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Fifth Book.
Gospel narratives and speeches according to Matthew and Luke.

In the present book, we intend to list a series of individual narratives, especially words,
speeches, and parables spoken by Christ, which the first and third Gospels, generally
following the narrative thread of Mark, supplementarily append to this thread; insofar as
such supplements are to be viewed as independent additions, and not merely as
occasional modifications of the predecessor's narrative. The most crucial part of these
supplements consists, as we elaborated in our first book, of a series of larger and
smaller sections, which both aforementioned Gospels have taken from the collection of
sayings of the Apostle Matthew written in the Hebrew language. In terms of authenticity,
reliability, and the unadulterated nature of their accounts, these sections are on par with
the accounts of Mark. Because even if they are at a disadvantage in that we possess
their written record not from the first, but from a second, combining, and translating
hand, this disadvantage is more than offset by the fact that the initial recording was
made by a direct eyewitness, while Mark had to draw from the oral accounts of a third
party. In addition, in this case, we can cross-check the secondary relationship of the two
evangelists to each other since neither of them drew from the other, as both did in
relation to Mark, but both independently drew from the shared source.

Already as a criterion, regarding what additions belong to the common source, this
check can be used; we are indeed convinced that everything that is common to the two
Gospels among themselves, but not with Mark, must be counted towards this. However,
it would be hasty to also conclude conversely that only the common elements could be
drawn from that source, as we rather have reason to assume that especially Luke has
used the common source less comprehensively than the Gospel which bears its name.
Hence, which sections are to be derived from the genuine Matthew will always be a
decision that critique can only make in detail; this is why we had to decide, in the
general arrangement of what we are to present, not yet to lay claim to any separation of
what belongs to the various original sources, but to let the sections follow each other in
the same order in which we find them in our immediate sources. We will always present
the common elements first in the form in which the first Gospel gives them to us, as we
consider this form, as we already hinted in our first book, to be the purer and more
complete one. We therefore first follow the order in which this Gospel provides its
additions to Mark and only proceed to what Luke has peculiar to himself once we have
completed this sequence.



(Note: The translation retains the verbose and complex structure of the original
19th-century text. - ChatGPT)
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1. The beginning of the accounts shared by our two evangelists, mentioned in the way
described, consists of several pronouncements attributed to John the Baptist. "You
brood of vipers, who warned you to flee from the coming wrath? Produce fruit in keeping
with repentance, and do not think you can say to yourselves, "We have Abraham as our
father.' | tell you that out of these stones God can raise up children for Abraham." - "The
ax is already at the root of the trees, and every tree that does not produce good fruit will
be cut down and thrown into the fire!" - "l baptize you with water for repentance. But
after me comes one who is more powerful than I, whose sandals | am not worthy to
carry. He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire. His winnowing fork is in his hand,
and he will clear his threshing floor, gathering his wheat into the barn and burning up the
chaff with unquenchable fire!” *)

*} Matt. 3:7 ff. Parallel Luke. 3:7 ff. (Mark. 1:7 f.)
5

These speeches, to which Luke, likely not from the same source, interweaves several
exhortations addressed to the general public and individual classes of it, of general
moral content: "Anyone who has two shirts should share with the one who has none,
and anyone who has food should do the same; tax collectors should not collect more
than they are required to; soldiers should not use violence or deceit and should be
content with their wages," - have a puzzling nature in many respects. They are the only
example of a speech derived presumably from that source, which otherwise promised to
offer only "Sayings of the Lord" (Adyia kupiakd), and, as we will find, has consistently
delivered, taken from someone other than the Lord himself. It is quite striking, and it
might momentarily make us doubt the preliminary conclusions we have reached about
the composition of the Gospels of Matthew and Luke, if, right at the first instance where,
according to those assumptions, the use of the common source should come into play,
we encounter something that seemingly contradicts these assumptions. However,
another observation strikes us, which, while suggesting a resolution to that previous
doubt, poses a new question as to why these sayings are introduced here. Upon closer
inspection, these sayings exhibit both specific similarities to sayings reported elsewhere
as spoken by Christ himself and a general character resemblance to Jesus' own
manner of speaking. Most puzzling is the statement, also found in Mark, that the
mightier one coming after John will baptize not with water but with the Holy Spirit. This



is introduced in two separate parts of the Acts of the Apostles as spoken by Jesus
himself *).

*) Acts 1:5, 11:16.

Similarly, the saying about the trees not bearing good fruit is repeated twice in Matthew,
once verbatim and once with a slight variation, both times from the mouth of Christ **).

**) Matt. 7:19, 15:13.

Also, the term "brood of vipers" is used by Jesus himself to address the Pharisees on
multiple occasions, once in an exclamation that differs from the opening words of John's
present speech in wording but not in meaning ***), and another time in a context
discussing trees bearing good and bad fruit ****).

***) Matt. 23:33.
****) Ch. 12:31.

When John denies the Jews the right to call themselves children of Abraham, it reminds
one of a conversation in the fourth Gospel where Jesus engages with the Jews on this
very subject of Abraham's lineage ).

1) John 8:33 ff.

The concept of baptism by fire, which in both our evangelists (and not in Mark, just as in
the two places in the Acts of the Apostles) is combined with that of baptism by the Spirit,
recalls another baptism that Jesus elsewhere says awaits him 11), and the image of the
man with the winnowing fork is reminiscent of the end of the parable of the weeds sown
among the wheat 1171).

11) Mark 10:28 and parallel Luke 12:50.
111) Matt. 13:30.
6
Based on all this, one cannot help but assume that the reported speeches here were

not really spoken by John, but were formed from the speeches of Jesus and transferred
to the Baptist by the gospel narrators. Similarly, as we noted earlier in another context



*}, with the pronouncement with which, if we were to take the author of the first gospel at
his word, both John and Jesus would have started their journey.

*) Book Ill, p. 327.

Such precise imitation in the specifics of speech and manner of speaking, both in form
and content — which, given the characteristic imprint that these proclamations share
not just among themselves but with all of Jesus's other speeches, must have
necessarily extended further than just these proclamations — would label Jesus as the
most unoriginal spirit. Both his appearance and the impact he made would become
wholly inexplicable. So, Jesus did not speak in the words and sentences of John in the
places we've pointed out, but rather John speaks in the words and sentences of Jesus.
Similarly, in various respects, the same John in the fourth gospel **) speaks not in the
words of the historical Christ, but of the Christ we find portrayed in that gospel.

*+) John 3, 27 ff.

However, when we now ask who makes the Baptist speak in such terms, which are
borrowed from the true Christ, the answer to this question, which we have already
tentatively answered above, is not without difficulty. The most convenient explanation
would be to say that our gospel writers formed these speeches arbitrarily from other
pronouncements of Jesus that they knew of, just as each of them attributes to the
Baptist other words, probably created by them: Luke with the aforementioned
interjections that betray their lack of significance and content, and the other with the
alleged conversation between Jesus and John ***).

***) Matthew 3, 14.

However, this is contradicted by the agreement between the first and third gospels in all
those pronouncements which, as shown, have been taken from different contexts; a
coincidence that cannot be mere chance. In our general consideration of the character
of the Gospels, we were not inclined to assume that one of these two works used the
other. As we anticipated the results of subsequent consideration of individual aspects in
this general overview, we must even more let it stand in the present case, as the
differences are striking enough in the current passage to indicate a relationship between
the two representations mediated by a common source. As such a source, we are
entitled, as mentioned often, to view the collection of sayings of Matthew and only it,
apart from Mark. Therefore, nothing remains for us but to express the most probable
(for complete certainty is indeed not attainable here) that the Apostle Matthew opened
his work with the compilation of some proclamations that had been spoken by Jesus but



with explicit reference to John the Baptist, with the intention of expressing the meaning
and purpose of the work of this prophetic man, or understood by the apostle as spoken
in this sense. The temptation for Jesus's disciples to form such an idea of the
personality and deeds of John from occasional sayings of their own master is evident in
the peculiar and striking example of how all the Synoptic writers, with Mark at the
forefront, make John in his personal actions and behavior take on the role of the
prophet Elijah *); undoubtedly only based on Jesus's statement that stamped the
historical personality of John as the appearance of Elijah preceding the Messiah.

*Y Mark 1, 6 and parallels. Compare Book Ill, p. 257.

Just as evident as this transfer, is the transference of consciousness about the contrast
between the baptism of water and the Spirit baptism, through which Jesus wanted to
define his relationship to the Baptist, onto the Baptist himself. However, if the Baptist
really had such consciousness, it would have been expected of him to also renounce
his own practice of water baptism, as its significance for him could only be as a Spirit
baptism. If we find these obvious confusions in the historical narrative of Mark and must
conclude that it was already customary in the apostolic community to only capture and
clarify the historical figure and activity of the Baptist in the manner in which it was
reflected in the spirit of his great successor, it can hardly be surprising if, following this
custom, the Apostle Matthew placed at the beginning of his collection of the Lord's
pronouncements a series of aphorisms, which while characterizing John from Jesus's
mouth, could also be regarded as John's own pronouncements. If we can trust the
combination that makes this assumption appear the most probable, it also gives us a
valuable insight into the internal economy of the original Matthew text. That it, although
it most likely confined itself solely to the transmission of words and speeches spoken by
Christ, at most, and this only in a few places, with brief hints about the occasion of a
transmitted saying, has not been without all historical references in the arrangement of
these pronouncements: this we will probably find based on many of the traces we
encounter subsequently. Through the content aspect of the Aoyia presented here, this
assumption would receive the most decisive confirmation. However, these words could
hardly have been accompanied by a more specific indication of the circumstances
under which John spoke them: this is already evident from the difference in which both
evangelists find themselves regarding the people to whom he speaks them. Both
assume that he must have spoken them to those who wanted to be baptized by him - a
reason that these words do not correspond to in the slightest. But according to Luke, he
speaks the first of these to the people in general. The latter tries to motivate them
through the question he also somewhat thoughtlessly *) asks him, whether he is the
Messiah.



*y Compare Book lllI, p. 259.

On the other hand, in the first Gospel, they are all spoken to the Pharisees and
Sadducees; of whom Luke, probably with better right, in another place **) lets Jesus say
that they have scorned John's baptism.

**) Luke 7, 30.
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2. According to the story of Jesus' baptism by John (Book IV, No. 1), Mark had noted
that the Spirit had led Jesus into the desert; there he stayed for forty days and was
tempted by Satan. It's added that he was among the animals, and angels served him

***)

***) Mark 1, 12-13.

Our two evangelists, while omitting the note about the animals, instead add: he fasted
during those forty days; he was hungry at the end; then the tempter approached him
and said, "If you are the Son of God, command these stones to become bread!" Jesus
replied, "It is written 1), 'Man shall not live by bread alone, but by every word that comes
from the mouth of God."

1) Deut. 8, 3.

Then the devil took him to the holy city, placed him on the pinnacle of the temple, and
said, "If you are the Son of God, throw yourself down. For it is written T1): 'He will
command his angels concerning you, and they will lift you up in their hands, so that you
will not strike your foot against a stone."

1) Ps. 91, 11-12.

To which Jesus replied, "Again, it is written 111), "You shall not put the Lord your God to
the test."

111) Deut. 6, 16.
The devil again took him to a very high mountain, showed him all the kingdoms of the

world and their splendor, and said, "All this | will give you if you bow down and worship
me."



Jesus replied, "Away from me, Satan! For it is written *): '"Worship the Lord your God,
and serve him only." **)

*} Ibid. 13.
**) Matt. 4, 1 ff. Parallel Luke 4, 1 ff.

— So says the first evangelist, who then, using Mark's hint, adds: then the devil left him,
and angels came and attended to him. Luke has, with the intention, it seems, of bringing
topographical consistency to the progressive action, but certainly not to the benefit of
the spiritual sense, reversed the order of the last two temptations and made some,
albeit insignificant, changes in expression. In the end, he adds that the devil, after
ceasing his temptations, left Jesus "for a while."

11

Like the story of John's baptism, to which the present one is so immediately linked in
our gospels, this one has long ceased to be viewed as speaking of an external factual
event, even by otherwise credulous interpreters. With respect to it, we've gone a step
further; while there we still find permissible a vision in the proper sense, a revelation
miraculously given to the Baptist at the moment of baptism, here there's a fairly general
consensus that a similar kind of vision, a waking or dream vision, which in this case
Jesus would have had, either by chance or, as some of the ancients believed, by the
devil's inspiration, is no less inappropriate than the external event, whether understood
literally or interpreted naturalistically. Currently, interpreters diverge in two directions:
some consider it a parable presented by Jesus, perhaps also a relation of
self-experienced states and internal moral events given in figurative wrapping; others
regard it as a myth, in the invention of which Jesus himself took no part. — Here, it can't
be denied that the explanations of the former kind were so unsatisfying that, despite the
great reluctance most still feel towards this view, recently the balance seemed to
noticeably tilt towards the "mythical view," and many researchers who had previously
expressed a different opinion or even tried a different interpretation found themselves
drawn to this one *).

*} For example, Ufteri in two different essays on this topic in "theological studies
and critiques," written in completely opposing senses.

The idea that Jesus ever felt tempted to carry out actions like those described here,
when taken literally, remains unthinkable. This holds true for the first of these actions for
everyone who doesn't want to presuppose an absolute miraculous power in him.



Regarding the second action, it's even unthinkable for those who might be willing to
make such an assumption. The doctrine of Jesus' sinlessness seems to oppose any
and all internal temptations. However, if the story is interpreted as a parable, and
particularly, as parables are usually understood, as a parable presented to the disciples
in the sense of a teaching or exhortation, the purpose that the Lord could have intended
for his disciples doesn't become clear. Given the unusual approach of Jesus presenting
himself as the subject of a parable, one would have to assume a purpose of exceptional
importance. Clearly, any conceivable purpose for the alleged parable is disproportionate
to its form since all the admonitions that Jesus might have intended with it could have
been expressed in a simpler and more compelling manner than in this peculiar disguise.
The idea that it's a myth, however, seems plausible, given that various connections from
the Old Testament and other beliefs, both Israelite and pagan, could provide a basis for
the invention of a tale about the temptation of the Messiah. Some of these references,
namely various Old Testament sayings that could be applied to this event, are even
incorporated into the story itself. The whole story might have been influenced by the tale
of Job, the Talmudic tale (though its origins might go further back) of Abraham's
temptation, or perhaps even the Greek fable of Hercules at the crossroads. For us, if
this is to be recognized as a myth, it would easily align with the myths about childhood
we recognize, perhaps even truly seen as a fitting capstone to that mythical structure.
The only surprising aspect might be that we find the foundational traits of this alleged
myth in the gospel where we search in vain for any trace of the childhood tale.

13

It is not just this last-mentioned circumstance that still gives us reservations about the
assumption of a real myth in this case, even after careful consideration. If we were to
accept such a notion: we would, by analogy to the approach we have taken with the
myths of childhood, have to look beyond the mere external impetus and primarily seek
the underlying idea. What distinguishes this myth from others separated by time and
space, and what did it intend to express at this particular juncture and in this context? At
first glance, nothing seems easier than to identify this idea. The very name "temptation"
sufficiently articulates the concept which the "mythical view" would deem adequate in
addressing any inquiry about the "idea". One only needs to replace the devil with
internally tempting thoughts or desires, or the allurements of the external world; to
substitute the real dialogue with an internal struggle or a series of life events, to
transform the whole incident from the realm of "imagination" to that of "concept"”, to
move from the symbol to the interpretation. However, we find this transformation
inadequate and not truly in line with the genuine idea of the myth unless it's tied to the
evidence of individual, spiritual, and historical truth of the mythically depicted process or
event. The mere notion of possibility, or the equally abstract concept of the necessity of



such an occurrence, integrated into a pre-existing archetype for such cases, does not
constitute an idea in the truest sense of the word, nor does it create an actual myth, but
rather a legend or parable. It would only be termed an idea, and we would only perceive
this archetype as a real myth if an event from Jesus' inner life, which only allowed for a
symbolic expression in the thought culture of that time, or a spiritual aspect from the
general, world-historical relations of Christianity, which relates correspondingly to its
expression, was to be depicted. The latter was the case with the tales of childhood.
These tales derive their content and significance not from notes about the life story and
personality of the Lord, but solely from those broad, general world conditions which, as
in all sagas and myth-creating eras, were subjects not for conscious reflection but for
unconscious, symbolic poetry. It is immediately evident to any attentive observer that
this cannot apply to the temptation narrative. In this story, it is the moral quality,
pertaining specifically to personality, to the will and actions of an individual, which has
shaped its form and individual character. Any interpretation aiming wider or touching on
more distant matters completely loses and blurs its distinctive characteristics. Therefore,
in this case, we must adhere not to the second but only to the first of the two
aforementioned aspects. The temptation narrative is distinguished from the childhood
tales precisely because it stands in stark contrast to them; if it is to have any ideal
content at all and not appear as mere fabrication, such content can be found only in an
internal process of Jesus Christ's personal and ethical life.

15

To assume such content is present in the current event, despite the aforementioned
reservations, we find ourselves generally justified by its position in our gospel writings.
The two oldest and most reliable sources, Mark and the genuine Matthew, present it in
different forms, but in such a way that there can be no doubt about the identity of the
fact, independently of each other: Mark in a brief narrative that is poignant due to its
historical context, and Matthew — from whom, for the same reasons mentioned earlier
regarding the teachings of the Baptist, we must derive the largely consistent account of
the first and third gospels — in greater detail. Now, even in Mark, who, as already
noted, is entirely unfamiliar with the rich and meaningful lore of the birth and childhood
of the Lord, and whose other reports, even if occasionally shown to be misconstrued in
details, we invariably found grounded in genuine material sourced from the teachings or
life of the Lord — it seems improbable for Mark to feature an entirely empty invention
devoid of all genuinely historical content. It would be even more surprising to find such,
not just an invention but even a genuine myth, in Matthew, the eyewitness to the Lord's
life and the earwitness to his teachings, to which he seems to have exclusively
dedicated his written work, as far as we can judge. However, setting aside this external
circumstance, which we initially wanted to utilize only to demonstrate the improbability



of a baseless fiction, not that of a genuine myth: assuming the content we have
identified in this case as the only possible one, representing such content through
mythical poetry will either appear as a problem difficult to explain or as explaining what
can be elucidated more directly through unnecessary digression. It's hard to clarify how
an event of this kind, which could initially only be a subject of internal experience of the
person who experienced it internally, could become an object of observation and,
whether direct or symbolic and poetic, a tradition for others, in any other way than
through the explicit communication of this person. Thus, such a communication, a
personal revelation by Jesus, must have preceded the tradition in the present case.
However, if this was the case, the question arises why, instead of dressing it up
externally, what was shared could not be passed down in the same form in which it was
communicated. Thus, we arrive at the point where even its position in the gospel
documents almost inevitably compels us to return: to once again consider the narrative
to see whether, by eliminating the difficulties previously posed to this interpretation, it
might still be regarded in a similar way, like the story of the baptism by John which
externally resembles it so closely, as a confession made by Jesus himself in figurative
speech about a crucial moment in his spiritual life and his moral developmental history.

16

Firstly, if we consider the form and external appearance of the discourse, a significant
difference indeed emerges between the current story and the one just mentioned, which
in many points resembles it. This story cannot be seen as an ingenious, but
coincidental, extempore expression of a simple, unified idea. Rather, it forms a
structured and closed whole, a narrative developed into the course of an event, a small
work of art that could not have been conceived without purpose and reflection. It
undeniably approaches the manner of the parable, used by Jesus almost always when
he wanted to convey a detailed line of thought. Thus, it is neither surprising nor, when
correctly understood, even disputed, if it has been directly termed a parable. However,
more so than in any other parable, what we had to generally note earlier about the
sense, significance, and purpose of the parables spoken by Jesus comes into play here

*).
*) Book 1, p. 380 ff.

A purely moralistic purpose, as some interpreters have tried to demonstrate following
Schleiermacher, makes not only the sense and invention of this parable, like many
others, appear trivial and insignificant, but also this time the clothing as inappropriate
and tasteless. How could Jesus have conceived to present himself to his disciples, with
the primary intention of warning them against a misuse of their bestowed powers, as an



object of temptation that had never approached him and could never approach him,
especially given the emphasis on his absolute sinlessness **)?

**) "If he even momentarily harbored such thoughts, he is no longer Christ."
Schleiermacher on Luke, p. 54.

If such temptation could have affected him even remotely, wouldn't it rightfully be
labeled as "defective,” as some have pointed out? The dignity and moral content of this
narrative are instead solely salvaged by what is seen by that viewpoint as "the worst
neoteric sacrilege," namely, the assumption of a foundational truth in it that is as
individual as it is substantial; a truth that one must seek to be expressed not in a direct
but rather in a figurative and parabolic manner. That the Lord "was tempted in every
way, just as we are" is indeed the explicit statement of Scripture in a completely
non-figurative passage ***); it is the necessary precondition of Christ's genuine
humanity, not merely an appearance.

***) Hebrews 2:18, 4:15.

Indeed, that this temptation "was without sin" is explicitly added in that biblical passage
and is the premise that the confession of Christianity will probably have to adhere to in
all its past and future forms. Even though we readily concur with this premise, we must
point out that a temptation that approached him only from outside, without resonating in
his soul, would not be considered real temptation. A struggle against allurements for
which he lacked both inclination and sense wouldn't be seen as a genuine struggle but
a mere sham or pretense. In short, the story of the temptation, if it is to honorably
maintain its place assigned by the synoptic gospels, must prove itself as a
representation of that moral developmental struggle which we have already shown in an
earlier context *), a struggle that Jesus could not have been spared from, regardless of
his actual sinlessness, and which we explicitly deem to have occurred after he became
aware of his general calling, that is, not before but after his baptism by John.

*) Book Ill, p. 279 ff.

We must now see whether the specific nature of our narrative is such that it can be
viewed as an expression given by Jesus himself, albeit in a parabolic manner, thereby
conveying a consistently imagined awareness about the idea or the general significance
of that self-experienced developmental struggle.
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First and foremost, we believe that we can interpret the narrative, both in the brief form
as conveyed by Mark and in the more detailed form as passed down by Matthew, in
such a way that, down to the smallest detail, any discerning person will recognize it as
entirely worthy of Jesus. All that is required is to overcome the reluctance towards a
symbolic interpretation even of minor details; a reluctance that is quite misplaced, just
as with actual myths, when it comes to the allegorical and parabolic speeches of Jesus.
Their essential merit, at least from one perspective, lies in their depth of meaning and
multifaceted interpretations. Even the external setting of the event is meant not in the
literal but in the symbolic sense. "Christ is led by the Spirit into the wilderness" means
— though one might recall, along with those prophetic passages that use the
corresponding expression for spiritual rapture *), another where the Spirit seems to
impel someone to move physically **), — at this point, certainly in Jesus' own sense,
that he didn't physically go out into the desert.

*) Ezech. 3, 12. 8, 3. 11, 21.
**) 2 Kings 2, 16.

Rather, these words refer to a spiritual desert into which, as the words suggest, the
Spirit, i.e., that awareness of his spiritual calling which had arisen in him at baptism,
thrust him. This because along with the general certainty of the command from above,
he lacked a consciousness of how and in what manner to fulfill his calling. Indeed, it's a
state in which, as with Jesus here, any mortal of higher disposition often finds
themselves when they first become aware of their calling. Thus, the expression that it
was the Spirit leading Jesus into the wilderness isn't incidental, and neither is the
event's placement after, not before, John's baptism. This temptation, as narrated here,
could only occur after receiving the spiritual consecration because it was the Spirit itself
that prompted it, and it was the Spirit that had to prove and establish itself in this ordeal.
— The fasting, as mentioned in the accounts of Matthew and Luke, has a very similar
meaning to the wilderness; perhaps it originally took the place of the wilderness mention
in the genuine account of Matthew, which both evangelists seem to have borrowed not
from him but from Mark. They didn't realize they were expressing the same thought
through two images, while in the original narratives — and what prevents us from
assuming that more than one such account came directly from Jesus' mouth? — only
one or the other of these images was used. In using this latter image, Jesus might well
have had in mind the fasts of Moses *) and Elijah **), and used an already familiar
symbolic expression from the sacred books to convey the thought he wanted to
express.

