gospel in contemporary language.
Any suggestions of this kind must be balanced against the not inconsi​derable evidence for placing the fourth gospel in a totally different environ​ment, as, for instance, in a Jewish setting, which seems probable in the !ght of the Qumran evidence. It is more reasonable to suppose that a
108  Γ)
U
(ed  \
Hermetica> tf· C. H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks (1935); A. D. Nock and A. J. Festugiere
wok   P"7"" H"me"c"m< 4 vols· (1945-54). Some of the Nag Hammadi Texts in Codex VI are Hermetic
in r       The N"s Hammad< Library in English (ed. J. M. Robinson, 1977), pp. 278f, 292f.).
c· H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (1954).
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gospel like John's should be evaluated against a typically Jewish back​ground, than against a pagan Egyptian background. Geographical consider​ations favour the former more than the latter. Moreover, the whole of Dodd's thesis depends on a particular view of the origin of John's gospel. If there is any truth in the Hermetica theory, it must mean that the teaching of Jesus recorded in the fourth gospel is a Johannine interpretation which bears little or no relation to what Jesus actually taught. But the evidence produced is not based on indisputably first-century texts, and it is therefore difficult for such a position to be satisfactorily maintained. Nevertheless, Hermetica studies undoubtedly show the wide relevance of the Johannine teaching to meet the challenge from pagan philosophical, as well as from Jewish, quarters.
Gnosticism. In the past, nt interpreters have too often been misleading when applying gnostic studies to the nt. The problem has arisen because no distinction was being made between gnosis and gnosticism.110 The latter term properly refers to developed gnostic systems which did not come into existence until the second century ad. The former term refers to the general ideas of gnosticism in its pre-developed state, a kind of pre-gnosticism. This earlier trend must have existed in the first century, which would explain why the nt makes passing references to it. Since gnosis was syn-cretistic, and sought to combine several strands of religious thought into a whole, it early became a serious threat to Christianity. Its whole purpose would be alien to a faith which claimed to be sufficient in itself (as the gospel of Jesus Christ does). As soon as philosophical and oriental mystical features began to be mixed with the Christian faith, it could not fail to distort the latter. This accounts for the strong line which the nt takes against aberrations.
What then is the value of gnostic studies to the student of nt theology? The answer must be 'very little'. Its value is mainly negative. It provides another slant on contemporary opinion against which the Christian gospel must be set. Men were experimenting in various ways to discover the satisfaction for which they longed. The later widespread appeal of gnosti​cism shows that this particular movement was thought to provide an answer. It had the advantage of enabling people to retain some of their existing beliefs while being susceptible to other ideas.
One of the more thorough-going appeals to gnosticism to furnish an
110 Cf. R. M. Wilson, The Gnostic Problem (1958); Gnosis and the New Testament (1968); Ε. Μ. Yamauchi, Pre-Christian Gnosticism (1973); E. Lohse, The New Testament Environment (Eng. trans. 1974), pp. 253-277. Of these writers, Wilson and Yamauchi are critical of the theory of pre-Christian gnosticism, but Lohse considers it is now generally recognized, although he admits that there are 'very few literary attestations'. Yamauchi, however, denies that there are any attestations at all. For evidence for the gnostic background to early Christianity, cf. J. M. Robinson, in the Introduction to The Nag Hammadi Library in English, pp. 1-25.
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explanation of nt thought is Bultmann's use of the gnostic redeemer myth as the source of the redemptive idea in Pauline theology and the idea of the revealer in Johannine theology.111 This is another case of the use of a wide range of material drawn mostly from literature much later than the nt age.There is certainly no gnostic literature which can confidently be as​signed to the first century.
In view of this, gnosticism is another area whose usefulness for nt theology must be considered minimal. This is not, of course, to maintain that gnostic studies have no value, for they are essential for a true appreci​ation of the developing church. Moreover, the obscurity of thought which abounds in gnostic writings emphasizes by way of contrast the straight​forwardness of nt thought. There are times when gnostic terms occur in the nt and these seem to be instances where the Christian thinkers took over ideas which were being bandied about in pagan circles and invested them with entirely new meanings (e.g. the plerdma).