*) Exodus 34, 28.



**) 1 Kings 19, 8.

In no way, however, should one attribute either to Jesus or to the myth a thoughtless
use of this expression. Rather, this detail too should be understood in terms of the
spiritual fasting that he had to endure during that period of his life, after receiving the
initial spiritual consecration ***).

***) As TITwx0¢ Tw Trvelpari. Matthew 5,3.

— The typical number of forty days unmistakably alludes to the previously mentioned
passages and perhaps even other similar scriptural references, e.g., to the forty years of
the Israelites' journey in the wildernesst); but this very use of such a typical number
(unless it was perhaps added later by the evangelists, which is also possible) seems to
suggest that the duration of the trial was not arbitrary, but imposed by a higher
necessity.

T) The latter might be especially relevant in Mark's account since it doesn't
mention any fasting. This assumption is even more plausible since those forty
years are also referred to as a time of "temptation" (Treipacpuéc ev m epipw Hebr.
3, 8), although in a different context, as the Israelites are portrayed as tempting
Jehovah.

Even that detail, which modern interpreters almost universally want to discard as
apocryphal, gains significance in this context; namely, Mark's statement that places
Jesus in the wilderness "among the beasts.” It's unmistakable that these beasts
represent the wild passions and desires that, in a genius individual of human nature,
always seek to fill the void left by the lack of spiritual satisfaction. Even with the highest
moral strength, these can be suppressed and conquered but cannot be eradicated from
the core. This detail, however, seems to alternate with the more specific content of the
temptation reported by Matthew and not to have been presented by Jesus concurrently
with the latter. This latter narrative undoubtedly conceals a deeper meaning under its
likewise symbolic guise.
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This meaning, the meaning of the dialogue that Matthew describes Jesus as having with
Satan, we believe must be understood as follows: The temptation of a spirit like Jesus
cannot be an ordinary or purely sensual one; it is a temptation towards spiritual sin, the
sin of the genius; a temptation of the sort that all spiritually gifted individuals must face
during the period of awakening higher self-consciousness. Many succumb to it wholly,



and even more, perhaps all except Christ, partially or in specific instances. Such a
temptation could hardly be spared to the one who was called upon to speak with such
powerful, soul-shaking words about the worm that does not die and the fire that does
not go out. For from where else, other than a personally experienced temptation of this
kind, could he have gained that perspective, that inner experience concerning the
essence and nature of evil; about that adversary whom he undoubtedly had to know
and see face-to-face in order to thoroughly overcome him? — Indeed, the description of
each act of temptation, if we don't take it literally, but symbolically as it is intended,
reveals an astonishingly deep insight into the true nature of that evil which alone could
approach this spirit and introduce sin into his perception and desires. Not to lead him to
actual sin or even intentional sin at any moment in his life, but to let sin enter his
consciousness. The invitation to turn stones into bread, which, if taken literally, would be
contradictory whether one thinks of the Son of God as having the power to do so or not
(in the latter case, it could only be understood as mockery, not as temptation; in the
former, such transformation would be no more a sin than cursing the fig tree in our
gospels is considered a sin), indicates the sin of that false spiritual magic which seeks
to force spiritual satisfaction in the unspiritual, to turn the rigid externality of the sensory
world into nourishment for the spirit. Not ordinary sensual desire can be meant here, —
as already mentioned, Satan cannot approach a spirit that has already recognized its
divine origin with this — but it refers to that heightened sensual desire driven by spiritual
hunger, which desires the sensual not for its own sake, but precisely as nourishment for
the spirit. This malicious desire, properly speaking, tries to transform what should
remain stone for the spirit into bread for him; only to this desire, not to the desire arising
from natural need, can the fitting response apply: that the spirit doesn't need such
arbitrarily prepared food, but that God's will, in ways still unknown, will provide the true
sustenance. — The second temptation speech explicitly builds on this response; with
clever, truly diabolical skill, it knows how to turn the expressed trust in God itself into a
sacrilege, by cunningly wrapping itself in a biblical saying. Also here, taken externally,
the allure sounds only like mockery; but therein itself lies, both here and there in that
first temptation speech, a profound irony, that the very whisper which the external
observer recognizes only as the mocker's taunt, appears to the tempted one, namely
the one who doesn't know how to resist as Jesus did, as flattering words. "Dare," the
siren voice of evil whispers to the Son of Man and to all mortals whom it wants to
enchant by the illusion of their genius and extraordinary spiritual talents, "dare to take
the deadly leap; however menacing the abyss might yawn before you, plunge bravely
into it; you are destined not to sink into its depths or to shatter against its rocky walls;
your genius will carry you unscathed through every danger!" The response to this
temptation, this expression which has since become classical for the contrast of that
blasphemously perverted trust in God or rather self-trust, only gained its significance



and striking force by its clever application here; in the context of the Mosaic story, from
which Jesus took it, it does not have this pointed meaning *).

*) There, namely (Exodus 17:1 ff., which Deuteronomy 6:16 refers to), in
response to the Israelites' murmuring, which is described there as a "tempting of
the Lord", a miracle does indeed occur when Moses strikes the rock to produce
water.

— In the third words he speaks to the God-man, Satan, seeing now that his opponent
recognizes him and is not deceived by his cunning, emerges in his true form and
demands worship with explicit, brilliant promises. Even in this escalation, which some
have found perplexing when taking a too literal interpretation, there is meaning, and it
would be a mistake to dismiss this meaning because of the change in order preferred by
Luke regarding the last two acts of temptation. The point is this: that even after the
nature of that evil, which had previously cunningly disguised itself as the spirit in
general, or even explicitly as the divine spirit, has been recognized and has revealed its
true form to man, its tempting power for man does not cease. For only now does it
become entirely clear the treasures and splendor of the world over which the evil,
namely the spiritual evil, the evil genius, commands. Here, at this peak of
world-overseeing insight, one must decide once again, with clear consciousness and
irrevocably for all eternity, between the service of this evil and the service of the one,
true God. — However, those who truly reach this height, this clarity, have in truth
already, like Jesus here, made the decision deep within, in the hidden depths of their
moral self, and it really only concerns them to bring the result of this decision to the final
clarity of consciousness.
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Thus, we might boast that in this story, which at first glance seems so adventurous, we
possess a portrayal of the soul's life, the inner struggles of the divine youth, especially

from that probably not too short time period *) from which we otherwise have no further
historical knowledge about him.

*y Compare Vol. |, p. 282 f.

The more such an event, belonging to the inner moral life of the individual personality,
moves away from the realm of actual legend, which, as we saw in the example of the
childhood myth, is more concerned with the course of spiritual life in the overall relations
of world and national history: the more confidently we can trust that in this case we do
not have a mythical construct, but something that Jesus himself thought and said. The



same was most likely directly recorded in the writings of the Apostle Matthew, as the
apostle had heard it from his master's mouth, in the same narrative form in which the
Lord had presented it, without explicitly indicating its symbolic, parabolic nature, but also
without reason to assume that the apostle himself already intended to see an external
miraculous event in it, or highlighted it with the intention that his readers should
understand it that way. Although we don't find it unlikely that the apostle had already
placed it in the place where we find it in his successors, as we must conclude from the
speeches of John shared by him that he intended a kind of chronological sequence in
his communications; but our evangelists might have been prompted by Mark to place it
in this place. — Also, in the expression and turn of this figurative speech, the parabolic
rather than mythical character has long been correctly recognized. It is evident, among
other things, in the antitheses and escalations, which, as could be clarified using many
examples, are properly in the manner of the Eastern, especially the Hebrew parable *);
also in the citation of scripture, which here does not belong to the reporters, as in the
childhood saga, or is only silently incorporated into the narrative.

*) Among the Old Testament parables, we remember the one told by Jotham
(Judg. 9, 8 ff.) about the trees to whom kingship was offered. Among those told
by Jesus himself, in various ways, the parables of the workers in the vineyard
(Mark. 12 and parallels), of the wedding guests (Matt. 22), and of the talents
(Matt. 25) can serve as examples.

If we take a close look at the character of the other discourses of the Lord handed down
to us, we indeed cannot find it probable that he would have told this parable with the
intention of perhaps giving his disciples historical or psychological insight into his states
of mind or the course of his moral development. To do such a thing was not in the
position he had taken as a God-sent prophet towards his disciples and the people; nor
was it the character of that time to seek explanations of this kind; which, if they had
been sought in the way we are accustomed to, would undoubtedly have had to be
answered in a manner other than that allegorical or parabolical one. We would therefore
venture to guess that Jesus did not introduce himself in the first person when telling this
parable; the subject of it was probably the typical personality of the "Son of Man". What
was then told about this personality also had, in that true sense of the word in which this
word appears in the apostolic letters, a "typical" meaning; a meaning which, by
extending the content drawn from profound moral experience to the generality of the
idea, rises just as far above the particularity and fortuity of the psychological fact as
such as it does above the abstract generality of the merely paranoiac. However, our
interpretation of this parable does not detract from the correctly understood concept of
Christ's sinlessness. For sin is present only where the thought, impulse, and desire for
evil either turns into action itself or impedes good deeds. From the experience of the



inner soul life, on the other hand, the measure is rather that virtue is all the higher and
mightier the more powerful the temptation to evil was that it had to overcome. A Christ
without that inner experience, of which the present parable speaks, may seem purer
and more flawless to the abstract dogmatizing imagination; a humanly true and real
one, one who, even in his humanity, could be called the victor over the gates of hell, he
is not.
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The next enrichment of the Gospel accounts of Mark that we encounter in the first
Gospel, following the aforementioned parable, is a long discourse which, since Jesus is
believed to have given it near Capernaum from a mountain (still pointed out in that
region by the name "Mount of Beatitudes"), is typically referred to as the Sermon on the
Mount. Concerning this discourse, there are two questions to be raised: first, whether its
compilation belongs to our evangelist or whether he already found it compiled in his
source as he presents it; secondly, if the latter should be correct, whether Jesus himself
delivered it as such, or if the Apostle Matthew compiled it from his pronouncements.
Regarding the first question, a comparison with the third Gospel is immediately useful,
for we have reason to believe that, when conveying this and other discourses, it drew
from the same source as the first, either directly or indirectly, but in any case
independently from it. This comparison yields different results in various respects. Like
the first Gospel, Luke begins with a sermon given from a mountain but only after
introducing several anecdotes narrated by Mark, which the author of the first Gospel
partly omits and partly introduces later, initiating again the series of pronouncements
which, since they are common to the first and third but not the second Gospel, we may
assume were drawn from the aforementioned source. That the time and external
circumstances under which these pronouncements were given are not entirely the same
in the first Gospel and differ in many ways is not of concern in this context. This
divergence is attributed to a difference in the place both evangelists believed they had
to assign that discourse amidst the accounts they had taken from Mark. Thus, the fact
that this shared source among its other transmissions had a discourse that it introduced
as one given on a mountain, to which Jesus had retreated to avoid the press of the
crowd ¥), to the disciples: this is made highly probable by their coincidence.

*) This is the clear meaning of the words Matt. 5:1 ff., and also Luke 6:20 cannot
be understood otherwise than that Jesus addressed the sermon only to the
disciples and not, as most believe, from among the disciples to the people.
Moreover, the detailed description of the circumstances under which the
discourse was delivered is attributed to neither of the evangelists' sources;
instead, both borrowed them, each with their unique modifications, from Mark



(3:7 ff.), combining the simple description they might have found in the original
Matthew - that Jesus spoke this sermon in the solitude of the mountains to the
disciples - with the note of ascending the mountain in Mark. The remark about
descending to the plain (V. 17) seems to have been inserted by Luke to separate
the sermon itself from the act of appointing the apostles, which he reports after
Mark; for this reason, he places the news of the crowd's press, which Mark
allows to precede that appointment, after it. The author of the first Gospel
assigns the appointment of the apostles to no specific place, seemingly out of
uncertainty about whether to follow Mark, who introduces it later, or Matthew,
who, as he can't ignore, presupposes it before the Sermon on the Mount, which
is assumed to occupy one of the earliest positions.

Regarding the content of the speech: it is not entirely the same with both evangelists,
but only partially. Almost only at the beginning and at the end do both match quite
completely (even here, however, not without deviations); the larger part of the speech
given by the first gospel is omitted in the third, on the other hand, a little, though not
much, which is foreign to it, is added. The question now arises whether the first or the
third evangelist represents the speech of Matthew more faithfully; whether the first
combines what was separated in the source, or whether the third has separated what
was combined there. The view that we gave of the literary character of both gospels in
our first book, which we can only confirm when considering the character of this speech
in detail, compels us also in this case to decide for the greater fidelity of the first and
thus to assume that, as in this, so already in the genuine Matthew the Sermon on the
Mount constituted a whole. However, it is possible, and made likely by the freedom that
Luke took with the speech, that in the version in which it was found with the Apostle,
there were circumstances that could give rise to doubt as to whether the speech was
really to be regarded as a whole. Perhaps only the beginning, but not also the end of
the speech, was expressly designated as such, so that it was left to the reader to think
of it as interrupted at any other point, and to consider what followed from then on as a
majority of individual remarks *).

*) For this, there are many analogies even in our Gospels. We only remind of the
well-known passage in John. Chapter 3, where interpreters are still in doubt as to
whether they should think of the speech of the Baptist as ending with verse 30 or
with verse 36. Other similar cases will easily be found in our presentation.

— But regarding the second of the raised questions: we must confess that even what
the latest excellent interpreter of the Sermon on the Mount said in his spirited and
content-rich commentary about its original unity did not convince us that it really came
from the mouth of the Lord in this form. Merely from an external point of view, the



possibility of the literal preservation of an extemporaneous speech, not held in front of
those writing it down, cannot be assumed without exceeding all limits of human
conceivable or likely. But we also have good reason to doubt that Jesus held speeches
of this kind in one breath. Rather, just as Socrates is said to have admitted being unable
to understand long speeches, we believe we have discovered a similar inability in Jesus
to hold long speeches. Of course, by such an inability we do not mean a weakness, but
a strength. In everything that Jesus says, we find such succinctness, such a wealth of
content compressed into the shortest words, that such words, if one wanted to combine
them into a longer speech, would not elevate and support each other, but rather
suppress each other. The individual words are already complete speeches; they each
contain a longer train of thought in the smallest space, mostly condensed in a more or
less symbolic way, but also clearly structured and organically concluded. Each one on
its own fully engages the listener for a while, so that other words of equal weight cannot
be immediately linked to it without impairing its significant meaning. — We also find this
peculiarity of all the words and sayings of the Savior in those from which the Sermon on
the Mount is composed. Even the most gifted mind would find it impossible to grasp this
speech, as it appears in the first gospel, if it heard it for the first time and spoken, not to
say completely, but only in such a way that more than just the accidental, unconnected
memory of individual sayings would remain. But the same sayings, when looked at
individually, appear so rich in content and so significant that they do not need each
other at all to develop the fullest abundance of doctrine and spiritual insight from
themselves alone.
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Therefore, following the same principle by which we were already guided in
communicating the speeches preserved by Mark, we will also present these so-called
speeches not as a whole, but in sequence (Nos. 3-26) their individual parts, as they
seem to us to each constitute either a whole or an independent fragment of a lost
whole. However, of these, we will also find cause to note that some compilation might
belong to the recorder, which we now cannot untangle without affecting the meaning,
because it is assumed that such fused statements presuppose that the individual parts
are not entirely complete or undamaged. — Most of these smaller parts have their
parallels in Luke, scattered here and there throughout the entire work of this evangelist.
But although Luke usually tries to motivate in detail, his representation cannot be
considered the more original; the individual statements, as they are taken as a fragment
from the overall speech in Matthew, are still closer to their original form than in the
autonomy given to them, not without art and reflection, by the third evangelist.



draw from another, at least not from a purer source, but probably invented himself;
partly for the aforementioned formal reason, and partly probably from his otherwise
often noticeable prejudice for the merit of poverty and in general for earthly suffering.
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4. "You, you are the salt of the earth! If the salt becomes dull, with what will it be salted
again? It is good for nothing but to be thrown out and trampled upon *).

*) V. 13. Parallel: Luke 14, 34 f. (Mark 9, 50.)

You, you are the light of the world! A city that is set on a hill cannot be hidden; nor does
anyone light a lamp and put it under a basket, but on a lampstand, and it gives light to
all in the house. Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good works
and glorify your Father in heaven **).

**) V. 14 ff. Parallel: Luke 11, 33 ff. (Mark 4, 21. Luke 8, 16.)

— These two statements, which we each already know from another source, form at
least as good a connection with each other as the contexts in which they previously
appeared separately. From them, as already from the concluding words of the previous
section, it is quite clear that they could only be directed towards the Apostles.

5. "Do not think that | have come to abolish the Law or the Prophets. | did not come to
abolish but to fulfill! Truly, | say to you, until heaven and earth pass away, not one jot or
one tittle will pass from the Law until all is accomplished! ***)

***)y V. 17 f. Parallel: Luke 16, 17.

— Had we possessed this statement in the context in which it was indisputably said, it
would not have led to so many misunderstandings. Especially recently, among those
who began to appreciate the appearance of Christ in temporal and local terms by
shedding the old dogmatic prejudices, this has obscured the true understanding
considerably. Without specific context, spoken amidst a longer speech as we read it in
Matthew, it indeed seems to bear a dogmatic imprint. It's no surprise that, as it stands at
the beginning of the entire teaching path of the Lord, despite the evident contradictions
with many of his other speeches and actions, it has been taken literally as a manifesto
about his teaching plan supposedly confined within the Mosaic law. However, the
opening words could have hinted at how Jesus anticipates, so to speak, a belief in his
disciples that he really intends to overturn the law; suggesting that something must have



%) \/ 19,

Instead, | consider the meaning of the present saying to be independent. Jesus here
wants to convey that greatness is also proven in the small things, that true virtue doesn’t
dismiss seemingly minor duties as trivial, and true teaching seeks to interpret even the
minor things and assign them their rightful place *).

*) It remains equally true, and by no means contradictory to the previous
statement, what the poet says about a person with a "high spirit": "He sees the
small as small, the great as great!" However, this statement refers to external
things, while the biblical one refers to things that should not be considered
merely external.

The meaning of the saying remains the same, regardless of whether it was said in
reference to the Mosaic law or anything else. In relation to the former, it could only echo
the previous statement. It's possible that the reason for this saying lies in contrasting it
with the Pharisaic hypocrisy, which we can assume expressed itself, among other
things, in a petty yet conscienceless weighing of duties against each other **).

**) Compare Matth. 23, 16 ff.

Z. "l tell you: if your righteousness is not worth more than that of the scribes and
Pharisees, you will not enter the kingdom of heaven! ***)

) V. 20.

— The fact that here a type of righteousness distinct from Pharisaic legal righteousness
is demanded as a condition for the kingdom of heaven: this teaching not only doesn’t
contradict the doctrine of justification by faith alone, against which people have
frequently opposed the synoptic gospels in general, and this particular statement in
particular, but when properly understood, it is one and the same with that doctrine.
Faith, in fact, introduces into the fulfillment of the law that element of inherent, spiritual
infinity which, as we will see immediately in the following, Jesus designates as the
hallmark of true, heavenly righteousness. Therefore, older interpreters weren't entirely
wrong when they wanted to designate the righteousness that Christ demands here as
the "righteousness of faith". Only, of course, what those interpreters called faith might
not always coincide with the faith by which, also in Christ's own understanding, all moral
worth of a person is conditioned.



But | say to you: anyone who divorces his wife [except for reasons of sexual immorality]
causes her to commit adultery, and anyone who marries a divorced woman commits
adultery with her *).

*) Compare Chapter 19:3 ff. Mark 10:1 ff.

— Furthermore, you have heard that it was said to the ancients: you shall not swear
falsely **), but shall perform your oaths to the Lord ***).

**) Exodus 20:7. Leviticus 19:12.
***) Numbers 30:3. Deuteronomy 23:21.

But | command you not to swear at all; neither by heaven, — it is God's throne, — nor
by the earth, — it's the footstool of his feet ****), — nor by Jerusalem, — it's the city of
the great King 1), — nor by your head should you swear, — for you can't turn a single
hair white or black!

****) Isaiah 66:1.
T) Psalm 48:3.

Let your word be 'Yes, yes' or 'No, no'; anything more than this comes from evil 11)!
1) Compare James 5:12.

— You have heard that it was said: an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth 11+7).
T11) Exodus 21:24.

But | command you, do not resist the evil. Instead, if someone slaps you on the right
cheek, turn the other cheek as well, if someone wants to sue you for your tunic, give
them your cloak as well, if someone forces you to go one mile, go with them two! Give
to the one who asks you, and do not turn away from the one who wants to borrow from
you! — You have heard that it was said: you shall love your neighbor ****) and hate your
enemy. But | say to you: love your enemies, bless those who curse you, do good to
those who hate you, and pray for those who mistreat and persecute you! In this way,
you will be children of your Father in heaven. He lets his sun rise on the wicked and the
good and sends rain on the righteous and the unrighteous! If you love those who love



has been lost. However, this cycle might have formed a self-contained, closed whole, a
small work of art on its own, in a certainly not larger, probably smaller space, than the
ruins currently occupy. Whoever heard the mighty, oddly sounding words had enough in
them and longed, if he was touched by a hint of their meaning, not to hear more for the
time being.
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Regarding the meaning of the paradoxical speech, only this much should be said. When
Jesus contrasts the expression of the moral commandments, which he presents here in
the full power of his divine mission, with the Mosaic ones *) — when he sharpens them
to a point, elevating these commandments beyond any possibility of literal execution:
this should not be taken as a random imperfection or clumsiness of expression.

*} Referring to the Mosaic laws, not just the Pharisaic interpretation of these laws.
See the pertinent remark by Neander, L. J. S. 162 on this.

Rather, it expresses the inherent infinity of the spirit that should be kindled by the words,
that spirit without which even the most obstinate adherence to the law remains futile and
meritless. It conveys the incommensurable relationship of this spirit to any and every
intellectual configuration of external life and action. We can most easily grasp these
stern proclamations if we imagine them as responses to a challenge directed at Jesus
to articulate the true and genuine formulation of the moral law in words. For instance,
we can say that when Jesus pronounces an unfulfillable command, he intends to
convey that the actual command cannot be fully expressed in words once and for all, or
that a complete external fulfilment of the command is altogether impossible. Noteworthy
at the same time is the manner in which he precedes all with the Mosaic formulations.
He does not do this with the intention of refuting them, or even to recognize them as an
inadequate expression of the true commandment. On the contrary, insofar as it is about
giving the commandment a comprehensible expression, he finds them perfectly
adequate; what he has to add — at the same time the fulfillment and the
supplementation of the commandments *) — when viewed as an expression of the
commandment, surpasses itself, thus ceasing to be a sensible and adequate
expression.

*) A double meaning, as previously hinted at, is contained in the word TTAnpwaoai
(V. 17.).

But this is done not unconsciously, but in a self-aware, spirited manner. Jesus knows he
is called to provide more than just the intelligible expression of the commandment, more



would undoubtedly have said: "Render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar's,
and unto God the things that are God's."
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9. "Beware of displaying your virtue before men! If not, you have no reward with your
Father in heaven. When you practice charity, do not sound a trumpet before you, as the
hypocrites do in the synagogues and on the streets to be praised by men. Truly, | tell
you, they have received their reward! But when you wish to do good, let your left hand
not know what your right hand is doing so that your charity remains in secret. Your
Father, who sees in secret, will reward you! And when you pray, do not be like the
hypocrites! They love to pray standing in the synagogues and on street corners to be
seen by men. Truly, | tell you, they have received their reward! But when you wish to
pray, go into your room, close the door, and pray to your Father who is in secret. Your
Father, who sees in secret, will reward you publicly! — And when you fast, do not look
somber like the hypocrites! They disfigure their faces to show others they are fasting.
Truly, I tell you, they have received their reward! But when you fast, anoint your head
and wash your face, so that you will not appear to men to be fasting, but to your Father
who is in secret. And your Father, who sees in secret, will reward you!” *)

*) Cap. 6, V. 1 ff. V. 16 ff.

— These sayings, which clearly belong together, provide, once the evidently
out-of-place insertion about the nature of prayer is removed, a clear example of that
symmetrical structure we must assume in all similar speeches. They are adjoined to the
previous ones in a meaningful way, as the contrast they discuss, between apparent and
true virtue, is analogous to the one previously addressed: the rational, external
commandment of the law versus the inner and infinite command of the divine spirit.
However, their connection to the prior statements becomes inappropriate since the latter
contrast was expressed in dark, enigmatic words, while the former is expressed in
simple and straightforward terms. Such juxtaposition would contradict the pedagogical
wisdom and aesthetic tact that we assume in Jesus.
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10. "When you pray, do not babble like the pagans. They think they will be heard
because of their many words. Do not be like them; for your Father knows what you need
before you ask him. This, then, is how you should pray: 'Our Father in heaven, hallowed
be your name, your kingdom come, your will be done, on earth as it is in heaven. Give



the second seems redundant at its core; but it was not Jesus's habit to utter a redundant
word, much less to place such a significant one where it might appear superfluous.

13. "The lamp of the body is the eye. If your eye is clear, your whole body will be full of
light. But if your eye is bad, your whole body will be full of darkness. So if the light within
you is darkness, how great is that darkness!" ***)

***) V. 22 ff. Parallel Luk. 11, 34 ff.

— In interpreting this parable, it seems most immediate to recall the very similar
statement about salt (No. 4), with which Jesus compared the disciples. Accordingly,
here as well, the spiritual analogy to the physical condition should not be set up in such
a way that the eye represents a specific soul power of the individual in relation to the
rest of the soul, but rather that it represents particular, especially called and enlightened
individuals in relation to the rest of humanity. However, one interpretation does not
exclude the other, and the general meaning of both parables is that in humans, both in
the individual and in the species, there is something ultimate, absolute, from which
everything else derives its value and healthy existence. The loss of which is absolutely
irreplaceable, and its clouding or contamination is a disaster for the whole.
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14. "No one can serve two masters. Either he will hate one and love the other, or he will
hold to one and despise the other. You cannot serve both God and Mammon." *)

*) V. 24. Parallel Luk. 16, 13.

15. "Do not worry about your life, what you will eat or drink; or about your body, what
you will wear. Is not life more than food, and the body more than clothes? Look at the
birds of the air; they do not sow or reap or store away in barns, and yet your heavenly
Father feeds them. Are you not much more valuable than they? Who among you, by
worrying, can add a single cubit to his lifespan? And why do you worry about clothes?
Consider the lilies of the field, how they grow. They do not labor or spin, yet | tell you,
not even Solomon in all his splendor was dressed like one of them. If that is how God
clothes the grass of the field, which is here today and tomorrow thrown into the fire, how
much more will he clothe you, O you of little faith! Therefore, do not worry, saying, 'What
shall we eat?' or 'What shall we drink?' or 'What shall we wear?' For the pagans strive
after all these things. Your heavenly Father knows that you need them. But seek first the
kingdom of God and His righteousness, and all these things will be added to you." *)



ideal giving or measuring, inherent in moral judgment. The profound implication is this:

the standard of moral judgment you apply to others reflects your moral worth; the more
inclined you are to recognize nobility and goodness in others, the nobler and better you
are.

18. "Why do you see the speck in your brother's eye but ignore the plank in your own?
How can you tell your brother, 'Let me remove the speck from your eye,' when there's a
plank in your own? Hypocrite! First, take the plank out of your own eye, then you'll see
clearly to remove the speck from your brother's eye.” **)

**) V. 3 ff. Parallel. Luk. 6, 41.

19. "Don't give what's holy to dogs or throw your pearls before swine. They might
trample them underfoot, then turn and tear you to pieces." ***)

%) \/ B,

— The author of the fourth Gospel should have been aware and heeded this wise
saying. His portrayal of Christ, from start to finish, resembles a man who casts his
sanctity to dogs and is then attacked and torn by them. — Otherwise, with these
profound words, Jesus might not be just referring to an external misuse of the sacred
but also an internal one. It's the spiritual impiety when one takes what's sacred and,
instead of preserving it purely and chastely within the soul's sanctuary, exposes it to wild
passions (dogs) or impure desires (pigs).
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20. "Ask, and it will be given to you! Seek, and you will find! Knock, and it will be opened
to you! Every asker receives, every seeker finds, and to every knocker it is opened. Or
is there any of you who, when his child asks him for bread, will give him a stone, or if he
asks for a small fish, will hand him a snake? If even you, as evil as you are, can give
good gifts to your children, how much more will your Father in heaven give good things
to those who ask Him?” *)

*) V. 7 ff. Parallel Luke 11, 9 ff.
— One of those truly classic words, like the classical works of antiquity, so clear, so

simple, and so straightforward that it's all too easy to overlook and not realize the
heavenly depth that must have rested in the soul of the one who said it.



— The warning against false prophets, as Luke rightly observed, appears as artificially
connected to the present as both are with what follows.

25. "Not everyone who calls me 'Lord, Lord,' will enter the kingdom of heaven, but he
who does the will of my heavenly Father. On that day many will say to me, 'Lord, Lord,
did we not prophesy in your name, drive out demons in your nhame, and perform many
miracles in your name?' Then | will tell them, 'l never knew you; depart from me,
evildoers!’ 1)

1) V. 31 ff. Parallel Luke 6, 46. 13, 35 ff.

— To explain this pronouncement, it is not necessarily required to assume that Jesus
here introduces himself outright as the Judge of the world; if it happened at all, it
probably occurred in a more pointed context. He could also distinguish his true disciples
from the fake ones and, by gathering the former around him and distancing the latter, in
the power of a teacher and prophet, without being the Judge of the world.
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26. "Whoever hears my words and acts accordingly, | will compare him to a wise man
who built his house on solid ground. The flood comes, the streams overflow, the storms
blow and hit the house; but it does not fall, for it is founded on rock. But he who hears
my words and does not act accordingly will be compared to a fool who built his house
on sand. The flood comes, the streams overflow, the storms blow and hit the house; and
it collapses; it falls with a mighty crash!" *)

*) V. 24 ff. Parall. Luke. 6, 47 ff.

It cannot be denied that these words are quite suitable for the conclusion of a long
speech, as indeed both Gospels conclude the Sermon on the Mount with them.
However, they seem even more fitting as the end of a conversation of the kind that we
would like to assume as the occasion for the legend of the Sermon on the Mount and
similar longer speeches that Jesus is supposed to have given. The idea that, while
outdoors, where a crowd gathered, partly to hear his words, partly to experience his
healing power, various conversations arose, both between him and the disciples and
with strangers, and various reasons were found for unsolicited statements and
admonitions, is entirely within the bounds of possibility. If, out of respect for the
credibility of an apostle, one feels obliged to consider these speeches as actually taking
place at one time, or at least on one day, there is nothing to prevent this assumption
regarding the present ones, provided one is willing to present them, as we have



the Lord from entering the house. — This latter circumstance in particular leaves no
doubt in the mind of an unbiased observer about the relationship of this account to the
one in Matthew. It has been rightly noted *) that these words are only fitting when
spoken directly by the centurion himself, and that the dismissive message is an
improper imitation, even in the use of individual words, of a similar incident in the event
with Jairus's daughter **).

*)y Strauss L. J. II, p. 110 ff.
**) Mark 5:35. Parall.

The reason for this modification and the preceding one, which leads to this one, is not
hard to find; it undoubtedly lies in the knowledge Luke had that the Lord never engaged
in personal interaction with Gentiles ***).

***) It's noteworthy in this context that the incident with the Canaanite woman
(Mark 7:25) is also omitted by Luke. This omission falls within the larger gap we
have already observed in this evangelist.

Nothing could be more natural than that this insight, which is in itself completely correct,
led him, upon finding an incident of apparently contradictory content, to think of
justifying it in the manner we see him justify Matthew's straightforward account, through
the interposition of Jewish intermediaries. However, this undoubtedly introduced,
unnoticed by the evangelist, the new issue that these intermediaries thus find
themselves in a relationship with both parties which, given everything we know of the
circumstances, seems rather improbable. Indeed, such a set-up and preliminary
exercise of Jesus' miraculous power is entirely inconsistent with the manner in which we
otherwise see Jesus wielding this power.
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If, as a result, we recognize that version of the story, which we must admit that Luke
found reason to doubt as having actually happened, as the original: then the whole
narrative becomes a problem for us. It becomes even more so when we reflect on the
circumstances that made the stories of Mark, in many respects, including the fact that it
concerns a person from a pagan nation, appear problematic, very similar to the current
one *).

*) Book IV, p. 526 f.



parable as such, since its point lies entirely in the exchange between Jesus and the
centurion, not in the occurrence of the result. Admittedly, this made the connection
between that final maxim and the rest of the parable somewhat looser, and it could
easily appear to a narrating reviser that this was placed here by the Apostle merely due
to the incidental relatedness of its content; as we already know from the example of the
Sermon on the Mount that the Evangelist Luke was accustomed to view such
combinations he found in his source as coincidental and freely adapt them.
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The above explanation, which arises from our basic view of the composition of the
synoptic Gospels in the most natural and almost necessary way, is most significantly
confirmed for all those who care about determining a sound and dignified sense in the
Gospel reports, by the nature of the meaning that emerges as the true meaning and
content of the present parable. This sense primarily resides in the words attributed to
the captain. Thus, we find here a new and especially rich example of the observation we
made earlier about words attributed to foreign persons in the Gospel miracle stories,
and a new point of similarity with the story of the Canaanite woman, in which the words
of the woman also formed the actual point *).

*) Compare Vol. |, p. 527.

One would indeed be mistaken to regard the fact that Jesus is introduced as exerting an
effect at a distance in the parable as merely incidental, as it would indeed be in the
anecdote understood literally, where perhaps only the quantitative moment of the
maghnitude of the miracle accomplished would come into consideration, but not also its
special quality. For the parabolic significance of the whole, this is precisely the most
important aspect: due to the strength of his faith, the centurion, who looks beyond the
external conditions of the commonly sensed events and considers an effect of the divine
even at a distance as possible, actually manages to evoke and appropriate such an
effect. This strikingly signifies what the entire parable is meant to denote, and what is
clearly expressed in the final aphorism: the relationship of the Gentiles to Him and to
His work, in stark contrast to the behavior of the Jews. The Roman centurion is
introduced as a representative of those peoples who "will come from the east and west",
who do not wait for Jesus to come to them or impose His benefits upon them, and who
do not even demand that He condescend to them and personally enter their homes;
while many Jews even spurned the one who physically walked among them. It is
therefore Jesus' spiritual miracle at a distance, His historical activity not bound by any
barriers of space and time, that is meant to be expressed metaphorically by the image
of the physical healing miracle that Jesus here performs at a distance. Thus, the very



Thus understood, this saying is among the greatest ever spoken. — The objects of the
parable, the foxes and birds, are not chosen without reason. Not arbitrarily the first
available animals, but of all those, the ones that most give the appearance of being free
and homeless, some roaming the earth, others floating in the air, yet, like their human
counterparts, in the end, they too have their hiding places where they retreat when their
time comes.
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29. After this profound statement, our narrators, and seemingly already in their source,
immediately attach another statement, no less insightful. "Follow me, and let the dead

bury their dead!" Jesus said to another, who is noted to have requested permission to

bury his father before joining Jesus’ disciples *).

*y V. 21 f. Parall. Luk. V. 59 f.

— However, it's more than doubtful that the exalted Master, through this call, genuinely
intended to prevent the disciple from fulfilling the pious duty of a child. It is, in fact,
untrue, as interpreters claim here, that the word "the dead" is first used metaphorically
and secondly in a literal sense. Understood as Jesus intended for his disciples and for
us, it bears a metaphorical meaning on both occasions. What Jesus prohibits with this
statement is the spiritually deadening preoccupation with what is deceased and
decaying when there is something alive that demands our attention and strength **).

**) A later legend identifies the disciple to whom this word was directed as the
Apostle Philip. Clem. Alex. Strom. lll, 4. p. 522 Pott. This legend probably doesn't
have a direct historical basis but is likely based on a characterization of this
disciple as earlier legends might have conceived.

30. "The harvest is plentiful, but the workers are few. Therefore, ask the Lord of the
harvest to send out workers into his harvest." ***)

***) Cap. 9, V. 37 f. Parall. Luk. 10, 2.

— This significant saying, which, like the preceding ones, concerns the discipleship of
the Lord, was likely closely attached to them in the source. The first evangelist ties it to
a sentence about Jesus' compassion for the shepherd-less wandering flock, which this
evangelist had taken from Mark's account of the first feeding miracle *); Luke, somewhat
oddly, places it in the context of the sending out of the Seventy.



*) Cap. 10, V. 5 ff. Parall. Luk. 10, 4 ff. (Marc. 6, 7 ff. Luk. 9, 1 ff.)

These words may have been spoken, perhaps, to be strictly applied to the Apostles
during their then mission. But surely, they were also, and perhaps more importantly,
intended to have a symbolic meaning for the proclamation of Christianity in general. By
sending the Apostles not to the Gentiles and Samaritans, but only to the Israelites, it
doesn't mean that the former are excluded from the Gospel; rather, it suggests waiting
for their voluntary arrival. This statement does not contradict the earlier one (No. 27),
the claim of preaching the Gospel throughout the entire world **), or other statements in
favor of the Samaritans *).

**) Marc. 13, 10 u. Parall.
*) Luk. 10, 30 ff. 17, 18. Joh. 4, 5 ff.

Even there, only the Israelites are initially assumed as "children of the Kingdom"; only
because of their unworthiness, they must relinquish their seats at the feast to foreign
newcomers **).

**) Similarly, Paul and Barnabas in their address to the Jews. Acts 13, 46. Comp.
Rom. 3, 1 ff.

The reason why Jesus personally turned only to the Israelites, chose his companions
only from this people, and had them preach the Gospel primarily to the Israelites, is
because he was aware that he could only directly communicate through this group,
which was adequately prepared in an external sense to receive the Gospel. Thus, the
prohibition gains a broader meaning, valid for later times too: the Gospel should not be
preached haphazardly, but only where there's an expectation of receptivity and the
necessary prerequisites for understanding ***).

***) An apocryphal report (according to Eusebius, the mapdadooig) states that
Christ instructed the Apostles to leave the Jews only after twelve years to go
among the Gentiles. Clem. Al. Strom. VI, p. 636 s. Euseb. H. E. V, 18. A note that
should be used at least for the chronology of the Acts, as it was likely formed
from chronological facts.

Continuing, the instruction is that the Apostles should not make their gifts a subject of
wage service; for their teachings, a reward is even demanded, as Jesus directs the sent
ones to it as the means of their livelihood. This, and by emphasizing that they've



Spirit of your Father which speaketh in you. And brother shall deliver up the brother to
death, and the father the child: and the children shall rise up against their parents, and
cause them to be put to death. And ye shall be hated of all men for my name's sake: but
he that endureth to the end shall be saved." *)

*) V. 16 ff. Parall. Luk. 10,3. 12,11 f. (Marc. 13, 9 ff. Luk. 21, 12 ff.)

It is probable that our evangelist here borrowed some elements from a later section of
Mark with which it coincides too strikingly. However, the main idea's occurrence in
Matthew, independent of that section in Mark, is evident from its double presence in
Luke. Moreover, this idea, the admonition to the disciples not to be anxious about what
they will speak in court, is among those that it seems likely Jesus expressed more than
once. Such statements as these should be sought for the prophetic in the true,
human-divine sense; they testify more loudly than any ordinarily miraculous predictions,
of the truly divine assurance that Christ had, not only about the inner truth but also
about the external success of his teachings.

33. "But when they persecute you in this city, flee ye into another: for verily | say unto
you, Ye shall not have gone over the cities of Israel, till the Son of man be come." **)

%) \/ 23,

These words surely were not meant to say that the "Parousia" and the end of the world
are imminent, but rather that, as long as the world exists, Christianity will continually
face conflict and, driven out of one place, must seek others.
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34, "A disciple is not above his teacher, nor a servant above his master. The disciple
must be content if he fares as his teacher does, and the servant if he fares as his
master does. If they called the master of the house Beelzebul, how much more will they
malign those of his household? So, do not fear them!" *)

*) V. 24 f. Parall. Luk. 6, 40.

— From the realization of the inevitability of evil grows the courage that fearlessly
confronts it.



no other type of providence, just as this faith will not desire another type of power for
itself. However, circumstances can arise where even the most trivial external factors
become critically important for a spiritual context. In these instances, the statement that
even the hairs on one's head are counted holds in a strict and literal sense. Only it
remains flawed and misguided to depict such externalities as not only a standalone,
permanent content of divine knowledge but also of divine concern ).

1) The rigid literalism in understanding these gospel words about the counted
hairs on one's head — they were applied to the nature of the resurrection body
— is characteristic of the abstract logic of ancient dogmatics and serves as a
warning not to fall too easily into its trap in other cases where the same spirit of
abstraction, the principle of negativity, and the lack of immanent dialectical
movement prevailed. Compare, for instance, the way Augustine wrestles with this
saying: Civ. Dei XXII, 12-20.
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38. "Whoever confesses me before men, | will also confess him before my heavenly
Father. But whoever denies me before men, | will also deny him before my heavenly
Father." *)

*) V. 32 f. Parall. Luk. V. 8 f. (Marc. 8, 38. Luk. S, 26)

— One might also assume from this maxim, as from V. 17—22, that it was taken from
the later place in Mark; all the more as it is also omitted in our Gospel in the context
parallel to this place, and the gap, just as there, is filled with a sentence derived from it

**)'
**) Matth. 16, 27.

However, the fact that our evangelist drew from a source independent of Mark is evident
not only from the significantly different expression he gives of this maxim but more so
that Luke has it in both parallel places, once in an expression close enough to prove the
origin from the same source as Matthew, and the other time precisely corresponding to
Mark.

39. "Think not that | have come to bring peace on the earth! | came not to bring peace
but a sword. | came to set a son against his father, a daughter against her mother, a
daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law. Household members and blood relatives will
become enemies!” ***)



would have expressed it, that they can only speak it in their name, but Christ was
allowed to speak it in the name of the one who sent him.

42. John the Baptist, hearing in prison about the works that Jesus performed, sends two
of his disciples to Him with the question: "Are you the one who is to come, or should we
wait for another?" Jesus replies to them: "Go and tell John what you hear and see. The
blind receive sight, the lame walk, those who have leprosy are cleansed, the deaf hear,
the dead are raised, and the good news is proclaimed to the poor. Blessed is the one
who is not offended by me!” *)

*) Cap. 11, V. 2 ff. Parall. Luk. 7, 18 ff.

We would like to believe these words were spoken more in a symbolic sense than in
their actual meaning; although both evangelists took them in such a literal sense that
they have not remained without influence on the overall composition of their respective
writings. Furthermore, as the interpreters have rightly noted, they contain an
unmistakable reference to Old Testament passages concerning the Messianic kingdom
**). The concluding words undoubtedly refer to John himself, not, as some have wanted
to understand, to the listeners present. — We have already defended the factual truth of
the entire incident above ***).

**) |sa. 35, 5f. 61, 1.
*%) Book Ill, p. 271.
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43. After John's sent disciples have departed, Jesus speaks to the people: “What did
you go out into the desert to see? Reeds swayed by the wind? — So, what did you go
out to see? A man dressed in fine clothes? Well, those who wear fine clothes are in the
palaces of kings! — Again, what did you go out to see? A prophet? Yes, I tell you, he is
more than a prophet! For he is the one referred to by Scripture-h): ‘Behold, | am sending
my angel ahead of you, who will prepare your way.” Truly | tell you, among those born of
women there has not risen anyone greater than John the Baptist; yet whoever is least in
the kingdom of heaven is greater than he!"chch) — Whether Jesus spoke these words
on the occasion of John's mission to him remains to be seen; to us, they seem to make
better sense if we think of them as spoken on another occasion. Their clear aim is to
leverage the Jews' faith in John to lead them to the truly Righteous and Higher. Hence,
Jesus first tries to get them to clarify for themselves what they were seeking and
expecting when they approached John as a prophet. The same drive that leads them to
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45. "To what can | compare this generation? It is like children sitting in the marketplaces
and calling out to others: ‘We played the flute for you, and you did not dance; we sang a
dirge, and you did not mourn.” For John came neither eating nor drinking, and they say,
'He has a demon!' The Son of Man came eating and drinking, and they say, 'Here is a
glutton and a drunkard, a friend of tax collectors and sinners!" Yet wisdom is vindicated
by her deeds.” *) — Clearly, these words were spoken in a different context and to
different people than the preceding ones and are only connected because John is
mentioned in them. The concluding sentence doesn't make much sense unless taken
ironically, as | did in the translation **).

*) V. 16 ff. Parallel: Luke 7, 31 ff.

**) Zogia is said ironically soon after (V. 25). Why shouldn't the same be the case
with the word dikalouv? — In any case, one should compare this with the
passage in Cap. 12, 27, which expresses the same thought.

46. "Woe to you, Chorazin! Woe to you, Bethsaida! For if the mighty works which were
done in you had been done in Tyre and Sidon, they would have repented long ago in
sackcloth and ashes. But | tell you, it will be more bearable for Tyre and Sidon at the
day of judgment than for you. And you, Capernaum, who are exalted to heaven, will be
brought down to Hades. For if the mighty works which were done in you had been done
in Sodom, it would have remained until this day. But | tell you that it shall be more
tolerable for the land of Sodom in the day of judgment, than for you!" ***)

***) V. 21 ff. Parallel Luk. 10, 13 ff.

— Some have wanted to find this woe cry about the Galilean cities better placed in Luke
than in ours. Namely, it's likely that Jesus spoke it during his last departure from Galilee.
However, Luke seems to have cheaply acquired this fame. For in his account, this
passage doesn't refer to this departure at all but has been appended due to its similarity
in content to a sentence from Matthew's instruction speech, which Luke there shifted to
the sending out of the seventy *).

*y Matt. 10, 15. Luk. 10, 12.
Furthermore, if one takes these words as farewell words, it advances the erroneous

opinion that Jesus wanted to vent a disillusioned expectation he had held about the
residents of Galilee in them **).



**) See Vol. |. p. 417.
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47."l thank you, Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that you have hidden these things
from the wise and understanding and revealed them to little children. Yes, Father, for
such was your gracious will. All things have been handed over to me by my Father, and
no one knows the Son except the Father, and no one knows the Father except the Son
and anyone to whom the Son chooses to reveal him." ***)

***) V. 25 ff. Parallel Luk. 10, 21 f.

— Not wrongly, this statement has been described as the one that, of all the speeches
preserved in the synoptic gospels, offers the most points of connection for the speeches
attributed to Jesus in the Gospel of John. Among the Synoptics, it stands quite isolated;
not as if Jesus did not often and clearly enough, especially in figurative and parabolic
speech, designate himself as the "Son of God" in another and preferential sense than in
which he also calls other people, but insofar as hardly anywhere else is such an explicit,
one might say metaphysical, explanation attached to this expression about the
relationship of the Son to the Father 1).

1) Only perhaps the negative statement in Mark 13:32 hints at similar
explanations given by Jesus about this mysterious relationship. Moreover, we
would prefer to relate the words attributed to him in a lost gospel (either the
Hebrew or the Egyptian) to what is implied by Jesus in the present context: "My
secret is for me and the children of my house." Clem. Al. Strom. V, p. 578.

That this explanation by Jesus should be so entirely isolated is unlikely, and this is a not
insignificant instance for the authenticity of the Johannine speeches, if not precisely in
the form in which they are presented, then certainly in their overall character and
content.
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48, "Come to me, all who labor and are heavy laden, and | will give you rest. Take my
yoke upon you, and learn from me, for | am gentle and lowly in heart, and you will find
rest for your souls. For my yoke is easy, and my burden is light!" *)

*) V. 38 ff,



50. The account of the conversation between Jesus and the Pharisees about the
casting out of evil spirits (Book IV, No. 10) seems to have also been found by our
evangelist in his source with many modifications and expansions ***).