Mystery religions. It was the 'history of religions' school which popularized comparisons between Christianity and the mystery religions with a view to finding in the latter a source for the ideas of the former.112 Whatever justification the advocates of this school thought they had, their method was at fault in several particulars. They assumed as unchallengeable that Christianity was but one of a number of religions which had, in fact, influenced each other. With such a presupposition it did not seem incon​gruous to claim, for instance, that the Lord's Supper was somehow con​nected with the notorious bulls' blood-bath of the mystery religions. Once such a point of view was adopted it became imperative for the investigator to discover many features in nt theology which were based on the mys​teries (including the word mysterion itself).
So alien are some of these interpretations to an unbiased understanding of nt thought that the 'history of religions' school did not gain widespread support. But some dependence on the mystery religions has remained in Bultmann's approach to nt theology, and for this reason it must be taken note of in nt studies. Yet it should be pointed out that the open 'mystery' of the gospel is diametrically contrasted with the secret initiation required by the mystery religions. Again, background studies bring into clear focus
111 For Bultmann's views, cf. his commentary on John and his TNT. He depended heavily on the opinions of Reitzenstein, who, however, cited only later evidence for the redeemed Redeemer notion. For a refutation of Bultmann's position, cf. Yamauchi, op. cit., pp. 163ff; cf. also R. M. Wilson, 'Some Recent Studies in Gnosticism', NTS 6, 1959-60, p. 43, who questions whether the 'pure' form of the redeemer myth ever existed except as a scholar's reconstruction. Wilson was commenting on Schmithal's excursus on the subject in his Gnosticism in Corinth (1956, Eng. trans. 1971).
112 On the mystery religions, cf. H. A. A. Kennedy, Si Paul and the Mystery Religions (1913); R. Reitzenstein, Die hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen (31927); H. Rahner, Greek Myths and Christian Mysteries (1963); Β. Μ. Metzger, 'Considerations of Methodology in the Study of the Mystery Religions and Early Christianity', HTR 48, 1955, pp. 1-29.
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the immeasurable superiority of the Christian gospel to its environment.
This brief survey of background studies has focused on the diverse background against which nt theology must be approached. Christian concepts must in some way be related with contemporary ideas, for they did not develop in complete isolation. Nevertheless, caution must be ex​ercised to avoid over-emphasizing background elements, for this has caused many of the problems which have arisen in the course of the development of nt interpretation. It would clearly be wrong to suppose that Christian theology was an extensive borrower from a wide range of non-Christian sources. An over-enthusiasm to trace the sources of concepts has led to a drastic reduction of that uniqueness which characterizes the gospel as a whole. No-one would think of assessing the significance of a motor car by analysing its separate parts and searching for their origin. The uniqueness of any creation consists in more than the fresh material which is introduced when it is compared with previous creations. It consists of the effectiveness of the concepts as a whole. If this is true of human creations, how much more is it true of divine revelation?
A real understanding of this feature will protect the nt theologian from the pitfall of supposing that he must necessarily allow contemporary usage to determine the meaning of nt concepts. The problem surrounding the Son of man title is a case in point. By different uses of the contemporary parallels, various opinions have been reached as to what the title actually meant to Jesus, who, according to the gospels, was the only one to use it. It becomes a question then of deciding how far the context of the title in the gospel passages themselves is not more important than parallels else​where. The approach to be adopted in the following study of nt theology is to give greater weight to the text itself than to the parallels, although due attention will be given to the latter.
Questions of authenticity
Anyone writing a nt theology is bound to adopt a certain point of view with regard to the validity of the evidence at his disposal. He therefore has a responsibility not only to make clear what that point of view is, but also how it relates to other points of view. Because of the central place of Jesus within nt theology, the view taken about the authenticity of his teaching will clearly be a determining factor in the production of a theological framework. If the teaching as recorded in the gospels is a fair record of what Jesus thought and taught, considerable weight can be placed on his teaching as a major contribution towards an understanding of nt theology. But if the authenticity of the sayings of Jesus is constantly in dispute, the teaching of Jesus will no longer be a dominant consideration in a nt theology (as it is not, for instance, in Bultmann).