***) Specifically, | deduce from his agreement with Luke, and from the fact that
the latter places the narrative at a different point than Mark does, that our
evangelist here does not merely supplement Mark but has found the account of
the former with those supplements already in the original text of Matthew.

The occasion for this conversation is said to be Jesus' healing of a demoniac who was
both blind and mute t).

T) Cap. 12, V. 22. The fact that he was also blind is probably an addition by our
evangelist. Compare Cap. 9, 32 ff., a narrative which probably originates from the
current one and, just like the previous one about healing the blind, is placed there
to avoid having the mention of the blind and mute in Cap. 11,3 without
motivation. Against this, see Luk. 11, 14.

In Jesus' response, we find the following words, not mentioned by Mark. "If | cast out
demons with Beelzebub, by whom do your people cast them out? Therefore, they shall
be your judges! But if | cast out demons by the Spirit of God, then the Kingdom of God
has come upon you unexpectedly!" 1)

1) Cap. 12, V. 27 f. Parallel, Luk. 11, 19 f.

— The meaning of these words is somewhat unclear because Jesus initially seems to
equate the power by which he casts out evil spirits with the powers of Jewish exorcists.
Consequently, the final conclusion lacks cogency. Thus, | suspect a misunderstanding in
the final words, although it's surprising that the third evangelist presents them exactly as
the first one does.
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51. "Whoever is not with me is against me, and whoever does not gather with me
scatters.” *)

*) V. 30. Parallel, Luk. V. 33.

— These words are also interwoven into that conversation, not just by our source, but
already in the original text, as seen from its agreement with Luke. However, this may



this expression in the context of this saying from the story of Peter but could not
find the right relationship anymore.

Marcus himself, however, artificially linked this pronouncement with that conversation
Jesus held with the Pharisees. This becomes clear from the concluding words in which
an attempt is made to explain the context ***).

***) Mark V. 30.

We would do better, therefore, to refrain from any specific interpretation of the
pronouncement based on the context in which it is presented to us and stick only to its
general meaning. Three points, which are still contentious and doubted in the Christian
world, are decidedly expressed in it, namely:

That through ignorance of Christ and even explicit non-recognition of Christ as the Son
of God, the salvation of the soul and the claim to eternal bliss is not necessarily
forfeited. Thus, the prevailing Christian Church is mistaken and contradicts the clear
words of its Lord and Master when it makes the external historical belief in the personal
Christ a necessary condition for salvation. However, in contrast:

That there indeed exists a sin that cannot be forgiven, that is (because any other
possible interpretation is contrived, inferring something into the words that are not
present in them, which Jesus would have explicitly stated had he wanted to convey),
which irreversibly and forever excludes the one who commits it from the divine kingdom

*).

*) The same, as all sound exegesis must acknowledge, is the meaning of the
contrast between mortal and venial sins as posited by John (1 John 5, 16). When
such modern interpreters, forced to admit this and thus define mortal sin as
unforgivable, nevertheless add the condition, "unless the sinner repents and
amends," they fail to notice that with one hand they are taking away what they
gave with the other. Unforgivable are only those sins that inherently render the
sinner's conversion impossible. To be forgiven, every sin, not just the mortal sin,
requires conversion; or rather, conversion and forgiveness are the same concept,
once related to the sinner and the other time to God.

Finally, 3) that this sin, the sin unto eternal death, explicitly pertains to what Christ calls
the Spirit, the Spirit of God, the Holy Spirit, and cannot be committed without a clear,
although just as explicitly contradicting, communion with this Spirit. That Jesus cannot
mean merely an external blasphemy, as Mark understood, is evident. To blaspheme the



Spirit of action and reality, one must partake in it; for an insult or offense is only possible
among equals. Recognizing this inherently spiritual nature of the sin against the Spirit
**), the question about the nature of this sin shifted focus to whether the sinner's explicit
consciousness of the evil of the act that he is not just committing, but intending to, might
be the factor that qualifies the sin as a sin against the Spirit.

**) Such a spiritual (ingenious) nature of sin is expressly acknowledged by the
Apostle Paul, Ephesians 6, 12. The same is hinted at in the Apostle John's
warning (1 John 4, 7) not to trust every spirit but to test the spirits, whether they
are of God.

Indeed, such awareness will more or less clearly accompany every mental sin that
should be properly named as such, since the spirit is not without consciousness of what
it is. However, not every awareness of the evil within us is of a spiritual nature. There is
also a consciousness of weakness, for which evil, although it would like to be freed from
it, is still too powerful to be successfully suppressed, and yet not powerful enough to
make that consciousness itself, as in the case of spiritual evil, the content and basis of
the evil will. — Therefore, for that sin which contains a blasphemy of the spirit and thus,
according to the present pronouncement of the Lord, entails eternal damnation, it is just
as impossible to specify a once and for all valid, intellectually recognizable characteristic
as it is for the virtue that, born of the spirit and faith, acquires eternal life. Indeed, both
would cease to be what they are if such a characteristic could be found for them. For as
the spirit is higher than reason and, as such a higher entity, can only be designated
negatively or approximately by language, which initially only expresses the rational
content dissected by the intellect: so the sin against the spirit does not lie within the
realm of reason as such, but it requires, in order to be understood and recognized
according to its peculiarities, a spiritual intuition that cannot be summarized into a once
and for all defined intellectual concept.
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53. "Either you choose a noble tree, and its fruit is noble; or you choose a rotten tree,
and its fruit is rotten. For by the fruit the tree is known. You brood of vipers, how can you
speak good things, when you are evil? For out of the abundance of the heart, the mouth
speaks. A good person brings forth good from their good treasure, and an evil person
brings forth evil from their evil treasure!” *)

*) V. 33 ff. Parallel: Luk. 6, 45.



— The reference to the Pharisees suggests that this speech was probably still
connected to the previous ones in the original written source, though it is not linked to
them by any direct continuity of thought. It sharply contrasts with that principle of weak
pseudo-humanity, which people often confuse with Christian charity, according to which
a good core is supposed to be present even in the worst of deeds. — It also contrasts
with the notion of freedom which places freedom in the arbitrary, conscious choice
between good and evil. According to this notion, strictly speaking, only good and evil
actions could be discussed, but not a good and evil being of a creature; only of evil and
good fruits, but not of a good and evil stem.
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54, "l tell you: every idle word that people speak, they will have to give an account of it
on the Day of Judgment! By your words you will be justified, and by your words you will
be condemned!” *)

*) V. 36 f.

— There is a profound truth in this, and it should be taken more literally than is
commonly believed, that what humans will be judged by are their words and not their
deeds. By "word" here, everything that involuntarily reveals one's disposition is meant,
including one's gaze, facial expression, in short, the entire physiognomic expression of
a person. In these involuntary expressions, the evil within a person is revealed, even if
no actions that could be externally judged as evil are committed out of hypocrisy or
cunning. Similarly, even with a visibly misguided, even sinful, behavior, the possibly still
hidden nobler core is revealed through words and physiognomic expressions. — That
even in the previous statement, by the "fruits" through which one should recognize the
tree, words in this sense, and not actions in the common sense, are meant, is indicated
by the expressions used there.
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55. Some of the scribes ask for a sign from him. Jesus responds, "A wicked and
faithless generation seeks a sign. No sign will be given to it except the sign of the
prophet Jonah! Men from Nineveh will rise up at the judgment with this generation and
condemn it; for they repented at the preaching of Jonah, and behold, something greater
than Jonah is here! A queen from the South will rise up at the judgment with this
generation and will condemn it; for she came from the ends of the earth to hear the
wisdom of Solomon, and behold, something greater than Solomon is here! *)”



*) V. 38 ff. Parallels: Luke 11, 16. 29 ff. (Mark 8, 11 f. Matthew 16, 1 ff.

The scribes' demand for a sign (a sign from heaven, as Mark and Luke add, and also
our evangelist when retelling this anecdote that he credits to Mark; such a sign,
according to prophetic hint **) could be expected from the Messiah) is immediately
associated with the above accusation by Luke. According to our evangelist, it followed
the speeches provoked by that accusation.

**) Joel 3, 3.

There has been debate about which version is more plausible; a futile dispute since the
whole arrangement in the source was purely external, and it was up to the evangelists
to, if they wanted to retain it, motivate it as they pleased. As for the "sign of the prophet
Jonah", both the first and the third evangelists add an explanation. However, as evident
from their difference, they didn't derive it from the source but instead attributed it to
Jesus on their own accord. According to our text, Jesus is said to have stated, "For as
Jonah was three days and three nights in the belly of a huge fish, so the Son of Man will
be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth." But Luke says, "For as Jonah
was a sign to the Ninevites, so also will the Son of Man be to this generation." In
essence, the latter undoubtedly captures the true meaning. This is evident, apart from
the improbability that Jesus would have used such an adventurous image for his death
and resurrection, from the following in which the significance of Jonah is not related to
those who threw him into the sea but to the Ninevites themselves.*)

*} It might appear inconsistent when we usually assume a faithful representation
of the Aoyia of Matthew by the first evangelist, but in this case, assert an arbitrary
insertion on the part of the latter. However, this exception (similar ones will come
up later) is not unmotivated. Just as our evangelist, more than the others, tends
to weave Old Testament allusions and messianic prophecies into the narrative,
he also tends to enrich the Old Testament reminiscences in Jesus' mouth when
borrowing statements from Mark (see the most striking example of this kind in
Chapter 13, V. 14 f. compared with Mark 4, 12; also the same, V. 35 compared
with Mark V. 34). Therefore, it could easily happen that his preference for such
reminiscences tempted him to elaborate on the content of that reference to
Jonah, as he had understood it.

The very following, however, makes the explicit interpretation superfluous, and Luke, to
mitigate the striking mention of the Ninevites twice, felt compelled to rearrange the two
subsequent sentences. — As conceived as they must be according to Luke, these
words are remarkable in two respects. First, in terms of the manner and style of



expression. In them, Jesus speaks of Himself, in the same sense, but how differently
than in the fourth Gospel! With a brief, allusive hint, He says just as much and just as
significant as there in the most elaborate speeches and expositions. Such a fleeting
suggestion suffices in the mouth of one who is not just saying what he wants to be, but
truly is what he is. Such a person rightly leaves the more detailed analysis of his nature
to his followers and disciples; as there, undoubtedly, it belongs to the disciple John, not
to the Master Jesus Christ. — Secondly, concerning the meaning itself, nowhere as
strikingly as here do we find the actual central point of the validation of the Divine,
particularly in contrast to the fleshly belief in miracles. One shouldn't weaken this
contrast by restricting the adversaries' demand solely to a sign from heaven. Indeed, we
find it thus expressed in Mark and in the passages of the other Synoptics borrowed from
Mark; but it was hardly said for the reason, if indeed it was said at all, that the scribes
would not have been satisfied with miracles of another kind. That a heavenly sign was
expressly expected to validate the Messiah, despite the prophetic passages pointing to
such a sign, can't really be proven, and besides, here it's not about recognizing Jesus
as the Messiah. The sign in the sky at that point stands for signs in general; just as in
the current context, the demand is for a sign in general, i.e., for a miracle in the strict
sense, which the healings by Jesus — the only wonders he really performed — certainly
were not. The Divine counters this demand by pointing to the one, truly genuine miracle,
the miracle of all miracles. — Furthermore, it can be said that the grand sense of this
dismissal of the miracle-craving generation applies no less to the subsequent
generations than to the one then living. To whom the personal appearance and
preaching of Jesus alone is not enough for true faith; whoever demands belief in
external miracles in addition: he places himself in the same rank with those scribes who
asked Jesus for such miracles to recognize Him as the one sent by God.
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In the mention of the Ninevites and the Queen of Arabia, | believe | detect a hint
towards the Gentiles who, according to Jesus' proclamation (see above No. 27), will

voluntarily gather around him and put to shame those to whom he was initially sent.

56. "When the unclean spirit departs from a man, it goes through arid places, seeking
rest and finding none.
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Then it says, 'l will return to my house from which | came.' It returns and finds the house
empty, swept clean, and decorated. It then goes and brings with it seven other spirits,



more wicked than itself, and they dwell there. Thus, the last state of that man is worse
than the first." *)

*Y V. 43 ff. Parallel: Luke V. 24 ff.

— These words occupy an equally unsuitable place in both our source, which places
them immediately after the previous, and in Luke, who places them before. Also, their
connection in the original writing of Matthew was undoubtedly purely superficial and
coincidental. If they are spoken with a moral significance, as we have no doubt: it is
noteworthy how Jesus uses the conditions of the possessed, or rather what is assumed
to be the cause of these conditions, as a parable for moral conditions. It's clear that if he
speaks only metaphorically about evil spirits occupying and imprisoning the human soul,
it becomes questionable whether the expressions used during actual exorcisms, at least
from Jesus' own viewpoint, can still be considered literal.

57. "Blessed are your eyes because they see, and your ears because they hear. Truly, |
tell you, many prophets and righteous people longed to see what you see but did not
see it, and to hear what you hear but did not hear it!" **)

**) Cap. 13, V. 16 f. Parallel: Luke 10, 23 f.

In our source, this seems awkwardly aligned with the statement about eyes that do not
see and ears that do not hear (Book IV, No. 13) so that it serves as a contrast. More
fittingly, though just as arbitrarily, in Luke (who mentions "kings" instead of "righteous"),
it relates to the statement about Jesus' divine sonship.

58. "The kingdom of heaven is like a man who sowed good seed in his field. But while
everyone was sleeping, his enemy came and sowed weeds among the wheat and went
away. When the wheat sprouted and formed heads, then the weeds also appeared. The
owner's servants came and said to him, 'Sir, didn't you sow good seed in your field?
Where did the weeds come from?' He replied, 'An enemy did this.' The servants asked,
'Do you want us to go and pull them up?' 'No,' he answered, 'because while you are
pulling the weeds, you may also uproot the wheat. Let both grow together until the
harvest. At that time, | will tell the harvesters: First, collect the weeds and tie them in
bundles to be burned; then gather the wheat into my barn.™ *)

*) Cap. 13, V. 24 ff.



— About this parable, as with the similar one our evangelist borrowed from Mark and
connected with the present one (Book IV, No. 12), it's further recounted **) that, upon
returning home, the disciples asked him about its meaning.

**) V. 36 ff.

Jesus replied: "The one who sowed the good seed is the Son of Man; the field is the
world; the good seed represents the children of the kingdom; the weeds are the children
of the evil one; the enemy who sows them is the devil; the harvest represents the end of
the age, and the harvesters are angels. Just as the weeds are gathered and burned
with fire, so it will be at the end of the age. The Son of Man will send out his angels, and
they will weed out of his kingdom everything that causes sin and all who do evil, and
throw them into the blazing furnace. There, there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth.
Then the righteous will shine like the sun in the kingdom of their Father! Whoever has
ears, let them hear!”
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We do not deny that this interpretation of the parable, as recent commentators point out,
itself has a parabolic and figurative character; even the closing words indicate here, as
everywhere they occur, that to understand the discourse, one must go beyond its
immediate meaning. However, one should not stretch the aspect of figurativeness so far
that the essential core, the main intent of the parable, is lost. This core is the final
complete separation of the good and the wicked, this fundamental dogma of Christian
eschatology, which in this parable is not only expressed and taught as in many other
discourses, but is also, through its figurative presentation, more motivated than
elsewhere. The entire parable can be seen as an answer to the question of why God, if
He intends to annihilate the wicked at the end and consign them to the fires of
Gehenna, does not do so immediately. The answer to this question, as we see, lies in
the response that the master gives to the servants who offer to weed out the tares.
Jesus acknowledges in this figurative expression a relative necessity of the existence of
evil and the wicked within this world order, an impossibility of eradicating evil from the
world as it now is, without endangering the good. But while he admits this relative
necessity, he denies the absolute necessity of such coexistence, of such mingling of
good and evil; he rather states that a time will come when this mingling will end. When
this time is seen as the "end of this age" or rather "this aeon, this world age": it is not, as
pantheism understands it, a moment lying outside of all time. If this were the case, how
could one speak elsewhere, in an evidently similar context, of a "coming aeon or world
age"? So, this moment of harvest, the separation of the good and evil, is to occurin a
definite time; but not necessarily in as imminent a time as the apostles understood. Evil



will at this time — as not only the parable, but also its interpretation expresses — be
thrown into the fire and burned. — Here the parable as such seems initially to suggest
the meaning of actual burning, i.e., annihilation. However, the reiteration of the imagery
in the explanation makes it doubtful whether this imagery truly signifies annihilation, or
rather the torment of the wicked, which is also otherwise presented as the fiery torment,
as the "fires of Gehenna." Still, we might concede that in the parable itself this meaning
is not necessary, but rather initially that of annihilation. It follows that, in the parable
itself, there is nothing compelling us to interpret the tares, which the enemy sows
among the good seed, as wicked individuals, as personal evil. It might just as well mean
impersonal evil, a kind which is merely an attribute attached to individuals; we would
then undoubtedly have to say that at the end of days it cannot be damned to hell but
can only be annihilated. Yet here again, the authentic interpretation of the parable
explicitly points to another meaning; it does so without, however (and this indeed we
must think there), canceling the other side of the meaning of the parable. The latter
seems rather to be particularly honored at the conclusion of the interpretation, where it
is said of the righteous that they — undoubtedly as a result of their liberation from evil —
will shine and glow brighter than they do here.
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Through our explanation of the present parable, we have reached a conclusion that is
instructive for the character of the New Testament parables in general and that aligns
with what has been said earlier on this subject.

*) Book I, p. 383.

The parable contains more than its authentic interpretation, but this excess, precisely
because it is more, is also still undefined. The authentic interpretation only articulates a
part of the meaning of the parable—the part about which we would remain in doubt if we
only had the parable to guide us. That all evil will be separated from the good at the end
of earthly days, with the good purified from evil, is the general meaning of the parable.
That this evil could also be personal—wicked individuals, sons of evi—and that this
personal evil is threatened not with annihilation but with eternal torment, is something
we only learn from the interpretation. Thus, the parable is designed not so much to
facilitate a literal understanding of the truth it represents, but rather to provide insight
into the rational reasons and contexts of its content through natural analogy. The
interpretation, as presented here, seems to have the purpose not so much of clarifying
the general, albeit clear, sense of the parable but rather to specifically highlight that
aspect of the meaning which might remain uncertain after only considering the parable
itself.
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To understand the concept of the "Son of Man" as the world judge as meaning Jesus
himself specifically is something we should certainly find as questionable here as in
other similar cases. Not so much because the "Son of Man" is named as the one from
whose seed the "sons of the kingdom" emerge, thus as a creator or at least the creator
of the good. For one could argue that redemption is a continued creation, that Christ, by
causing the rebirth of men, can rightly see himself as the creator of their higher self.
However, the manner in which Jesus, in response to the request for interpretation, does
not identify himself but the "Son of Man" as the sower, contains something that will
influence an interpreter's natural feelings to deny that Jesus meant himself directly.
Given these considerations, along with the other difficulties associated with accepting
such a peculiar superstition, as the dogma of the Parousia would undoubtedly contain if
understood literally in the person of Jesus, one will concede to us when we express an
inclination to count that expression among the moments of figurativeness, which we
have already noted are also contained in the interpretation.

59. “The kingdom of heaven is like leaven, which a woman took and hid in three
measures of wheat flour until it was all leavened.”

*) V. 33. Parallel. Luke 13, 21. (Gal. 5, 9).

— This parable, both here and in Luke, where it is placed in a completely different
context, is directly linked to that of the mustard seed (Book IV, No. 17). It is likely that
both evangelists took it not from Mark, but from a source particular to them, as appears
from some variations in expression they both share, which deviate from Mark. As for the
meaning of the present parable: it contains a twofold message. Firstly, the divine seed
should not reside in a person as something separate from other soul powers but should
permeate the entire soul like leaven, ensuring no part of the soul remains untouched by
the divine nature. Secondly, it assures that the divine truly possesses this transformative
power, fully penetrating the human soul and altering its nature. Thus, this demand is not
an empty one, but in every soul where a genuine germ of the divine is present, not just
a hollow blossom, it will inevitably be fulfilled, whether in this life or another.
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60. "The kingdom of heaven is like a treasure hidden in a field; the man who finds it
keeps it hidden, goes away full of joy, and sells everything he has to buy that field." *)



*) V. 44,

— The meaning of this parable is not only the general one, that the kingdom of heaven
is worth the greatest sacrifice, but more specifically: to acquire the kingdom of heaven,
the sacrifice of all worldly inclinations and interests is required. Yet through such
sacrifice, the kingdom of heaven itself is not directly acquired in its pure form, but rather
a field in which the heavenly jewel is hidden. This means that a form of life is purchased
in which the kingdom of heaven is indeed hidden, but that form itself is not the kingdom
of heaven.

61. "The kingdom of heaven is like a merchant seeking fine pearls. When he finds a
pearl of great value, he sells everything he has and buys it." *)

*) V. 45 f.

— It's impossible that this parable, as presented by the evangelist, was placed directly
next to the preceding one by Jesus. For, in context with the former, it would negate the
sense that is unique to that one, since here possession of the pearl must be presented
as pure enjoyment of the kingdom of heaven. But viewed in isolation, this parable
merely shifts our attention from that secondary circumstance when purchasing the
kingdom of heaven, without explicitly contradicting it.
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62. "The kingdom of heaven is like a net thrown into the sea, capturing all kinds of
things. When it's full, fishermen pull it to the shore, sit down, and gather the good into
vessels, but throw away the bad. So it will be at the end of days. The angels will come,
they will separate the wicked from the righteous and throw them into the furnace of fire.
There will be wailing and gnashing of teeth!" **)

**) \/. 47 ff,

— For this parable to seem fitting, it must not be understood as saying exactly the same
as the parable of the wheat and the tares (No. 58). In the latter, there is a clear
distinction between the one who sows the good seed and the one who sows the tares,
while here the fishermen, who catch both the good and the unusable, appear as one
and the same. They could be compared to the reapers from the other parable, if not for
the fact that the act of casting the net, wherein the present moment of the kingdom of
heaven is explicitly placed, seems more to resemble the sowing in the other parable
than the reaping. If it's meant to symbolize reaping, then the imagery becomes



redundant, as it's obvious that where good and evil are to be separated, they must have
been mixed before. Thus, the only interpretation left is that casting the net represents,
as in all similar parables, the preaching of the Gospel, or more precisely, the divine
revelation to humans. And so, we must acknowledge that the unusable part of the catch
does not mean those who have no share in the kingdom of heaven, but those who do
have a share, albeit a misguided one. The scribes and Pharisees were not caught in the
Son of Man's net; therefore, they didn't need to be separated and discarded on the
shore. But Judas Iscariot was caught, and for him, such a separation from the good was
indeed necessary.
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63, "Every scribe trained for the kingdom of heaven is like a master of a house, who
brings out of his treasure both new and old things." *)

*) V. 52,

— Linking this brief parable to the preceding ones by Jesus' question to the disciples if
they understood him, with a "therefore” (dia To070), is clearly arbitrary and can easily
lead to a misunderstanding of the present one. As the previous ones constantly
discussed the contrast between good and evil, one might be tempted to relate the
contrast mentioned here between the old and new to that. But this interpretation results
in a rather trivial meaning, or one poorly expressed. The true sense rather concerns the
relationship of a teacher filled with the higher content of the kingdom of heaven to the
subjects of his teachings. Whether these subjects are old and familiar or newly invented
doesn't concern him, Jesus means to say; with the new, the old has also become new,
and there is no need for a clear distinction between them. — It's clear that this
statement could just as well be made in any other context as in the present one.

Here the series of parables concludes, which our evangelist likely found compiled in his
source just as he himself has compiled them. However, the way in which the genuine
Matthew initially motivated the telling of the same cannot be precisely determined. This
is because our [evangelist] deemed it appropriate to link this series to the Parable of the
Sower reported by Mark (Book 1V, No. 12). We have no reason to assume that it also
appeared in Matthew's collection. Whether the observation *), suggesting that after the
conclusion of these parabolic discourses Jesus continued on, belongs to the author of
the Gospel or the apostle cannot be determined either.