Difficulties arise over some theories  of redaction criticism which,  if
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adopted, make an integrated approach to nt theology more difficult. If, for instance, the theology of each evangelist is more important than the teaching of Jesus which each records, this would indicate a collection of different theologies rather than the notion of a unified nt theology. In the following studies the texts have been taken as reliable accounts of the teaching of Jesus. It is clear, therefore, that those who regard some of that teaching as non-authentic will not be disposed to put the same weight on it, but will incline to see it as the evangelist's own reflections. Those adopting this view will inevitably regard part of the evidence as less au​thoritative than if it were accepted as the genuine teaching of Jesus.
The difference in approach will be most evident in John's gospel. Those who regard the teaching attributed to Jesus as an interpretation by the evangelist of that teaching will probably want to modify the importance attached to some of the following discussions. To cite one example, the Ί am' sayings, which have been taken as evidence of the awareness by Jesus of his own uniqueness, would clearly have less point if their authen​ticity were questioned, as it is by many scholars. In that case the evidence becomes the evangelist's idea of what Jesus thought about himself, thus expressing his own Christological reflections. It has not been possible to discuss authenticity questions regarding all the sayings appealed to, al​though some indication of conflicting opinion has, in many cases, been given in the footnotes.
Another problem arises from the nt epistles, where discussions of au​thorship have led some scholars to dispute the authenticity of some of the letters (e.g. Ephesians, the pastoral epistles, 1 Peter). Where differences are made between the 'genuine' Pauline epistles and the 'deutero-Pauline' epistles on theological grounds, it plainly affects the weight given to the latter. It has clearly not been possible to defend the position taken up in this book on each issue. The general questions of introduction have been discussed elsewhere. All the Pauline epistles have been treated as valid sources for Paul's thoughts, although it is recognized that not all scholars would concur with this point of view. Nevertheless, many who would not accept Paul as author of some of the epistles attributed to him would nonetheless agree that there is at least some Pauline influence in those epistles.
The position adopted in this book is the result of a careful consideration of the evidence, and it is hoped that the survey of the evidence itself will prove valuable, not only to those who accept the same position, but also to those who would attach different and often lesser values to the sources of information.
The structure of New Testament theology
The interpreter's own understanding of the scope of his work will obvious-
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ly determine his method in setting out the materials. There are only two basic methods open to him. Either he may split the nt into its different literary groups and present the theological opinions of each of these groups; or he may decide to select certain major themes and make these the main divisions of work. The former of the two methods presents the least number of difficulties for methodology, for once the theologian has class​ified his groups of sources his task consists of describing the special char​acteristics of each. This methodology is admirable if nt theology is regarded purely as a descriptive science. The purpose would then be to initiate the reader, for instance, into a survey of synoptic, Pauline or Johannine theology. Such a method provides a ready-made handbook for the analytical approach, but tends to lead to a splintering of theology, against which a warning has already been given.
Admittedly, the theologian who chooses the thematic method avoids one problem, but confronts many others. He has to face the relation of his work to the historical method. If he has rejected the view that he is at liberty to draw proofs from any part of the nt in support of a thematic idea without reference to the historical context, he must propose a satis​factory alternative. He could choose to include the context with his proof-texts, which would at least avoid the worst aspect of the proof-text method, but this would not make for clarity. The method chosen in this book is to group the teaching on each theme under the various sources to give them historical perspective and then to summarize the nt teaching as a whole on each main area of interest. Even this method may lead to lack of clarity at some points, but the interpreter is bound to come up against that, whatever his methodology. At times he has no alternative but to choose the lesser of two evils. The advantage of this scheme is that it presents what the nt says on each important theme, sets out the evidence in a historical form and gives a concise summary of all the major aspects, which will demon​strate both the variety and unity of nt thought.
For this purpose the following scheme for the classification of sources will be followed: the synoptic gospels, the Johannine literature, (gospel and epistles) Acts, the Pauline epistles, Hebrews and the other nt books. The book of Revelation has been treated separately from the gospel and epistles of John, but this is not intended to imply that it has no connection with them; rather, its particular form lends itself better to separate treatment. Some prior decisions have naturally to be made regarding the homogeneity of these groups and it is not possible to discuss here in full the reasons for the classification. Problems of introduction and decisions concerning them must affect the weight which is attached to any evidence. Discussions on these matters have been given elsewhere.113 It has been decided against
1 Cf. my New Testament Introduction (31970).
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splitting the synoptic theology into the separate theologies of the individual authors after the manner of redaction criticism, although any special em​phasis of a separate writer will be pointed out. Similarly, in treating the Johannine theology as distinct from the synoptics, it is not intended to suggest that their differences should be heightened.