*) V. 53,



64. To the conversation with the Pharisees about the obligation of ceremonial customs
(Book IV, No. 24), our evangelist somewhat awkwardly interweaves the following
addition. Before the disciples ask Jesus about the significance of what was said to the
Pharisees, they inform him that the Pharisees took offense at his words. He replies,
"Every plant that my heavenly Father has not planted will be uprooted. Leave them; they
lead the blind as blind guides! But if a blind man leads another blind man, both will fall
into a pit.” **)

**) Cap. 15, V. 12 ff. Parall. Luk. 6, 39.

65. The Pharisees' demand for a sign, which our evangelist had previously described
(No. 55), is brought up again by him, apparently following Mark's account ***), from
which the former report was independent.

***) Marc. 8, 11 ff.

His response is as follows, "When you see the sky red in the evening, you predict good
weather; when it's red and gloomy in the morning, you predict a storm. You hypocrites,
you know how to interpret the appearance of the sky, but you can't interpret the signs of
the times?” 1)

T) Cap. 16, V. 2 f. Parall. Luk. 12, 54 ff.

What then follows, just like before, is the rebuke of the wicked and faithless generation
and the assurance that no sign will be given to it except the sign of Jonah; Mark's
answer is simpler in comparison. Both the current statement and the previous one are
given in the third Gospel in a completely different context; the former is much
abbreviated, the latter in a very free paraphrase, suggesting either that the author
understood the Hebrew original differently from our [evangelist] or that he found it
inconsistent with his own meteorological knowledge. The context in which our
[evangelist] provides the latter statement seems clearly inappropriate; it's uncertain in
what other context the original might have placed it.
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66. In response to Peter's declaration that he recognizes Jesus as the Anointed of the
Lord, as the Messiah (Book IV, No. 39), Jesus is said to have replied: "Blessed are you,
Simon Bar Jonah *), for flesh and blood has not revealed this to you, but my Father in
heaven!



*} i.e. Son of Jonah.

And | also tell you, you are Peter**) and on this rock, | will build my church, and the
gates of Hades will not prevail against it.

**) MNerpog, Rock (Hebrew: Kephas, as Peter is particularly called in the Pauline
writings).

| will give you the keys to the kingdom of heaven; whatever you bind on earth will be
bound in heaven, and whatever you release on earth will be released in heaven!" ***)

*%) Cap. 16, V. 17 ff.

| did not want to overlook these words in the sequence of sayings of Matthew since they
are among those that the first gospel has before the second, even though | don't
consider it likely that its author should have drawn from his usual genuine source here.
In the narration of the rest of the conversation, both he and Luke (in whose work we
search for this addition in vain) align with Mark in such a way that we, as in all similar
cases, must assume a borrowing from the latter. That this narration should also have
been found in the original Matthew, apart from the place in question, is not indicated in
either the first or third gospel. Only this passage presupposes that conversation since a
separate tradition of it is unlikely. The very idea that Matthew might have reported the
conversation more completely than the student and friend of Peter, that the latter should
have explicitly omitted a passage that so closely involved his master and so much
redounded to his glory, while faithfully reporting the unfavorable part that immediately
follows, must strike anyone as improbable. At first glance, it might seem plausible to
infer from this a dubious authenticity of the Gospel of Mark and to examine the first
gospel to see whether at this point it might be closer to the tradition from which the
second derives its verification than the second gospel itself. However, for this suspicion,
contradicting our previously well-founded assumption, to be truly significant, the
contentious passage would have to bear an undoubtably authentic hallmark upon closer
examination. It does not, in its current form, contain a truly original core idea that either
stands on its own or fits seamlessly into the context of the conversation - the kind of
thought that, with few exceptions, all the speeches and conversations of the Lord
transmitted to us by the Synoptics have. Instead, there are circumstances that make it
appear to have been shaped according to a general type of teaching and thinking of the
apostolic or immediately post-apostolic era. That "not flesh and blood" revealed Jesus'
messianic dignity to Peter is an expression that corresponds much more to the
Johannine and Pauline mode of speaking than to Jesus' manner of speaking in the
Synoptics. It is even more surprising to hear Jesus speak of a church that he wants to



found on one of his disciples, like a rock, in such a way that the gates of hell will not
overcome it. Jesus, as we can confidently assume from the overall shape of his
speeches and his actions, has left the apostolic church to shape itself. He established
only the invisible, not the visible church: of course, the visible church is also his work,
because it could not have arisen without the spirit that emanated from him; but precisely
because it was to be born of the spirit, its emergence had to be free, not a foundation in
that dogmatic sense that seems to be already presupposed in the present passage.”)

*) Compare above Book Ill, p. 386 ff.

— Just as little as we believe in that explicit preference, it seems improbable to us that
Jesus would have changed Peter's name on this occasion. This act, in this context,
seems so cold and forced that we cannot convince ourselves to perceive it as having
actually taken place in this way. **)

**) An interesting circumstance is also that Justin Martyr, when referring to
Peter's name change, does not cite the current passage but refers to the
undoubtedly more original and authentic, though less detailed passage in Mark
(3:16). Dial. c. Tryph. 106. Since the quotations of this apostolic father often align
most with the Gospel of Matthew when a passage is common to several gospels,
one might suspect from this that the present passage was not originally found in
the original Matthew or even the Greek Gospel of this name, but was later
incorporated into it.

The phrase about binding and loosing is common to this passage and another
problematic one (No. 71), in which this power is given to all the disciples. However,
Jesus probably wouldn't have so readily entrusted the keys of the kingdom of heaven to
someone he soon after calls a Satan. Given all this, | am of the opinion that this
passage cannot be considered as drawn from the records of the genuine Matthew, but
should be regarded as one of the legends that seem to have formed early on regarding
Peter's person, as suggested by some traces found elsewhere in our gospels.*)

*) As an argument against the authenticity of this statement, which | would not
place much value on, one might possibly point to the following, used by Calvin to
demonstrate the originally Greek composition of the entire Gospel of Matthew:
had the passage been translated from Hebrew, the translator would likely not
have failed to add the Hebrew name Kephas, which is included in the
corresponding account by the author of the fourth Gospel (John 1:43).
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67. "Truly | tell you, if you have faith as small as a mustard seed, you can say to this
mountain, 'Move from here to there,' and it will move. Nothing will be impossible for
you!ll **)

**) Chap. 17, v. 20. Parallel: Luke 17:6. (Mark 11:23 f. Matthew 21:21 f.)

— This saying is taken from Matthew on this occasion, while elsewhere our evangelist
quotes it again from Mark. It is randomly incorporated into the account taken from Mark
of the disciples' complaint about their powerlessness against unclean spirits that do not
yield to their word ***), and similarly randomly in Luke into a conversation of otherwise
different content. It seems that our writer had already taken this passage from Mark
where this saying also occurs.

***) Mark 9:28. Compare Book IV, No. SS.

We have reason to believe that in the original text of Matthew, as is still the case in
Luke, instead of the "mountain” whose relocation is discussed here, a "fig tree" was
mentioned t).

T) Compare Vol. |, p. 576.

Mark had, perhaps due to a memory error or because this saying was expressed by
Jesus at another time in this form, as we also find it cited elsewhere as a proverbial
saying 1T), mentioned a "mountain” in this context. Although, as shown above, in the
arrangement in which he presents this saying, we clearly recognize the trace that he too
must have heard that other form of it.

11) 1 Cor. 13:2.
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68. The collectors of the temple tax approached Peter and asked him if his master did
not pay the half shekel. He affirmed it. At home, Jesus anticipated him and asked:
"What do you think, Simon? The earthly kings, from whom do they take toll or census,
from their own children or from foreigners?" Peter replied: "From foreigners." Jesus then
said: "So the children are free. But to avoid causing offense, go to the lake, throw out a
fishing line, and take the first fish that comes up. If you open its mouth, you will find a
stater. Take it and give it to them for both of us!" *)



*) v. 24 ff.

What is objectionable about this story, if it's to be understood as an actual miracle, and
more specifically as an act rather than just knowledge, has been recently so universally
recognized, even by the most orthodox interpreters who no longer deny the difficulty of
its interpretation, that it would be redundant to delve deeper into it. We also find no merit
in the mitigating interpretations. Assuming a miracle not of deed, but of insight, as the
latest orthodox compiler of the gospel history has decided, is not feasible without doing
violence to the literal meaning of the text **), and would, apart from that, not remove the
adventurous and fairy-tale character from the anecdote.

**) It remains an extraordinary miracle that a fish biting on a hook carries a coin
in its mouth; which is why Neander (L. J. S. 361) explains that one shouldn't take
these words too literally.

Given our general assumption, we would be more inclined to trace this story back to
Matthew and agree with those who believe that Jesus's words to Peter were merely a
"figurative expression" intended to convey that "it's not worth the effort to earn such an
easily obtained sum, even if one has a good right, without offending others." *)

*) Hase, L. J. Seventh edition. §. 111.

69. "Woe to the world because of its stumbling blocks! Such stumbling blocks must
come, but woe to the person through whom they come!" *)

*y Cap. 18, v. 7. Parallel: Luke 18:1.

— This exclamation, both here and in the parallel passage in Luke, is combined with a
similar one we already found in Mark **), which probably also appeared in the original
manuscript of Matthew, albeit with a slightly altered expression.

**) Mark 9:42.

— The necessity of evil asserted here is clearly only a relative one; it pertains to the
world as it currently is, not to the world as it should be according to God's original will.
An absolute necessity can only be attributed to the potential, the possibility, not the
reality of evil; and in this context, a genuine evil is clearly meant.
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70. "Be careful that you don’t look down on one of these little ones, for | tell you that
their angels in heaven always see the face of my heavenly Father." ***)

**) Cap. 18, V. 10.

— This statement, like the preceding and the following ones (Nos. 71 — 76), is
incorporated into that collection of various speeches which our Evangelist, following the
example of Mark, albeit omitting some of what Mark had and adding other things, ties to
the disciples' dispute about precedence in the kingdom of heaven. That it's about
children is likely, although the mention of children in this section has caused some
misunderstandings in the narrative of our Gospel. Besides, it's certainly wrong to
interpret this statement as if Jesus wanted to speak of individual guardian angels in any
other way than figuratively.

71. "The Son of Man came to save the lost. What do you think? If someone has a
hundred sheep and one of them gets lost, won't he leave the ninety-nine on the
mountains and go in search of the one that strayed? And if he manages to find it, truly |
tell you, he is happier about that one sheep than about the ninety-nine that didn’t stray.
Thus, it's not the will of your Father in heaven that one of these little ones should be
lost." *)

*Y V. 11 ff. Parallel: Luke 15, 4 ff.

— In Luke, this parable is explicitly added with the statement that there will be more joy
in heaven over one lost sinner than over ninety-nine righteous ones. Such a practical
application, as one can conclude from its omission in our source, was probably not
spoken by Christ himself but added by that reporter. If Christ himself had made it, one
would have to assume a kind of irony similar to that of the righteous ones, of whom he
says they don't need a doctor (Book 1V, No. 6) **).

**) However, we don’t want to omit a profound interpretation of this saying since it
is outside the scope of the current exegetical literature. Daub in "Judas Iscariot",
Part 1, p. 68, says: "Thus, a sinner who repents is worth more than ninety-nine
righteous ones who, distrusting themselves, have assigned a guardian to each of
their virtues and thus don’t need repentance; the former doesn’t want to leave
anything good untried and sometimes risks too much, the latter only don’t want to
have anything to regret, even if it means neglecting what is just, commendable,
and virtuous."



However, such irony seems to be far from the original form of the parable; Jesus merely
wants to make it clear and forceful how much the salvation of one who appears lost
matters to the heavenly Father. Besides, the reference to children made by our source,
but not by Luke, is likely incorrect without a doubt.
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72. "If your brother sins against you, take him aside and speak to him privately, just
between the two of you! If he listens to you, you have won your brother over. If he
doesn't listen, bring two or three others with you, so that 'every matter may be
established by the testimony of two or three witnesses'. If he refuses to listen to them,
tell it to the church; and if he refuses to listen even to the church, treat him as you would
a pagan or a tax collector. — Truly | tell you, whatever you bind on earth will be bound in
heaven, and whatever you loose on earth will be loosed in heaven! Moreover, | tell you,
if two of you on earth agree about anything they ask for, it will be done for them by my
Father in heaven. For where two or three gather in my name, there am | with them." —
After these words, Peter supposedly asked how often one should forgive their brother:
seven times? "No," Jesus is said to have replied, "not seven times, but seventy-seven
times!" *)

*) V. 15 ff. Parallel: Luke 17, 3-4.

It has already been noted by others that the mention of the "church" or "congregation"
(— to interpret it, as most interpreters want, referring to the Jewish synagogue seems
entirely inappropriate in this context; the reference is clearly to a religious community as
such —) here, as well as earlier (No. 66), strongly gives the impression of anticipating
later institutions, ones that Jesus could neither assume to already exist nor likely plan to
establish immediately. Therefore, | confess that the current form of this passage
arouses suspicion, similar to the aforementioned one, of not being purely derived from
the apostolic scripture and, through it, directly from the Lord's mouth. Luke, in place of
this, simply says, "If your brother sins against you, rebuke him, and if he repents, forgive
him. If he sins against you seven times in a day and seven times comes back to you
and says, 'l repent,’ forgive him!" Here, the beginning of the words of our Gospel is
directly tied to their end in a manner that is natural, yet the author of the third Gospel
would hardly have arrived at this if he had to omit everything that stood in between in
the first Gospel. However, this intermediate content, when viewed on its own, aside from
the questionable mention of the ecclesiastical bond, seems more arbitrarily inserted
than arbitrarily omitted. Such detailed regulations about legal disputes were outside the
scope of the Sermon on the Kingdom of Heaven, which Jesus recognized as his sole
mission. Just as he declined to settle a legal dispute himself *), he would undoubtedly



also have declined to specify the manner in which the community should settle such
disputes or even the very fact that the community should concern itself with such
matters, as we see here.

*) Luke 12, 13-14.

Jesus had a grander conception of the church, not so much that he wanted to establish
it, but rather he wished and foresaw that it would naturally emerge from his actions, than
the Christians of the post-apostolic era had of it. In the specific circumstances of that
time, the appropriateness of such provisions, the necessity of the greatest possible
withdrawal of the community from state power in all legal matters, was indeed
sufficiently justified. But something so conditioned, whose conditions were not even
present during his lifetime, could not possibly be proclaimed by Jesus as valid for all
times. By doing so, he would have contradicted his own profound saying which teaches
to give to Caesar what is Caesar's, and to God what is God's. — The pronouncements
about binding and loosing and the granting of prayers made in agreement (if it is a
genuine prayer, one supplicant is enough, according to other sayings **); if it is
insincere, the agreement of two cannot make it sincere) — these statements, no matter
how one interprets them, like the related statement about the forgiveness or
non-forgiveness of sins, which is attributed to the resurrected one ***), will always retain
something strange, which we would rather attribute to our evangelist or whoever might
have conceived them in the interest of the emerging hierarchy than charge to the divine
Master himself.

**) Mark 11, 24 and parallel. Matt. 7, 7 and parallel.
***) John 20, 23.

As to how they might have arisen, some testimonies in the New Testament documents
of the power, compelled and authorized by their spirit and circumstances, which the
apostles used to exercise in the church, whose first founders they were, can provide
instructive hints*). Nevertheless, the words in which Jesus promises to be in the midst
of them where two or three are gathered in his name might very well be based on an
authentic tradition, and to these the rest might be attached.

*) Compare, e.g., 1 Cor. 5, 4-5.
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73. "The kingdom of heaven is like a king who wanted to settle accounts with his
servants. When he began, a man who owed him ten thousand talents was brought to
him. Since he could not pay, the master ordered that he and his wife, his children, and
all that he had be sold to repay the debt. The servant fell on his knees before him. 'Be
patient with me,' he begged, 'and | will pay back everything.' The servant's master took
pity on him, canceled the debt and let him go. But when that servant went out, he found
one of his fellow servants who owed him a hundred denarii. He grabbed him and began
to choke him. 'Pay back what you owe me!' he demanded. His fellow servant fell to his
knees and begged him, '‘Be patient with me, and | will pay it back.' But he refused.
Instead, he went off and had the man thrown into prison until he could pay the debt.
When the other servants saw what had happened, they were outraged and went and
told their master everything that had happened. Then the master called the servant in.
"You wicked servant,' he said, 'l canceled all that debt of yours because you begged me
to. Shouldn't you have had mercy on your fellow servant just as | had on you?' In anger,
his master handed him over to the jailers to be tortured, until he should pay back all he
owed. This is how my heavenly Father will treat each of you unless you forgive your
brother or sister from your heart." **)

**) V. 23 ff.

— A simply beautiful portrayal of a theme which we will find Jesus has treated many
times in various profound ways.
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74. "Not everyone can accept this word, but only those to whom it has been given. For
there are eunuchs who were born that way, and there are eunuchs who have been
made eunuchs by others—and there are those who choose to live like eunuchs for the
sake of the kingdom of heaven. The one who can accept this should accept it!" *)

*) Chap. 19, V. 11 f,

— These remarkable words are appended by our evangelist to the conversation
recounted by Mark about the permissibility of divorce (Book IV, p. 562) and are
motivated by a remark of the disciples: "If this is the situation between a husband and
wife, it is better not to marry." | do not find it likely that this motivation is the correct one,
or that these words were truly spoken in this context. The comment attributed to the
disciples obviously borders on the trivial, even ridiculous, and would undoubtedly have
received a different response from Jesus than this seemingly agreeable one. It is far
more plausible that these words could have been spoken in response to the somewhat



presumptuous question, perhaps raised against Jesus himself during his lifetime as well
as later, as to why he did not marry. As for their meaning, | am convinced that Jesus
indeed meant something other than the external considerations that, as Protestants
often interpret, supposedly advised those called to proclaim the gospel at that time to
abstain from marriage. "The one who can accept this should accept it!" — indeed, it is no
delusion that with a certain, deeply priestly sentiment and disposition, sensual love, the
satisfaction of the sexual drive, remains incompatible, even if it is not deemed sinful in
itself. — We are not implying support for the celibacy of the Catholic Church; any
external compulsion is and remains inappropriate and leads to those horrors that have
justifiably made this institution the object of general aversion. Not everyone called to
serve the divine word is a priest in the sense we mean here, who sees in Jesus his
highest model. However, neither is it merely a dogmatic prejudice, misrecognizing the
true humanity in the person of Jesus, which takes offense at the question of an
(external) reason for his celibacy. The truly religious sense, which has grasped the Holy
in that exalted personality, cannot doubt here, but is aware without further reflection that
the perception of this Holy One would not be compatible with any assumption of sexual
relations in this personality. — Whether the meaning of Paul in his statements about
marriage in the first letter to the Corinthians, where he describes the ability to live a
celibate life as a gift of grace (xdpiopa) *), is the same or more external, is not to be
decided here.

*Y1Cor. 7, 7.
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75. "Truly | tell you, you who have followed me, in the renewal, when the Son of Man
sits on his glorious throne, you will also sit on twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes
of Israell” **)

**) Chap. 19, V. 28. Parall. Luke 22, 29 f.

— This statement too, inappropriately inserted into the conversation between Jesus and
Peter (Book 1V, p. 566 f.), might be considered whether it might belong, like those in Nr.
66 and Nr. 72, to the inauthentic or questionable additions to our gospel. However, as it
is also found in Luke, albeit in a different context and with an addition ***), | hesitate to
count it as such, but rather believe it to be authentic and drawn from a genuine source.

***) There, Jesus promises that just as his Father has promised him dominion, so
he assures his disciples that they will eat and drink at his table in his kingdom
and from their seats will judge the tribes of Israel. But since Luke places these



words during the Last Supper, it's likely that he, like the preceding words (V. 27),
has adapted them to the moment in his free narrative style.

But then there can be no doubt that it is to be understood not in the literal, but in the
figurative sense. Just as Jesus introduces himself only insofar as a world judge as he
possesses the consciousness that the ideal personality of the "Son of Man" has found
its corresponding realization in him: in the same way, he assigns a similar role to his
disciples, treating them with conscious symbolism as representatives of the different
directions and ideas of world history, all of which should find their ideal unity in the idea
of the Son of Man. The twelve tribes of Israel are, for him, a symbolic expression for the
divisions of historical nations and time periods, and the closed number signifies how
these don't constitute a random and lawless multitude but are ordered and regulated
according to an organic law.
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76. "The kingdom of heaven is like a landowner who went out early in the morning to
hire workers for his vineyard. He agreed with the workers for a denarius for the day and
sent them into his vineyard. At the third hour, he went out again and saw others
standing idle in the marketplace. He said to them, "You also go into the vineyard, and
whatever is right, | will give you.' So they went. He went out again at the sixth and ninth
hour and did the same thing. Finally, at the eleventh hour, he went out and found others
standing around. He asked them, 'Why have you been standing here all day doing
nothing?' '‘Because no one has hired us,’ they replied. He told them, "You also go into
the vineyard, and you will receive whatever is right.’ In the evening, the owner of the
vineyard said to his manager, 'Call the workers and pay them their wages, starting with
the last ones hired and going on to the first.' The workers who were hired at the
eleventh hour came and each received a denarius. So when those came who were
hired first, they expected to receive more. But each of them also received a denarius.
They grumbled against the landowner, saying, 'These last ones worked only one hour,
and you have made them equal to us who have borne the burden and the heat of the
day.' But he replied to one of them, 'Friend, | am not being unfair to you. Didn't you
agree to work for a denarius? Take your pay and go. | want to give the one who was
hired last the same as | gave you. Don't | have the right to do what | want with my own
money? Or are you envious because | am generous?™ *)

*) Cap. 20, V. 1 ff.
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This parable, in its simple purity, belongs to the most profoundly thought-out and deeply
meaningful expressions of moral-religious wisdom. Our evangelist presents it as a
commentary on the statement: "Many who are first will be last, and many who are last
will be first." However, it doesn't really convey the same thing as this statement but
rather that, in the face of what gives true value in the kingdom of heaven, all earthly
merit fades away. Earthly merit stands in relation to what has value before God as a
finite measure to an infinite one; just as in infinity, every finite measure vanishes, so it is
here. Workers are not rewarded for their actions but for their willingness to act. If one
says that the parable is meant to address greed or envy, then it's reduced from a high
religious standpoint to a lower moral one, where the intended message could be
communicated just as effectively without the parable. It's also mistaken to think that the
parable isn't about the kingdom of heaven but rather a special grace reward. This
misinterpretation comes from assuming that it must directly relate to the preceding
passage in our gospel, which is then also wrongly interpreted. Again, this shows the
grave injustice done to the words of the great Master when there's a lack of intellectual
freedom to detach them from the contingencies of how they've been handed down.

77. "Many are called, but few are chosen." **)
**) V. 16. Cap. 22, V. 14.

This phrase appears twice in our evangelist's writings, after the above parable and after
another that follows (Nr. 78). But since they don't entirely fit with the former and only
partly with the latter, it seemed better to list them separately. They're reminiscent of
Plato's words: "Many carry the thyrsus, but few are truly initiated." *)

*} NapOnko@bdpol pev ToAAO'l, Bdxxol ¢ ye maupol. Plat. Phaed. p. 69. Paul uses
a different metaphor in 1 Cor. 9:24, seemingly unfamiliar with this Gospel
expression.

That the "chosen" refers to those to whom the kingdom of heaven truly belongs is clear
given the overall character of the Gospel's language. Likewise, the "choosing" can't
mean an act where only God is active, and not the chosen ones as well. The statement
echoes the one about the "narrow gate" and the "narrow path" and the "few who find it"
**), standing in sharp contrast with the modern view of universal salvation extended to
all without distinction.

**) Matth. 7, 14 and Parall. Luke introduces this statement (13, 24 f.) explicitly in
response to a disciples' question: "Are only a few people going to be saved?"



However, that God desires all to be saved, and if only a few achieve it, it's their own
fault, is expressed in the words which say that many are called.
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78. To the chief priests and elders, who questioned him about his authority, after his first
answer (Book IV, No. 52), Jesus is said to have presented the following parable: "What
do you think? A man had two sons. He came to the first and said: Son, go work today in
my vineyard! Initially, the son replied: | don't want to; but later, he regretted it and went.
He came to the second son and said the same. The other son replied: Yes, Lord; but he
didn't go. Which of the two did the will of his father?" They replied: the first. Then Jesus
said: "Truly, | tell you, tax collectors and prostitutes will enter the kingdom of heaven
before you! John came to you on the path of righteousness, and you did not believe
him. However, tax collectors and prostitutes believed him. You saw this and still did not
repent or believe in him!" *)

*) Cap. 21, V. 28 ff.

Our evangelist inserts this parable between the previously mentioned conversation and
the parable of the vineyard workers and the son (Book IV, p. 579 f.), obviously prompted
only by the mention of John, which this parable shares with the previous discussion. In
essence, this insertion is deemed inappropriate. This, like other similar situations,
attests to the originality of Mark's composition compared to our evangelist. Luke omits
this parable, probably because he deemed it redundant in light of his more extended
parable of the prodigal son. The fact that he knew it, however, is evident from how he
uses the incidental note about John the Baptist's impact elsewhere, filling a gap created
by omitting certain words from another speech of Jesus. **)

**) Luke 7, 29 cf. Matt. 11, 12 f.
We explicitly point out this oversight, unnoticed by previous interpreters as far as we
know, as a warning against attributing unique sources to Luke or any other evangelist,

especially for elements they could have drawn from common sources ***).

***) A similar transfer occurs from the statement in Matthew (8, 11), which is
absent in Luke but appears in Cap. 14,15 and Cap. 22, 29.
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79. "Therefore, | tell you: the kingdom of God will be taken from you and given to a
people who will produce its fruit! And whoever falls on this stone will be shattered; but
on whom the stone falls, it will crush!" 1)

T) V. 43 . Parallel. Luke 20, 18.

These words were probably immediately appended to the preceding section in the
source. Our evangelist inserts them where Mark mentions the stone that became the
cornerstone (Book 1V, p. 580). It's possible, however, that both sayings were connected
in Matthew's account; Luke presents them together but omits the first sentence of the
current section. The mention of the stone here, even though it refers to a different
scripture *), seems to presuppose the other statement.

*) Isaiah 8, 14 f. Similarly, in Romans 9, 33, a passage that doesn't show any
direct relation to our gospels (nor does 1 Peter 2, 7), Isaiah's mentioned verse is
combined or confused with Isaiah 28, 16.

The first sentence of the current statement refers back to the parable preceding the
statement about the cornerstone, and tailors the conclusion of that parable to suit this
statement **).

**) V. 41 cf. Mark 12, 9.

It's worth noting the assertiveness with which Jesus proclaims that the seed he sowed
will bear fruit not among the Jews but among another people. With equal decisiveness,
the final sentence predicts the destruction of the Jewish state and people. In a spiritual
sense, Jesus is not wrong, even if factually it didn't turn out that way, in describing his
work as the stone against which they would dash themselves.
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80. "The kingdom of heaven is like a king who prepared a wedding banquet for his son.
He sent his servants to call those who had been invited to the wedding feast, but they
did not want to come. He sent other servants a second time, instructing them to tell the
invitees: The feast is ready, oxen and fattened cattle have been slaughtered, and
everything is prepared; come to the wedding! But they paid no attention and went their
own way, one to his field, another to his business; some others took the servants,
mistreated, and killed them. When the king heard about this, he was enraged. He sent
his armies, destroyed those murderers, and burned their city. Then he said to his
servants: The wedding feast is ready, but the invitees were unworthy. So go to the



crossroads and invite to the wedding banquet as many as you can find! The servants
went out into the streets and gathered everyone they found, both evil and good, and the
wedding hall was filled with guests. When the king came in to inspect the guests, he
noticed a man there who was not wearing wedding attire. He asked him: Friend, how
did you get in here without wedding clothes? The man was speechless. The king then
told the servants to tie his hands and feet, take him away, and throw him into the outer
darkness, where there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth. For many are called, but
few are chosen.” *)

*y Cap. 22, V. 2 ff. Parallel. Luke 14, 16 ff.
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The third evangelist presents this parable, which, because of its content, seems to have
also been juxtaposed with the previous one in the common source of the synoptic
gospels, with significant modifications. There, the host is not referred to as a king, and
the occasion for the feast is not described as the wedding of his son. The initially invited
do not act hostilely, as in Matthew, but rather make excuses: one, because he has
acquired a property; another because he bought five pairs of oxen and must inspect
them; the third, because he has taken a wife. Consequently, their punishment is
omitted. However, in the subsequent invitation, there's an escalation. Firstly, from the
city streets, "beggars, cripples, the lame, and the blind" are summoned, then from the
rural roads and hedgerows, all manner of riffraff that tend to gather there, so the house
might be full. The conclusion concerning the guest who appears without festive attire is
entirely omitted, and the parable ends with the host’s proclamation: “I tell you that none
of those men who were first invited shall taste my feast!" Now, some, even those who
generally recognize the greater originality of the narratives of the first gospel over those
of the third, make an exception here. They award Luke the prize for originality, accusing
the author of the first gospel of blending originally distinct parables or, at least, of
incorporating alien features into the current one. They claim to detect this foreign
interjection in two specific aspects: in the maltreatment of the dispatched servants by
the invitees and in the king's harshness toward the improperly dressed individual. It's
undeniable that Luke's version of the parable is simpler and more straightforward. Yet,
this very fact might raise suspicion against the handling it received in Luke. It's easier to
grasp how the more complex form might be simplified than vice versa. Two additional
observations bolster this: First, in Luke, the parable is clearly adapted to the context in
which it is narrated. It's told during a banquet, and Jesus expressly prefaces it with
advice: as a guest, one should not aspire to the top seat, and as a host, one should not
invite the wealthy and decent, but rather the beggars, cripples, etc. Moreover, it's further
prompted by an exclamation of one of the guests, who blesses those who partake in the



feast of God’s Kingdom. Additionally, Luke's description of the invitees, much more blunt
than Matthew's general invitation to good and bad alike, recalls Luke's known partiality
towards the poor and the outwardly unfortunate—think of his rendition of the opening
words of the Sermon on the Mount! One might be more inclined to assume a genuine,
original difference between the two parables. That is, Jesus might have initially narrated
it in a simpler form and later elaborated it into the version we find in Matthew. Indeed,
the expressions of the two evangelists diverge so widely that, viewing this section alone,
there'd be no obligation to assume they both drew from the same source. However, the
analogy of other similar cases contradicts this assumption. Accepting it would introduce
a gap in our frequently validated assumption that the third evangelist also utilized the
unique source of the first. Nothing would be gained by this since the spiritual content in
Luke's parable is fully retained in Matthew, and it matters little to us whether Jesus said
the same thing once or twice. Yet, Luke's liberal handling, even when presupposing
dependence on (authentic) Matthew, is not surprising, as it remains consistent with his
general approach. Regardless, we must resolve to accept those harsh elements from
which Matthew's account is indeed not exempt and attempt an interpretation of the
parable in its given form. It's undeniable that this parable, in its external form, lacks that
simple naturalness and sculpted solidity distinguishing other parables. Yet, perhaps its
nature necessitates manifesting in a paradoxical form, using the contradictions and
rough edges of this form to drive us deeper into its profound meaning. Admittedly, the
idea that invited guests would mistreat and kill the servants calling them to attend
seems strange. But what if this absurd behavior in the parable specifically points to the
equally nonsensical behavior of those who similarly respond to God's invitation to His
feast, to which they've long been invited? Undeniably, the Jews, to whom the story is
directed, find themselves much more in the situation of the irrational characters in
Matthew than the politely apologetic ones in Luke, making the externally paradoxical
version the more accurate in terms of meaning. Now, however, the cruel harshness of
the king. Of course, it cannot be meant to cast a corresponding light on God, the Lord of
the feast, as the previous feature did on those first invited. Precisely because it cannot,
it serves all the more securely to stimulate reflection on what might be the nature of that
seemingly trivial error committed by one who appears at the Lord's banquet, at the
wedding celebration of His son, not in festive attire. The sequel of the parable even
shows that this sin is treated as a graver one than the sin of those very ungrateful ones.
This is a feature of special importance, which is overlooked when, as usually happens,
one understands among those who follow the invitation to the meal, those who
outwardly accept Christianity; where it then, of course, seems likely to see the one
entering in shabby clothing as merely a nominal Christian who does not come to Christ
with the disposition He requires. But the harsher punishment that befalls him, compared
to those who mistreated and killed the Lord's messengers — this apparent incongruity
of the image points to something deeper. The same is also indicated by a likewise



previously overlooked fact, the singular in which the mysterious sinner is spoken of,
when in that case it would have been evidently more correct to describe the bad guests
as a multitude, or even as the majority. — Considering this, we believe we have hit the
mark by referring to a counter-image that appears in the real story of the Lord related to
this parable. What prevents us from seeing Judas Iscariot as such a disciple, who, like
the others, came to the meal prepared by the Lord upon His summons but not in festive
attire? Repeated hints we find in the Gospels show us that Jesus considered this
disciple a graver sinner than even those who mocked and killed Him. We leave it open
whether He means Iscariot personally in the parable; but that He means a kind of sin
that presupposes the explicit enjoyment of the blessings that Christianity, or any
revelation of the spirit grants, a sin that remains hidden to most and is recognized in its
true nature only by a few because it can be committed only by a rare, a spirited and
ingenious sinner: this is beyond doubt for us. The significance of the parable therefore
lies precisely in the fact that in it the sin appears as a light one, and its punishment as
cruelty. It is the blasphemy of the spirit (cf. No. 52) that is denoted by this desecration of
the wedding feast — a sin which most who don't know it at all, regard as light and
forgivable, or even as a glory and advantage *), while in truth it is graver than the sin of
those for whom Jesus pleaded forgiveness on the cross.

*) Consider the idolatry that our age, especially in the realm of art and poetry,
loves to practice with every kind of pseudo-genius — this, if any, is the sin
against the Holy Spirit, the appearance at the Lord's table in filthy attire.

— Accordingly, if this conclusion of the parable generally has a similar meaning as
above the parable of the net (No. 62): it still urges more strongly to reflect both on the
nature of this sin, which is described as so grave, and on the nature of the punishment
that both groups can expect. It is impossible to overlook that only the sinners of the
latter, but not those of the first kind, are threatened with actual hellish torment. This
agrees quite well with the statement that a sin against the Son can be forgiven, and only
the blasphemy of the spirit can expect no forgiveness for all eternity **).

**) Cf. what the verse of this work has said about this parable in a
philosophical-dogmatic context, in the theological studies and critiques 1836,
issue 2, p. 337.
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81. At the point where in Mark's gospel Christ speaks a few words to the people about

the pride of the scribes ***), in our gospel we find a long speech inserted, in which we
believe we must distinguish individual sections.



***) Mark 12:38.

The beginning is also directed to the people and reads as follows: "The scribes and the
Pharisees have now seated themselves in Moses' seat. Whatever they tell you to
observe, observe and do; but do not do according to their deeds; for they say and do
not do. They bind heavy and unbearable burdens and lay them on men's shoulders; but
they themselves will not move them with one of their fingers. All the works they do, they
do to be seen by men. They make their phylacteries broad and enlarge the borders of
their garments. They love the best places at feasts, the best seats in the synagogues,
greetings in the marketplaces, and to be called 'Rabbi' by men!" *)

*) Chapter 23, v. 1 ff. Parall. Luke 11:43, 46; 14.7.

— The good advice to observe everything the scribes require should not be taken as a
serious command; this is clear from the context.
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82. What follows immediately is not addressed to the crowd but to the apostles, and is
likely included here only because of the word "Rabbi". "But you, do not be called 'Rabbi',
for One is your Teacher, and you are all brethren. Do not call anyone on earth your
father; for One is your Father, He who is in heaven. And do not be called instructors; for
One is your Instructor, the Messiah. He who is greatest among you shall be your
servant. And whoever exalts himself will be humbled, and he who humbles himself will
be exalted!" **)

**) V. 8 ff. (Chapter 20:26. Mark 10:43. Luke 14:11, 18:14).

— This latter saying, which Luke attributes to the Lord on two different occasions for
other reasons, is (we do not remember having noticed this elsewhere) taken from a
prophetic passage of the Old Testament ***).

***) Ezek. 21:26.

83. "Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees! Hypocrites! You shut the kingdom of heaven in
men's faces! You yourselves do not enter, nor will you let those enter who are trying to.
Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees! Hypocrites! You travel over land and sea to win a
single convert, and when he becomes one, you make him twice as much a child of hell
as you are! Woe to you, blind guides! You say, 'If anyone swears by the temple, it



**) Namely, that the vouikoi must have belonged to the Pharisees is evident from
Matth. 22, 35.

As for the details, there is probably no doubt that in each instance not only the literal but
also a comprehensive symbolic meaning should be sought in the specific statements.
The passage on oaths (omitted by Luke, either because it no longer seemed clear to
him or because he didn't see any broader interest in it) seems to—aside from criticizing
the petty Pharisaic distinctions, which interpreters tend to presuppose more than strictly
historically prove—generally criticize the appreciation the scribes gave to the external
splendor of the temple treasures and the real value of the offerings. The appended
maxim about swearing by the altar and the sky doesn't fit this context and seems to
have been transferred here from another one *).

*) From such a context as Chapter 5, 33 ff.

Among the things that are certainly not to be taken literally, or not just literally, is the
passage about the prophets' graves, the arrangement of which can give a hint as to how
the order was determined not by design but by the writer's arbitrary or random
recollection. Even if we don't want to deny that the practice of erecting monuments to
celebrated deceased individuals from earlier times might have existed among the
Israelites: we still know nothing about the Pharisees and scribes specifically engaging in
the establishment of external monuments to the prophets and other great figures of
ancient times. It is more likely that they are referring to the deceptive, fine speeches in
praise of the prophets, the acknowledgment the Pharisees verbally give to the memory
of the prophets while they would have persecuted the living ones just as their ancestors
did. — Luke lets Jesus speak of the sending of those to whom martyrdom is proclaimed
not in His own name but in the name of the "divine wisdom"; a concept that, as is well
known, plays an important role in some later books of the Old Testament and is one of
those from which the concept of the divine Logos was formed by John and other
apostles **).

**) Sapientia Dei, through which all things were made, transfers itself into even
holy souls, establishes friends of God and prophets, and narrates its works to
them silently from within. August. civ. Dei. XI, 4.

The evangelist probably had a good reason for this paraphrase, because it is unlikely
that Christ would have called his disciples "prophets”; it is likely that the original speech
meant something else and was phrased in such a way that Christ did not speak directly
in his own person. — Regarding the mention of Zacharias, undoubtedly the son of
lojada ***), who is called here, like the later prophet of this name 1), son of Barachias,



the coincidence with a later event involving a Zacharias, son of Baruch, who was also
murdered in the temple *), is indeed striking.

***) 2 Chron. 24, 19 ff,
T) Zachar. 1, 1.
*) Joseph. bell. Jud. IV, 5, 4.

Perhaps, with explicit reference to this event, which must have preceded the writing of
our gospel, the words "son of Barachias", which are missing in Luke and could therefore
also have been missing in the original, were added by the author of our gospel **).

**) The Hebrew Gospel called Zacharias "son of Jojada.” Hieronym. ad h. 1. —
The apocryphal Protevangelium of James has, from this saying of Christ, formed
a fable concerning Zacharias, the father of John the Baptist.

The concluding words fit better here than in that other place where similar ones appear

***)

***) Marc. 13, 30 and parallels.
120

84. "Jerusalem, Jerusalem, you who kill the prophets, and stone those sent to you, how
often | wanted to gather your children together, as a bird gathers its chicks under its
wings — and you were unwilling! Behold, your house is left to you desolate! For | tell
you, you will not see me again until you say: 'Blessed is he who comes in the name of
the Father!™ 1)

1) V. 37 ff. Parallel. Luke 13, 34 f.

— The completely unsuitable place where Luke positions these words, having Jesus
speak them at a time when he had not yet even entered Jerusalem, alone might suffice
to open one's eyes to the arbitrariness with which this gospel shifts statements shared
with our version here and there and invents occasions for them. Only a casual mention
of Jerusalem in the preceding words there prompts its placement at that inappropriate
position. In genuine Matthew, it was undoubtedly listed just like in our gospel, right after
the previous ones, albeit without the explicit intention of it forming a whole with them. —
The conclusion of these poignant words, which recalls some passages from the Psalms



*), bears an unmistakable resemblance to the farewell words to the disciples at the Last
Supper **), but it's a kind of resemblance that only further confirms the authenticity of
both statements.

*) Ps. 69, 25. 118, 26.
**) Mark 14, 25 and parallel.
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85. In Mark's discourses (Book |V, p. 588 ff.) about the upcoming world events, our
version has a series of similar ones mixed in, mainly referring to the future coming
(Parusie) of the Son of Man. In Luke, however, they all stand separately from those or
are entirely missing. First and foremost, after the initial proclamations and the warnings
about the false prophets and false Messiahs, the following is said, "If they say to you:
'Look, he is in the desert,' do not go out; 'Look, he is in the inner rooms," do not believe
it! For as lightning that comes from the east is visible even in the west, so will be the
coming of the Son of Man.” ***)

***) Chapter 24, V. 26 f. Parallel. Luke 17, 22 f. (Inserted in our version after Mark
13, V. 23, in Luke after a statement peculiar to that evangelist).

— A remarkable statement, quite suitable to hint at the symbolic, not literal, sense in
which Christ spoke of his future. Christ himself seems to have presupposed such
symbolic understanding in his disciples, warning them repeatedly and earnestly not to
mistake a deceptive appearance for the announced Parusie. For as the disciples truly
understood him, as can be particularly seen in Paul's teachings on the Parusie, such
confusion was clearly impossible. One might almost suspect that explanations like the
current one, through which Jesus seeks to counter other kinds of misunderstandings,
might have caused that very misunderstanding. Precisely this statement, which
undeniably means only that the genuine presence of the Son of Man will attest to itself,
testifying on its own through the magnitude and overwhelming clarity of its appearance
and effects, and thus doesn't need to be sought here or there as a hidden or buried
among various particulars — precisely this statement or similar ones seem to have led
to the belief that this presence would be accompanied by external signs, by a sensory
upheaval of things that would make its misrecognition impossible.

*) In this respect, this statement can be compared to the admonition to the
disciples not to worry about what they will say in court or how they will defend
themselves. What the profound understanding of the Master expressed about the



historical universality of his work, the more narrow-minded faith of the disciples
interpreted as an external world catastrophe. However, through those warnings
of the Master, at least this was achieved: that the disciples were kept from
expecting salvation for their cause in a particular historical event; and perhaps,
given their state of mind and their level of education, that sensory expectation of
the Parusie was the only thing that could have protected them from it. This might
have been foreseen by Jesus in his teaching wisdom, which is why he used such
sensory images when proclaiming his future.
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86. “Where the carcass is, there the vultures will gather!” **)
**) V. 28. Parall. Luk. 17, 37.

— The exact reference of this statement, perhaps borrowed from Job ***), cannot be
determined with certainty, since it directly follows the previous one, it is unlikely in its
proper place, and Luke has also not been able to assign it a more fitting location.

***) Job 39, 30.

However, there can be no doubt that it refers to something evil and corrupt awaiting its
punishment.

87. "As the days of Noah were, so will the coming of the Son of Man be. For as they
were in the days before the flood, eating, drinking, marrying, up to the day Noah entered
the ark, and they knew nothing until the flood came and swept them all away: so will the
coming of the Son of Man be! Two men will be in the field, one will be taken and the
other left. Two women will be grinding at the mill, one will be taken and the other left!" *)

*) V. 38 ff. Parall. Luk. 17, 26 ff. (Inserted in ours after Mark V. 32, in Luke after
the statement No. 85).

— This statement appears in Luke in a very extended form. For besides the comparison
of Noah and the flood, this evangelist uses the additional one of Lot and the destruction
of Sodom and Gomorrah. He also weaves in other sayings that appear in different

places in Matthew and Mark. Yet, | find nothing in these additions that would lead me to
view Luke's account as anything other than a paraphrase of Matthew's, as is the case in
all similar coincidences of both. The addition of Lot and Lot's wife (the latter because of



the saying borrowed from Mark **), but given a different, lesser sense by this borrowing)
seems not to fit smoothly.

**) V. 31. Mark 13, 16.

— The essential meaning of these words in their simpler and genuine form, as we read
them in our gospel, remains intact whether we understand the coming of the Son of
Man as an event happening at a specific moment in time or as something that occurs
for different individuals at different points in time. The idea that every living person,
unexpectedly and unanticipatedly, faces a moment of moral reckoning — a moment (not
necessarily the moment of earthly death) when their moral character determines an
irrevocable destiny for them that no remorse can alter — is fully true regardless of a
literal understanding of the dogma of the Parousia (Second Coming). Only those who,
through the assumption of a once-universal restoration of all, attempt to avoid the
dilemma of accepting one and rejecting the other, can accuse the manifest meaning of
the words of the divine Master of being lies.
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87. [sic] “Watch therefore, for you do not know at what hour your Lord is coming! But
know this, that if the master of the house had known in what part of the night the thief
was coming, he would have stayed awake and would not have let his house be broken
into. Therefore you also must be ready, for the Son of Man is coming at an hour you do
not expect!” *)

*} V. 42 ff. Parall. Luk. 12, 35 ff. (1 Thessalonians 5, 2. Revelation 3,3).

— With this statement, as with the following one, the difficulty is even less than with the
previous one to relate it only to individuals and not to an event concerning everyone
simultaneously.