The major problem in the thematic approach is to decide on the themes and then to provide some rationale for the order in which they are studied. Here is where the individual preference of the interpreter is most apparent. Whatever choices he makes will be questioned by those who would have made different choices. Indeed a glance at the schemes proposed by a wide selection of recent theologies reveals how highly individualistic the choice is. Some concentrate on the idea of development. Others make little at​tempt to trace connections. It is more important to explain the reason underlying the scheme adopted and to leave the reader to decide for himself if this rationale is justified.
Two considerations have influenced the layout of this Theology. The first is that the subject matter is approached from the conviction that it is a revelation of God rather than an exploration of man. The other has been the needs of the user of the book. It has been borne in mind that those who want to know what the nt teaches will have questions to which answers are sought. They are questions which have been relevant to man in all ages and therefore will not be striking for their originality. Any parallels our divisions may have with those of historic dogmatic theology arise only because the major areas of spiritual enquiry are essentially ti​meless. Other than this the nt has been allowed to speak for itself within these areas.
The first doctrine must then be that of God, for this is basic to any God-centred theology. There will be no attempt to formulate the doctrine of his existence, for everywhere the nt assumes belief in God. In this section will be found an outline of his functions and attributes as portrayed in the nt. Special attention will be given to his creative activity to show his essential relation to man.
Attention will next be given to the subject of man and his world, in which the nt view of the constitution of man, his environment and his basic needs in relationship to God are discussed. It is the clear statement in the nt of man's sinful condition which makes relevant what it has to say about God's redemptive activity.
This brings us to the section on Christology, which seeks to deal with the nature of Jesus Christ. The section will be concerned with more than the Christological titles, although these will form the starting point. Since Christology is so central to nt theology, the problems which it raises will need to be considered in some detail.
Our next discussion will focus on the closely linked subject of the mission
73
INTRODUCTION
of Christ, under which general title will be considered the kingdom teach​ing, the intimations of the meaning of the death of Christ in the gospels, and the interpretation of that death in the Acts, epistles and apocalypse, but especially in the teaching of Paul and the epistle to the Hebrews. This section will inevitably touch on the nt view of salvation, which neverthe​less comes into clearer focus later when the application of the work of Christ to Christian living is discussed.
Before dealing with this theme, however, another important theme will be considered. The person and activity of the Holy Spirit is a subject of vital importance, not only for understanding, but also for life. The variety of aspects of the Spirit's work will be examined.
Next follows the important section on the Christian life, which deals with such crucial matters as faith and forgiveness, grace, new life, sancti-fication and law. This involves a discussion of how the Christian deals with the ill effects of the old life.
So far the approach has been individual, but there is need to discuss the nt teaching on the church, not only with regard to its constitution, aims and destiny, but also with regard to its worship and practices. It is logical to follow this with a discussion on future destiny, to bring out the nt teaching on the future of mankind and the future of the world.
A section is included on nt ethics, because it is considered of great importance to link morality to doctrine and to show it to be, in fact, an essential part of nt theology. It is not intended in this section to give more than basic ethical principles as far as these are discernible in the nt. Of great importance will be the various ways in which Christian theology carries with it ethical obligations. Also included in this section will be a discussion of the nt teaching on social involvement.
This will be followed by a special section on Scripture, because of its importance for a right understanding of the nt. The discussion will deal mainly with the Christian approach to οτ, but will also discuss such matters as inspiration and authority as far as the nt supplies data on these themes.
All of these major themes are subjects which in all ages have been of interest to Christians. On all of them the nt gives specific answers which are as relevant today as they were when first given. It is remarkable that although it does not pose the questions in any formal way, it nevertheless enables the enquiring mind to discover the answers. Those who approach the nt in dependence on the Holy Spirit will discover for themselves that nt theology is more than an amassing of dry facts. It is, in fact, a dynamic experience of God's revelation in Christ.
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