88. “Who then is the faithful and wise servant, whom his master has set over his
household, to give them their food at the proper time? Blessed is that servant whom his
master will find so doing when he comes! Truly, | say to you, he will set him over all his
possessions. But if that wicked servant says to himself, 'My master is delayed,' and
begins to beat his fellow servants, and eats and drinks with the drunkards, the master of
that servant will come on a day when he does not expect him and at an hour he does
not know, and will cut him in pieces and put him with the hypocrites. There will be
weeping and gnashing of teeth!” **)



**) V. 45 ff. Parall. Luk. 12, 42 ff.

89. "The kingdom of heaven will be like ten virgins who took their lamps and went out to
meet the bridegroom; five of them were wise, and five were foolish. The foolish ones
took their lamps but did not take any oil with them. The wise ones, on the other hand,
took oil in jars along with their lamps. As the bridegroom was delayed, they all became
drowsy and fell asleep. At midnight there was a shout: 'Here is the bridegroom! Come
out to meet him!" Then all the virgins woke up and prepared their lamps. The foolish
ones said to the wise, 'Give us some of your oil; our lamps are going out.' The wise
replied, 'There may not be enough for both us and you. Go instead to the merchants
and buy some for yourselves.' While they were on their way to buy the oil, the
bridegroom arrived. Those who were ready went in with him to the wedding banquet,
and the door was shut. Later, the other virgins also came and said, 'Lord, Lord, open the
door for us!' But he replied, Truly I tell you, | do not know you.™ *)

*) Cap. 25, V. 1 ff

With these words, "Truly, | know you not!" any thought of reconsidering those who have
failed to appropriate the kingdom of heaven at the right time is clearly and decisively
dismissed. How the proponents of the dogma of Apokatastasis do not wish to consider
that they are negating the meaning of all these parables and turning the words of the
Lord into impotent threats! — It should be understood, by the way, that wanting to buy
oil after it has run out does not mean serious moral remorse. Where such remorse is
possible, the right time for the individual to gain the kingdom of heaven has not yet
passed; and precisely for this reason, because otherwise the arrival of the decisive
moment would appear as unfair arbitrariness against the individuals, we must insist that
Jesus cannot mean a moment of such a kind which is the same in time for everyone,
nor a physical event or an external incident. The remorse implied here is rather the
moral impotence, which is aware of not having grasped the right and having gambled
away the eternal, but seeks the right and eternal where it cannot be found. — And so,
finally, a remark is made about this whole series of parables, which is contained in what
has already been said, but it is worth articulating more explicitly. In all of them, the
common idea is that the Lord will appear unexpectedly and unforeseen, like a thief in
the night, and demand an account, and is to be seen as symbolic insofar as this coming
and holding to account is presented as an external event. If the latter were the actual
intention, then the disposition that the Lord requires would truly be what it more or less
also appears to be in the parable: selfish wisdom. But as Christ requires something
other than just such wisdom, he cannot, under that circumstance, mean an external
event but one that occurs within, in the soul and self of each individual. The true
meaning of the warning, thus, would be expressed without metaphor as follows: Beware



of entangling yourselves so much in evil, or in the earthly and trivial, that you make
returning to the right and eternal impossible without even realizing it; that you
irretrievably stifle and ruin the seed of the eternal that is placed in your souls! This is the
judgment that comes over the individual like a thief in the night: No one consciously
decides to become evil or bad, to renounce the kingdom of heaven; but before they
realize it, they have become so; the hand of the Lord has struck them, and the way back
is forever closed to them. — Of course, it cannot be denied that chance and external
circumstances also play a role in human self-development. The more a person neglects
the divine, the more power they give to these external forces. Death, which cuts them
off from the means of moral conversion offered to them on earth, can overtake them
unawares, and so too can other external circumstances close the possibility of
conversion to them. In this respect, the warning does indeed also mean to arm oneself
against such external decisions, so that we do not need to fear them and they cannot
harm us. But this meaning, although closer to the external form of those metaphorical
words, is a subordinate one, dependent on the deeper one mentioned. — From all this,
it is clear that the judgment that takes place at the end of earthly days, at the
resurrection of the dead, that final separation of good from evil which Christ has indeed
proclaimed (see No. 58), cannot, at least not directly and primarily, be referred to these
statements.
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90. "A man, who was about to travel, called his servants and entrusted them with his
wealth. To one he gave five talents, to another two, to another one, each according to
his ability; then he departed. The one who had received the five talents went and used
them in trade and gained another five talents. Likewise, the one who had received two
gained another two. But he who had received one went and dug a hole in the ground
and hid his master's money there. After a long time, the master of those servants
returned and settled accounts with them. The one who had received five talents came
forward and brought another five talents, saying: 'Master, you entrusted me with five
talents; see, | have gained another five talents.' His master replied, 'Well done, good
and faithful servant; you have been faithful over a little, | will set you over much; enter
into the joy of your master.’ The one with two talents also came and said, 'Master, you
entrusted me with two talents; see, | have gained another two talents.' His master said
to him, 'Well done, good and faithful servant; you have been faithful over a little, | will set
you over much; enter into the joy of your master.' Then the one who had received the
one talent came and said, 'Master, | knew you to be a hard man, reaping where you did
not sow, and gathering where you scattered no seed; so | was afraid, and | hid your
talent in the ground. Here, you have what is yours.' But his master answered, 'You
wicked and slothful servant! You knew that | reap where | have not sown and gather



where | scattered no seed? Then you ought to have invested my money with the
bankers, and at my coming | should have received what was my own with interest. So,
take the talent from him and give it to him who has ten talents. For to everyone who has
will more be given, and he will have an abundance. But from the one who has not, even
what he has will be taken away. And cast the worthless servant into the outer darkness;
in that place there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth.")

*) V. 14 ff. Parallel. Luke 19, 13 ff. (Mark 4, 35. Luke 8, 18.)

This profound parable, which ties to the preceding sayings (not just in our text but
evidently in its source as well) only by connecting their content in one moment,
specifically in the anticipation and return of the master, should, just as all of Jesus's
other parables to a greater or lesser extent, not be understood merely as exhortative.
Whether you view it as directed at all humans indiscriminately or certain individuals, like
the apostles, in relation to their unique callings. An admonition of the kind the usual
interpretation sees in it, expressed more plainly, would have certainly gained, rather
than lost, in clarity and urgency. The concluding words, which clearly aim to succinctly
express the essential meaning of the parable, do not align with the assumption of a
purely exhortative meaning. The content of these words is obviously matched (a detail
overlooked by interpreters and lost in Luke's version) by the parallel escalation of the
servants' merit with the size of the sum they received; it matches the fact that he who
earned nothing had received the least to begin with. Not only the final transfer of the
one talent from the unworthy servant to the one who had received and earned the most
points to this, but there's an undeniable intent by Jesus to suggest that in most cases,
the magnitude of the God-given gifts corresponds with competence in their application;
usually, the most gifted are also the ones who know best how to make use of their gifts

*).

*) The fact that V. 15 presupposes a certain talent of those who receive the
money as a benchmark for distributing the funds is a slight inaccuracy in the
contract that shouldn't mislead in interpreting the overall message.
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Whoever buries his pound instead of using it, not only deems himself unworthy of the
pound, but also, by his fear of losing it, reveals that he considers it too weak and too
insignificant to secure himself against loss. What cannot be overlooked here is that this
very stingy owner of the single pound holds a miserly view of the lord, considering him
to be hard and greedy. Such is indeed the God of those faint-hearted legalists
("Philister" as the parlance of the intellectuals of our literature names them) who,



inherently modestly endowed, recognize no virtue other than merely fulfilling the law,
acting right out of fear of punishment for wrongdoing and thereby missing out on true
righteousness, which only exists in a free use of the given gifts. If, compared to these,
those who are favored for such free merit also appear as those favored over the former
from the outset, it admittedly has a somewhat predestinarian appearance, which is
avoided in the more frugal form in which Luke presents the parable. It is unmistakable
that in the sense of this parable **) there is contained an aristocracy of spiritual gifts,
one against which nothing is as resistant as that soulless leveling universal humanity,
which nowadays likes to claim the praise of Christianity for itself.

**) An interesting and instructive result in this sense is the juxtaposition of this
parable with that of the workers in the vineyard (No. 75). There too, an apparent
injustice in the distribution of wages; but such that exists in the equality of wages
with an apparent inequality of merit, while here it's in the inequality in the
distribution of gifts. The unmistakable sense of both parables when juxtaposed is
this: that before God every human standard in the assessment of merit loses its
validity, but that in the infinite, not everything becomes equal, but that there is yet
another standard there, one with which even the infinite can be measured. - Even
mathematics could teach that in the infinite, the calculation of more or less
doesn't cease, but that there's a calculus of the infinite as well as of the finite.
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However, as much as we recognize this and as little as we ourselves shy away from the
thought of favoring some individuals over others, we also suggest considering that the
parable also gives its due to the other side of the truth. While on one hand, it clearly
teaches humility before the one from whom all good gifts come, on the other hand, it
does not lack the encouragement to be energetic and to strive freely, showing how only
through these means do those gifts retain true value for the individual. It has rightly
been pointed out as noteworthy that all, who according to the measure of the varied part
they received have accomplished different things, still receive the same praise from the
lord; a feature which unmistakably expresses the essential equality of the moral
moment and its attribution despite all inequality of gifts and achievements. However,
one goes too far if one solely or primarily sees the expression of this equality as the
purpose of the parable. If this were the case, the significant detail would be idle or
convey a skewed meaning that he who refrains from profiting with his pound is the
same one who has received the smallest pound.
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Thus, we have come back to the idea that the significance of this parable, much like a
genuine work of art, is multifaceted and intertwined within itself and cannot be
exhausted by the one-sidedness of a moral lesson or exhortation that one attempts to
extract from it. Precisely for this reason, it remains in vain to search for the occasion
under which Jesus might have spoken it. It was most likely spoken without any
particular reason or under an indifferent one; for any reason of a more specific nature
would give its meaning a one-sided twist and render one or another of its equally
essential moments superfluous. It would cease to be something living that has its
purpose within itself and would serve an external purpose as a dead tool. — The only
reason for the shape the parable has taken in Luke is a misguided pragmatic endeavor
of this kind. A careful comparison of the respective accounts leaves no doubt that,
despite the significant differences, Luke is drawing from the same source as ours, which
means that these differences are neither due, as some want to claim, to an actual
original difference between the two parables, nor, as others claim, to a difference in the
tradition from which both evangelists drew. Luke did not merge two different parables,
but merely the single and simple one from Matthew, which he, as he found it in his
source, did not know how to handle, so he pragmatically adapted it in his way. He
interprets the lord's absence in the parable as referring to Jesus' departure from Earth
as the reason for the parable *), and therefore underlies the parable with the motive of
countering the belief that the kingdom of God should appear immediately and to give
the disciples a hint about their behavior after his departure from them.

*) This is unmistakably evident in the words: did 16 gyyvg autdv givai

'lepoucainp, which, understood this way, can still be used to strengthen the proof
(Book I, p. S96) that Luke also tacitly assumes that Jesus' last stay in

Jerusalem was also, within his public career, the only one.

What was said about the difference in entrusted pounds remained incomprehensible to
him; he therefore left it out. On the other hand, to complete the image as he understood
it, he found it necessary to add a feature entirely foreign to the original sense of the
parable: that the lord's absence aimed to acquire kingship over his fellow citizens, that
these citizens grudged him this kingship, and that upon his return, during the judgment
he holds over the servants to whom he had entrusted the pounds (here called "minas"),
he also holds those fellow citizens accountable who did not want to acknowledge his
kingship. To this end, in a manner characteristic of his relationship to Matthew, the
evangelist uses the closing words of the fable as it appears in the latter (for we believe
we can assume that here too the first gospel faithfully reproduces the words of the
genuine Matthew), transferring them, which originally referred to the servant who buried
his pound, to the rebels. — Thus, in Luke, the parable has become something entirely
different, and we must not hesitate to say, far more superficial in meaning, inconsistent



in imagery, and squint-eyed, while in its genuine form it belongs to the most profound
and weighty of the Lord's sayings.
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91. "When the Son of Man comes in his glory, and all the angels with him, he will sit on
his glorious throne. All the nations will be gathered before him, and he will separate the
people one from another as a shepherd separates the sheep from the goats. He will put
the sheep on his right and the goats on his left. Then the King will say to those on his
right, 'Come, you who are blessed by my Father; take your inheritance, the kingdom
prepared for you since the creation of the world. For | was hungry and you gave me
something to eat, | was thirsty and you gave me something to drink, | was a stranger
and you invited me in, | needed clothes and you clothed me, | was sick and you looked
after me, | was in prison and you came to visit me.' Then the righteous will answer him,
'Lord, when did we see you hungry and feed you, or thirsty and give you something to
drink? When did we see you a stranger and invite you in, or needing clothes and clothe
you? When did we see you sick or in prison and go to visit you?' And the King will reply,
"Truly | tell you, whatever you did for one of the least of these brothers and sisters of
mine, you did for me.' Then he will say to those on his left, 'Depart from me, you who
are cursed, into the eternal fire prepared for the devil and his angels. For | was hungry
and you gave me nothing to eat, | was thirsty and you gave me nothing to drink, | was a
stranger and you did not invite me in, | needed clothes and you did not clothe me, | was
sick and in prison and you did not look after me.' They also will answer, 'Lord, when did
we see you hungry or thirsty or a stranger or needing clothes or sick or in prison, and
did not help you?' He will reply, 'Truly | tell you, whatever you did not do for one of the
least of these, you did not do for me.' And they will go away to eternal punishment, but
the righteous to eternal life.” *)

) V. 31 ff.

I must confess, these words, which appear to be intentionally placed at the end of that
long collection of speeches and parables, arouse my suspicion in more than one aspect
of not being drawn from as trustworthy a source as the others by our evangelist. The
fact that there's no trace of them in Luke's account raises concerns. Luke typically
doesn't overlook something so striking, extensive, and clear in its meaning.
Furthermore, some of the expressions within seem to bear more the hallmark of
apostolic dogmatics rather than Jesus' own way of speaking, as we find it in Matthew
and Mark **).

**) KATABOAN KOGHOU—KOAACIS aIWVIOG—IWI aiwvIOg.



While we don't find the content itself to be necessarily contradictory to Jesus' teachings,
it is presented too plainly, devoid of the original, spirited twists that usually distinguish
even the smallest utterances of the Lord. Especially, it resonates too clearly with other
well-known sayings ***) and seems almost composed of them, making us question if it
is truly worthy of the Lord.

***) E.g., Matth. 7, 22 f. 10, 40 ff. Marc. 13, 27 and parallels.

It's undeniable that what's presented here is a dogmatic concluding summary of the
teachings of the preceding eschatological discourses, not a new, occasion-related,
enigmatic statement like the others. But this dogmatic approach seems to have led to a
difference in tone and, more importantly, in meaning from the preceding discourses. It's
been rightly noted that this passage teaches a starkly external judgment based on
deeds, almost completely neglecting faith, which in the preceding discussions had been
assumed as the main criterion granting access to the Kingdom of Heaven. Some
interpreters, thus, have theorized that this teaches something entirely new, not a first,
but a second resurrection, a resurrection of the pagans after only the Christians had
risen in the first. However, there's no evidence of any intent by the evangelist to make
such a distinction. We believe any existing content differences can be attributed to this
discourse not being genuinely spoken by Christ nor genuinely recorded by the true
Matthew.
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With the aforementioned discourse, the narratives and teachings that are mostly shared
between the first Gospel and the third, and to a lesser extent unique to the first, come to
a close. We've already touched upon some of the less significant additions of the first
evangelist to Mark in the account of the Lord's suffering and death in our third book.
However, everything related to the resurrection story will be reserved for the seventh
book. We now move on to the series of anecdotes that are peculiar to Luke. Regarding
these, much of what we've noted about the discourses and narratives that this
evangelist has taken from Matthew and Mark also applies. Just as those taken from
Matthew and Mark, the ones unique to Luke are hardly preserved in their purity and
completeness, especially concerning the words spoken by the Lord, a purity which we
appreciated in those two Gospels. We must assume this even more for Luke, as in his
case, we do not even find a trace of a written source from which the evangelist might
have drawn; the oral tradition could easily have conveyed many aspects in a distorted



form to him, and the liberties he took with this tradition are likely no less than those he
employed, as we've seen, when using his two written predecessors. With even more
critical rigor than before, we will therefore have to sift through this series of anecdotes,
endeavoring to separate the genuine from the added content. However, when we do
this, we still find much of value here, which can be gratefully accepted as a supplement
to the accounts of our two most audible sources.
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1. "Truly I tell you: there were many widows in the days of Elijah in Israel when the sky
was shut for three years and six months, causing a great famine over all the land; and
Elijah was sent to none of them but only to a widow in Zarephath near Sidon! *) And
there were many lepers in the days of the prophet Elisha in Israel, and none of them
were cleansed except **) the Syrian Naaman!" ***)

*) 1 Kings 17, 9 ff.
**) 2 Kings 5, 10 ff.
**) Chap. 4, V. 25 ff.

— According to our evangelist, these words were spoken by Jesus in his hometown of
Nazareth, particularly at the beginning of his ministry. Differing from the other two
Synoptic Gospels, Luke begins the part of his narrative, which is regarded as drawn
from the reports of eyewitnesses, with an anecdote very similar to the one reported by
Mark and later by the author of the first Gospel at a later point (compare Book IV, No.
21). While journeying through Galilee, Jesus also came to Nazareth, and there, as was
his custom, he began teaching in the synagogue. The Book of Prophet Isaiah was
handed to him; he opened it and came across the passage t) where it states (according
to the free translation given by the evangelist): "The Spirit of the Lord is upon me; He
has anointed me to proclaim good news to the poor, He has sent me to proclaim release
to the captives and recovery of sight to the blind, to set at liberty those who are
oppressed, and to announce the acceptable year of the Lord!"

T lsa. 61, 1f1.

He then closed the book, returned it to the attendant, and sat down; and the eyes of all
in the synagogue were fixed on him. He began by saying, "Today this scripture, which
you heard, is fulfilled!" The story then continues, somewhat contradictorily, that they
bore witness to him and were amazed at the gracious words that came from his mouth.



Still, they asked (recalling the passage from Mark), "Isn't this the son of Joseph?"
Referring to his previous miracles in Capernaum, Jesus interpreted that speech as if
they were demanding similar deeds here; that he, as a healer, should heal himself and
do in his hometown what they heard he did in Capernaum. However, after a preliminary
remark (borrowed by Luke from Mark) about how a prophet is not accepted in his own
land, he responded with the words mentioned above. Concerning the reaction, it is
added that this angered everyone in the synagogue; they drove him out of the city and
led him to the brow of the hill on which the city was built to throw him off, but he
(seemingly miraculously) walked right through them and went away.
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In this entire narrative, we can only consider the words cited above as historically
valuable. The intention to begin Jesus' public life with an incident in his hometown is all
too apparent in it; seemingly also with the intent to explain his departure from there,
although in contradiction to this, the memory of the historically true fact that Jesus
began his mission in Capernaum has been retained. Now, for this purpose, the
evangelist could use the well-known, historically undisputed account from Mark about
Jesus' poor reception in Nazareth (which he did, in such a way that the forced
incorporation of what he borrowed from there into his otherwise not consistent report
stands out all too clearly). On the other hand, he seems to have found it in his interest to
exaggerate the outcome of this incident even more. An assassination attempt under
circumstances like those described here is highly unlikely and does not fit at all with
what we know from the most credible reports about Jesus' reception in Galilee. Instead,
this exaggeration of the coldness Jesus encountered, even in his closest homeland in
the course of such a significant success, along with his miraculous escape from the
supposed danger, reminds us of similar accounts in the fourth Gospel, which, not
without reason, are usually set in Jerusalem. It seems that the somewhat more distant
legend liked to amplify the challenges the Lord had to face. The other additions to the
story are more inconsequential. As for the reading of the prophecy, whether the
evangelist invented it on his own, or whether he drew it from a genuine source, can be
left open. Only the words mentioned above do we believe we must indeed retain as
undoubtedly spoken by Jesus himself, but probably on another occasion. They likely
refer to a challenge directed at Jesus to demonstrate his miraculous power in various
cases or at any time an opportunity arose, not, as it might seem from the current story,
to a reproach that Jesus merely assumed. In any case, they are significant for the
overall understanding of his miraculous power and for the consciousness he had about
its nature and purpose. They express what is also confirmed by the historical overview
of the Gospel's miraculous healings: that it couldn't be exercised everywhere and



indiscriminately, but there had to be a particular reference to the personalities of those it
was intended for.
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2. The recruitment of the first disciples — those Galilean fishermen about whom Mark
had also reported at the beginning of his narrative (Book IV, No. 2) — is described by
Luke, following the anecdotes of the demoniac in the synagogue and the mother-in-law
of Peter (ibid. No. 3), as follows *).

*) Cap. 5, V. 1 ff.

Jesus stood, pressed by a large crowd who wanted to hear the word of God from him,
by the Sea of Galilee. There he saw two boats standing on the shore; the fishermen had
disembarked and were washing their nets. He got into one of the boats, which belonged
to Simon, and asked him to push a little away from the land; he sat down in it and spoke
to the people from the boat. After he had finished, he said to Simon: "Put out into the
deep and let down your nets for a catch!" Simon answered him: "Master, we have
worked all night and caught nothing; but at your word | will let down the nets." They did
this and caught a large number of fish, so that the net tore. They then signaled to their
companions in the other boat to come and help them. They came, and they filled both
boats so that they began to sink. When Simon Peter saw this, he fell at Jesus' feet and
said: "Depart from me, for | am a sinful man!" For amazement had seized him and all
those around him, because of the catch of fish they had made; also James and John,
sons of Zebedee, who were Simon's partners. And Jesus said to Simon: "Do not be
afraid; from now on you will be catching men!" Then they pulled the boats to shore, left
everything, and followed him.

To any impartial observer, this story must appear as an elaboration and embellishment
of the words spoken by Jesus to the fishermen in all three Synoptic Gospels, that they
would become "fishers of men." Indeed, one could understand the incident as a factual,
external event without much difficulty, or at least in a way that it wouldn't remain a
miracle in the strictest sense. But even so, whether one considers this miracle as a true
manifestation of omnipotence or not, this manner of proving his divine mission to those
he wished to make his disciples does not seem fitting for Christ. This is compounded by
the contradiction of this account to other Gospel reports about the calling of these
disciples, as well as the inherent contradiction in Luke's report, where he allows the
healing of Peter's mother-in-law to precede this incident, which clearly should not
presuppose any prior interaction between Jesus and Peter. The reason Luke arranged
the anecdote in this way, instead of placing it where the first two evangelists discuss the



calling of the disciples (thus avoiding the contradiction), is not hard to discern. After

initially depicting Jesus in Nazareth, Luke wanted to next take him to Capernaum, and
then to other regions of Galilee, to align with the general note that might have reached
him: that Jesus, native to Nazareth, had moved to Capernaum and began traveling

through Galilee in various directions. The setting for this incident was the shores of the
Sea of Galilee. To get there, Luke used the account of a journey through Galilee found
in Mark between the anecdote of Peter's mother-in-law and the one about the leper *).

*Y Mark 1, 39. Parall. Luke 4, 44. — The description of how Jesus taught from the
boat is evidently taken from Mark 4, 1 (Parall. Matt. 13, 2) and left out where our
evangelist seems to have found it inappropriate (Luke 8, 4).

The story itself likely developed in a legendary fashion, similar to the anecdote of the
coin in the fish's mouth. The basis for a parable told by Jesus is possible, like with other
miraculous stories, but no specific trace leads to the nature of such a parable. It doesn't
necessarily need to be linked to another statement by Jesus; the saying about
becoming "fishers of men" suffices to explain its origin.
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3. "No one who drinks old wine immediately desires the young; for he regards the old as
better." *)

*y Cap. 5, V. 39.

Regarding this metaphorical statement, which our evangelist added to the parable of the
young wine and the old wineskins (Book IV, No. 8), we must remain undecided whether
he drew it from a unique source, or, as it seems more probable to us, added it offhand
without much thought. If it is genuine, it could only have been said to explain the
difficulty facing Jesus' teachings to gain acceptance, the need for them to be validated
and strengthened over time before they could claim universal validity. In the context in
which the evangelist places it, it appears quite foreign and does not yield a comfortable
meaning.

4. Jesus entered a city called Nain, accompanied by numerous disciples and a large
crowd. As he approached the city gate, a deceased was being carried out, the only son
of his mother, who was a widow; many people from the city were with her. When the
Lord saw her, he was moved with compassion and said to her, "Do not weep!" He then
approached and touched the bier; those carrying it stood still, and he said, "Young man,
| say to you, arise!" The dead man sat up and began to speak, and Jesus gave him



back to his mother. Everyone present was seized with fear, and they glorified God,
saying, "A great prophet has risen among us, and God has remembered his people!" **)

**) Cap. 7, V. 11 ff.
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This story, along with the one about Jairus's daughter (Book IV, No. 20), is the only one
in the synoptic gospels that deals with an alleged resurrection from the dead. Compared
to the latter, it clearly bears much less of that characteristic which distinguishes most of
the stories in Mark from the other gospel narratives, a characteristic of vividness based
on an uncontrived abundance of detailed features. Instead, its nature, despite the
precision with which the locality and other circumstances are described, is more
abstract, such as could easily form in legend even without a factual basis, provided the
legend generally had a motivation to let Jesus perform resurrections. Such a motive lay
in the words of the prophets that Jesus adopted to respond to the mission of John. Our
evangelist points us quite explicitly to these words, placing the current anecdote
immediately before them, while the author of the first gospel, intending to provide a
factual foundation to these words, which he took literally and Jesus probably meant
symbolically, had preceded them with the story of Jairus's daughter. Given Mark's
silence, we cannot place particular trust in this anecdote. Thus, even if we generally
admit the possibility of interpreting it similarly to the other one, in a way that would bring
it closer to Jesus's other healing miracles and thus to the realm of natural events, we
still find, especially in the absence of features that explicitly push this interpretation, like
the other story indeed offered, that we are not specifically prompted to do so. Instead, it
seems wiser to seek the origin of this anecdote in that vague and uncertain tradition, the
influence of which the more distant, uncritical Luke has already felt multiple times.

5. The following story is characteristic of our evangelist in its essential content, although
its presentation is mixed with many secondary details that seem to have flowed from the
reminiscence of another event. Jesus dined with a Pharisee. A woman, burdened by
sins, heard of this; she came there with an alabaster jar of nard oil, stood weeping next
to him, and began to moisten his feet with her tears, drying them with her hair; she also
kissed his feet and anointed him with the oil. When his host, the Pharisee, saw this, he
said to himself: "If he were a prophet, he would know who and what kind of woman this
is who touches him, what a sinner!" Then Jesus said to him: "Simon, | have something
to tell you!" The latter urged him to speak, and Jesus said, "A creditor had two debtors;
one owed him five hundred denarii, the other fifty. Since neither could repay, he forgave
both. Which of them, tell me, will love him more?" Simon answered: "l suppose the one
to whom he forgave more."” To which He replied: "You have judged rightly." Turning to



the woman, He said to Simon: "Do you see this woman? She entered your house. You
did not give me water for my feet; but she has wet my feet with her tears and wiped
them with her hair. You gave me no kiss; but she has not stopped kissing my feet since
she came in. You did not anoint my head with oil; but she has anointed my feet with
nard oil. Therefore, | tell you, her many sins have been forgiven, for she loved much.
But he who is forgiven little, loves little." Then He said to the woman: "Your sins are
forgiven.” The guests then began to ask among themselves: "Who is this who even
forgives sins?" But He said to the woman *): "Your faith has saved you; go in peace!" **)

*) Transferred from Mark 5:34.
**) Cap. 7, V. 36 ff.
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6. It is evident from this story that, as little as its origin can be explained from a mere
variation of the other, a memory of the well-known anointing in the house of Simon the
Leper has certainly intermingled. This becomes undeniable from the name that our
evangelist gives to the Pharisee with whom Jesus is said to have dined. How Luke
could have come to such a confusion remains a mystery, all the more puzzling since we
indeed have reason to assume more than just a memory-based use of Mark by this
evangelist. We must leave it open whether the oral tradition from which he undeniably
drew, distinct from Mark and Matthew, had already committed this evident confusion, or
whether the evangelist, anticipating from memory what Mark reported in a later context,
committed it himself. The peculiar core of the narrative is evidently only the parable of
the two debtors of one creditor, along with the ensuing practical application. The
meaning of this parable and its application is essentially the same as the meaning of the
parable of the lost sheep (see above No. 70); only that, as it relates primarily to divinity
there, here it refers primarily to the sinful subject. Jesus wants to make it clear why a
converted sinner, that is, one who knows his sins and repents of them, is more valuable
than those righteous who never come to a true awareness of their sinful state. In our
evangelist's somewhat confused expression of the application, the turn of phrase stating
that he who has little to be forgiven loves little is more accurate than the previous one,
which seems to suggest that the measure of love is set as the measure for forgiveness.
The latter seems to be prompted by that rhetorical expansion of speech, which certainly
does not belong to Jesus himself but to the reporter, where in a sequence of antitheses,
the behavior of the sinful woman and that of the Pharisee are juxtaposed. It seems likely
to me that, along with these words, which seem unsuitable in Jesus's mouth, the entire
scene of the Pharisaic feast is added from pure invention, and that this invention gave
rise to the confusion with the incident in the house of Simon the Leper.
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The accounts of Jesus' hospitable stay with Pharisees*) are unique to our evangelist
and have an inherent implausibility about them, especially since in all cases where they
occur, there are remarks that are entirely incompatible with the duty of hospitality.

*) See Cap. 11, V. 37 ff. Cap. 14, V. 1 ff.

— If our evangelist's free treatment of the anecdote based on that undeniably genuine
parable is correct, then the question also loses its interest as to whether the woman
spoken of here was, as most interpreters believe, that Mary Magdalene, who, however,
is soon afterward mentioned by Luke in a different context not related to the current
narrative **); or perhaps also that other Mary, portrayed quite differently elsewhere, the
sister of Lazarus, to whom the author of the fourth gospel transferred the incident in the
house of Simon the Leper ***).

**) Cap. 8, V. 2.
***y Joh. 12, 1 ff.

While passing through Samaria, a Samaritan village refuses to admit Jesus because he
is on his way to Jerusalem. Two of his disciples, James and John, ask him if they should
call down fire from heaven on the village, like Elijah ¥).

1) 2 Kings 1, 10. 12.

But he turns to them in displeasure and says, "Do you not know what spirit you are of?”

1)

1) Cap. 9, V. 53 ff.

— That Jesus' disciples really expected miracles of this kind from their master, or
trusted themselves to perform such miracles in his name, is somewhat surprising given
our overall view of the gospel story. However, given the Jews' stubborn literal faith in the
accounts of their sacred books, such a belief is not as far-fetched as it might seem at
first glance, and the similar demand for a sign from heaven by the Pharisees provides a
historical point of reference for the possibility of such belief even among the disciples.
The answer, however, which Luke attributes to Jesus, is particularly unsatisfactory
because it surely cannot be intended to attribute an evil spirit to Elijah, whom the



disciples wanted to emulate. This difficulty is not resolved even if one declares,
according to significant authorities, the words mentioning Elijah as interpolated. For at
least implicitly, the reference to Elijah would have to be considered, as without it the
disciples' faith in miracles would lack a sufficient basis.
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7. "No one who puts his hand to the plow and looks back is fit for the kingdom of God!"

*)
*) Cap. 9, V. 62.

— Our evangelist attributes this maxim to one who declared himself ready to follow the
Lord but first wanted to put his household in order. He has aptly appended it to the
words told by Matthew, which are said to have been spoken on similar occasions (see
above Nos. 27. 28). Furthermore, one can understand it in two ways, more comfortably
than those [words]. On one hand, it's spoken concerning the immediate disciples, from
whom Jesus demanded and had to demand complete dedication of all life's purposes to
him and the life content expected from him. On the other hand, in a more symbolic
manner, referring to all future disciples, from whom at least that spiritual dedication is
required, as from the immediate disciples also the dedication of external and sensory
life.
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8. "l saw Satan fall like lightning from heaven! Behold, | give you power to tread on
serpents and scorpions, and over all the power of the enemy; and nothing shall hurt
you. However, do not rejoice in this, that the spirits are subject to you; rather, rejoice
that your names are written in heaven!" **)

**) Cap. 10, V. 18 ff.

— These words are said to have been spoken by Jesus when the seventy disciples, of
whose selection and dispatching only our evangelist reports, returned from their mission
and joyfully reported how they had observed that the demons obeyed them when they
spoke to them in the name of the Lord. The first of these words have a distinctive and
mysterious character, similar to those words related to the current Baptismal miracle
(Book IV, No. 1). Whether they were actually said in the context presented here is
debatable. Their meaning, even apart from this context, can hardly be anything other
than what is indicated by it, namely that Jesus expresses, in a sensory image, a vision



of how the power of evil is broken by the spirit alive in him and shared by him with his
disciples. It is particularly significant that he expresses this explicitly in this form, as a
vision that came to him. Undoubtedly, this perception of the downfall of evil formed an
essential part of the messianic consciousness unfolding before his soul. — The
juxtaposition of the two following sentences, which also likely didn't originally belong
together, is inconvenient in that in the first one, the "treading on snakes and scorpions"
etc. is undoubtedly to be understood in a spiritual and moral sense, but in the second,
the power over the demons is physical, related to the healing power concerning
possession. Indeed, throughout the New Testament, this latter power is also viewed as
a symbol and the natural consequence of the higher moral power over evil. However, if
at this point Jesus subordinates the joy over this healing power to the joy over the
attained citizenship in the kingdom of heaven, he can only mean this power as a
physical gift, not the morality expressed by it; for the latter is one and the same with
what is contrasted with it here as the higher.
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9. "A man was going from Jerusalem to Jericho and fell into the hands of robbers. They
stripped him and beat him; then they left him half dead. By chance, a priest was going
that way; he saw him and passed by. Likewise, a Levite, when he came to the place,
came and saw him and passed by. But a traveling Samaritan came near and felt pity for
him when he saw him. He went to him, bandaged his wounds, and poured oil and wine
on them; then he put him on his animal, brought him to an inn, and took care of him.
The next day, he gave the innkeeper two denarii and told him to look after the injured
man; he would reimburse him for any additional expenses on his return." *)

*y Cap. 10, V. 30 ff.

Our evangelist has Jesus tell this parable to the law scholar who, according to Mark and
Matthew **), had asked him what the greatest commandment in the law was.

**) Book IV, p. 584 ff,

This question itself and the subsequent conversation are not only moved to a different
time (the journey to Jerusalem) but are also differently shaped. Not about the greatest
commandment, but how to attain eternal life ***), the law scholar asks here; Jesus then
refers him to the law and asks him about its content; upon which he himself gives the
answer, which we heard there from Jesus. However, he then asks further, who this
"neighbor" is, whom one should love according to the words of the law, as oneself, and
in response, he receives the present parable from Jesus.



***) Likely a reminiscence of Mark 10:17.

There can be no doubt about the artificiality of both that twist in the conversation and
the connection of our parable to it. At the end, the evangelist himself seems to have
forgotten the purpose for which he introduced the parable when, after the question:
Which of those two was the neighbor to the one mistreated by the robbers, and the
subsequent appropriate answer, Jesus lets the other go with the instruction to go and
act just as he did. It is noticeable that the entire twist, which lies in the question of who
the neighbor is, is merely imposed externally on the parable, while its actual purpose is
rather to highlight the value of pure humanity in the person of one despised by the
Jews, as opposed to Jewish regulations which placed such high value on priesthood
and Levites. Besides, the parable is of such a simple nature that it is certainly believable
that Jesus told it, similar to parable No. 5, with the intention of attaching a question to it;
only the question had to be different from the one attached here.
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10. A woman named Martha welcomed Jesus into her home as he was passing through
her town. With her was her sister Mary; she sat at Jesus' feet and listened to his words.
Meanwhile, Martha was busy serving; but at one point she stopped and said, "Lord, do
you not care that my sister has left me to serve alone? Tell her to help me!" But Jesus
replied, "Martha, Martha, you are anxious and troubled about many things; but one thing
is necessary. Mary has chosen the good portion, which will not be taken away from her."

*)
*) V. 38 ff,

The similarity in meaning and tendency of these words to the even more concise ones
spoken by Jesus at the anointing in Simon the leper's house **), the character of
absolute devotion to the spiritual interest, setting aside all other commendable
considerations for the earthly, seems to have initially led to confusing that anointing
woman in Bethany, as we find it in the fourth Gospel ***), with this Mary.

**) Mark 14:6 ff. and parallels.
***}y Job, 12, 1 ff.

Luke, at our point, the only one in all the synoptic Gospels where this pair of sisters is
mentioned, knows nothing of the fact that they lived in Bethany—(the village mentioned



here must have been farther from Jerusalem than Bethany), nor that they had Lazarus
as their brother.

11. "Which of you who has a friend will go to him at midnight and say to him, 'Friend,
lend me three loaves, for a friend of mine has arrived on a journey, and | have nothing
to set before him'; and he will answer from within, 'Do not bother me; the door is now
shut, and my children are with me in bed. | cannot get up and give you anything'? | tell
you, though he will not get up and give him anything because he is his friend, yet
because of his persistence he will rise and give him whatever he needs.” *)

*) Cap. 11, V. 5 ff.

In meaning, closely related to the excellent admonition for true prayer in Matthew, with
which Luke also explicitly juxtaposes this. One should not be offended by the fact that
the motive of the giver is ultimately presented as an egoistic one. This very trait is
indispensable for the vivid liveliness of the parable; it has its analogy in some of the
following parables which have been similarly criticized. Jesus clearly intends to portray
the intensity and urgency of true prayer as a kind of necessity imposed on God to grant
what is asked. For only in this way does the confidence of fulfillment, which he wants to
awaken, get its proper support, when this fulfilment is not made dependent on God's
arbitrariness in an external manner, but is left to the energy of the religious will, which in
prayer is to penetrate to God's own heart and, so to speak, capture it.
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12. At a moment when a large crowd surrounded him, a woman in the midst of them
raised her voice and cried out, "Blessed is the womb that bore you and the breasts that
nursed you!" He responded, "Rather, blessed are those who hear the word of God and
keep it!” **)

*) V. 27 f.
13. To one from the crowd who asked him to persuade his brother to divide the
inheritance with him, he answered, “Man, who appointed me as a judge or divider of
inheritance over you?" ***)

%) Cap. 12, V. 13 f.

— This response appears in a misguided light in our Evangelist's account due to its
direct connection with what follows, with which it doesn't correlate. Jesus doesn't utter



these words to counteract greed, or as if he rejects everyone's rightful pursuit of their
own as greed and self-interest. Instead, he simply intends to indicate that such matters
belong to a different jurisdiction than his own. The structure and life of the state should
freely develop within its unique realm, and Christ does not want to interfere in this
development. — The faulty arrangement by Luke seems influenced by his well-known
preference for earthly poverty.

14. “Beware and guard yourselves against all greed! For life does not consist in an
abundance of possessions. — There was a rich man whose land produced plentifully.
He thought to himself and said: 'What shall | do, as | have no place to store my crops?
Here's what I'll do: | will tear down my barns and build bigger ones! There | will store all
my grain and goods, and | will say to my soul, Soul, you have many goods laid up for
many years,; relax, eat, drink, and be merry.' But God said to him, 'Fool, this very night
your life will be demanded from you; and the things you have prepared, to whom will
they belong?' — So is he who lays up treasure for himself and is not rich toward God!"

*)
) V. 15 ff,

— | find it unlikely that we possess this parable in its genuine form. As presented here, it
clearly bears the hallmark of our Evangelist's superficial perspective and his inclination
against earthly goods and wealth. The concluding words hint at the concept of true
heavenly wealth, suggesting a contrast that perhaps gave the entire parable in its
original form a deeper significance. — Furthermore, the parable contains a
reminiscence to Jesus Sirach, **) which can also be found in one of Paul's letters. ***)

**) Sir. 11, 19.
***)1 Cor. 15, 32.
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15. “Do not be afraid, little flock; your Father has decided to give you the kingdom!" *)
) V. 32.
— We must be grateful to the Evangelist for preserving every such, even if small and
inconspicuous, utterance in which, as in the present one, the confidence is expressed

with which Jesus looked forward to the historical endurance of his work; for if in any
utterances, it's in these that the genuine power of validating his Messiahship resides.



16. “Keep your loins girded and your lamps burning! Be like men waiting for their master
when he returns from the feast so that when he comes and knocks, they can open to
him immediately. Blessed are those servants whom the master finds vigilant when he
comes! Truly, | say to you, he will gird himself, have them recline at the table, and will
come and serve them! And if he comes in the second or third watch and finds them so,
blessed are those servants!” **)

**) \/, 35 ff,

— It remains uncertain whether our Evangelist drew these words from a source unique
to him, or if he modeled them after the parable of the virgins awaiting the bridegroom
(see above No. 89), which we otherwise miss in his account.

17. “The servant who knows his master's will but does not prepare himself or do what
his master wants will be beaten severely, but the one who doesn’t know it and does
things deserving punishment will be beaten lightly.” ***)

wx%) \/ 47,

— This statement suggests an escalation in the concept of evil, one that progresses
directly with the conscious awareness of one's wrongdoing. This shouldn't be
understood superficially, as if the consciousness of good or of commandment only
stands alongside the will of evil, and punishment next to or after them; but
consciousness, evil will, and punishment form an indivisible whole in the evildoer's soul.
The consciousness intended here can neither be mere external acknowledgment of the
law nor that acquired through inner moral development, but only that contained in a
higher intensity of spiritual disposition or talent. Concerning this and the consciousness
within, both evil and good in human will are intensified.
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18. "From everyone who has been given much, much will be demanded; and from the
one who has been entrusted with much, much more will be asked.” *)

*) V. 48.
— A saying of similar content to the previous one, and linked by our Evangelist. Just as

evil isn't quantitatively the same in people, neither is good. Higher virtue is expected
from the more talented than the less gifted; were he to only achieve the same as the



latter, it would be a sin for him. However, it's understood, even if not explicitly mentioned
here, from the parable of the entrusted talents (see above No. 90) that the virtue of the
more talented, if it's genuine, i.e., corresponding to his talent, is credited to him higher
than the virtue of the less gifted to the latter. "To those who have, more will be given" —
a statement that rationalistic leveling teachings, which is often mistaken as the teaching
of Christianity, should never have attempted to overturn.

19. “l came to cast fire on the earth, and would that it were already kindled! | have a
baptism to be baptized with, and how great is my distress until it is accomplished!” **)

%) \/ 49 f,

— The urge, the impatience that Jesus reveals here, might seem unworthy of him by
conventional notions. But it's genuinely human, and the divine work could only be
advanced through genuine human emotion and volitional affection.
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20. They told him about the Galileans whom Pilatus had murdered during the sacrifice.
He replied, "Do you think that these Galileans were more sinful than all other Galileans,
that they suffered such a fate? No, | tell you, but unless you change your ways, you will
all likewise perish! Or those eighteen upon whom the tower near the Siloam spring fell
and killed them, do you think that they were guiltier than all the men who lived in
Jerusalem? No, | tell you, but unless you change your ways, you will all likewise perish!"
Then he told the following parable: "Someone planted a fig tree in his vineyard; he came
looking for fruit on it and found none. He said to the gardener: 'For three years now, I've
been coming to look for fruit on this fig tree and haven't found any. Cut it down! Why
should it use up the soil?' But he replied, 'Sir, leave it for one more year, and I'll dig
around it and fertilize it. Maybe it will bear fruit next year. If not, then you can cut it
down.™ *)

*) Chapter 13, V. 1 ff.
The events to which these words refer are not well-known; the first was probably
caused by one of the disturbances, which, according to Josephus, the Galileans

frequently instigated **).

**) Joseph. vit, 17.



Moreover, from the fact that Jesus immediately links the mention of the second event to
that of the first, it can be concluded that the motivation for the latter was different from
what is depicted here. The way this evangelist casually narrates the event as if it
recently happened, is typical for him and has earned him praise from modern critics for
having better motivation in his stories than other Synoptic Gospels. Regarding the
content of the current saying and parable: it has been used, both rightly and wrongly, to
argue that Christ, aligning with the ancient Jewish faith, teaches an immediate, factual
retaliation for wrongdoings. The real message is that one shouldn't dwell on such
retaliation. Through the parable of the fig tree, he emphasizes that the true punishment
for sin lies in a different realm than earthly life. In the parable, the distinction between
the lord and the gardener is significant. The lord represents God the Father, who solely
wills the good, while the gardener symbolizes divine wisdom that discerns world
conditions, turning evil into good or tolerating it for the sake of good.
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21. Confronted about healing a woman in the synagogue on the Sabbath, who had
been crippled by illness for eighteen years, he said to the leader of the synagogue: "You
hypocrite! Doesn't each of you on the Sabbath untie your ox or donkey from the manger
and lead it out to give it water? Shouldn't this woman, a daughter of Abraham whom
Satan has kept bound for eighteen long years, be set free on the Sabbath day from
what bound her?” *)

*) V. 10 ff,

— The content of these words strikingly resembles both what Mark says regarding the
healing of the withered hand and what the first evangelist interjects in that story. Thus, it
has often been suggested that this whole healing story might just be a variation of
those.
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Indeed, Luke also has both of those statements, separately from each other, allowing
the words, which the first evangelist inserts into that anecdote of Mark, to be spoken in
the house of a prominent Pharisee, on the occasion of the healing of a man suffering
from dropsy *).

*) Cap. 14, 2 ff



However, given Luke's relationship to his sources, it is very possible that stories he drew
from his written sources were also presented to him in a slightly modified form through
oral tradition, and he may have used them differently than their original context.

22. A story likely truncated in Luke's account goes as follows: Pharisees approach
Jesus (apparently in Galilee, although according to the context of our evangelist's
narrative, he should already have departed from Galilee) and warn him to leave
because Herod, the tetrarch of Galilee, intends to kill him. Jesus is said to have
responded with the following words: "Go and tell that fox: 'Behold, | cast out demons
and perform healings today and tomorrow, and on the third day | am completed! Yet, |
must travel today and tomorrow and the day after, for a prophet must not meet his end
outside Jerusalem!' **)

**) V. 31 ff.

Regardless of how one interprets the Pharisees' warning and the peculiar sounding,
certainly not verbatim words in which Jesus announces the intent of his journey, the
essential meaning of his response is clear. It lies in the confidence Jesus expresses that
he will not meet his death until the time and place that fate has decreed for him. This
confidence is shared by Jesus in general with all world-historical heroes and
extraordinary people who were aware of their life's purpose. Who doesn't recall
Caesar's assertion about the ship that carries him and his fortune, Napoleon's words
that before fulfilling his destiny, no bullet in battle could harm him, but a falling stone in
the Tuileries might kill him, and similar sentiments? Yet, in Jesus, this sentiment bears a
mark of a higher kind. If for the latter, the approach of death only signifies that the work
of their life is complete, for Jesus this very moment has the highest positive meaning.
He was aware that his death would be the pinnacle and completion of his work;
therefore, he not only knew that this death could not occur before the rest of his work
was done but also that it had to occur precisely at the moment and under the
circumstances to crown this work. The totality of these circumstances, which
necessitated his death, the greatest of all deeds ever performed by men, is
encapsulated in the statement that he was destined to die in Jerusalem. It is incorrect to
overemphasize the generality with which Jesus says that a prophet must not end
outside Jerusalem. Of course, John the Baptist had just met his death outside of
Jerusalem, but Jesus's intent is not to state a historical fact, but by referencing the
significance Jerusalem held for the Israelite world, to emphasize the importance of his
death. | can least of all consider this remark to be just a sarcastic jab at the Pharisees,
implying they were the only murderers of prophets. This interpretation, favored by
commentators, contrasts with the solemn tone in which Jesus had spoken about his
current actions and the imminent completion of them. The fate of John the Baptist,



which contradicts this presumed sarcastic statement, can rightly be used against it.
Finally, this overlooks the context of this statement with Jesus's other announcements
that he must travel to Jerusalem to suffer and die. The essence of these statements is
clearly not that a violent death awaited him only there, but that only there could his
death attain the world-historical significance intended for it.
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23. "When you are invited by someone to a feast, do not take the first place, lest, when
a more distinguished guest than you is present, the host may come and say to you,
'Give your place to this man,' and then you proceed with shame to take the lowest
place. But when you are invited, go and sit down in the lowest place, so that when your
host comes, he may say to you, 'Friend, move up higher.' Then you will be honored in
the presence of all who sit at table with you. For everyone who exalts himself will be
humbled, and he who humbles himself will be exalted."

*) Chapter 14, v. 7 ff. (Chapter 18, 14. Matthew 23, 11 f. Mark 10, 43 and
parallels.)

— This speech might be viewed as merely an amplification of the statement from
Matthew, which is also later used in our text (No. 36) as the conclusion of a parable. If
truly spoken by Jesus, it wasn't meant merely as a practical piece of advice about
human behavior on such occasions, but rather it had a higher symbolic meaning, lost in
our evangelist's rendition.

24. "When you give a feast, do not invite your friends or your brothers or your relatives
or rich neighbors, lest they also invite you in return, and you be repaid. But when you
give a feast, invite the poor, the crippled, the lame, the blind, and you will be blessed,
because they cannot repay you. For you will be repaid at the resurrection of the just."

**) V.12 ff.

— Even if Jesus truly spoke this admonition (against which the well-known preference
***) of Luke for beggars, cripples, etc., might arouse suspicion), it was certainly in a
context like the Sermon on the Mount in Matthew, where it immediately presented itself
as a paradox, hinting at a deeper meaning.

***) Because of this preference, one might call Luke the Euripides among the
evangelists, and perhaps he only has his sacred subject to thank for not being
mocked by an Aristophanes, like the old tragedian was.



To earnestly present this as spoken by Jesus during a meal with a Pharisee seems like
an ill-suited twist, making one recognize the limited inventive and compositional style of
our evangelist.
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25. "Which of you, wanting to build a tower, doesn't first sit down and calculate the cost
to see if he has enough to complete it? Otherwise, after laying the foundation and not
being able to finish it, all who see it will mock him, saying, 'This man began to build but
couldn't finish.' Or what king, going out to meet another king in war, will not first sit down
and deliberate whether he can confront the one coming against him with 10,000
soldiers, when the other has 20,0007 If not, while the other is still far away, he sends a
delegation to negotiate peace terms. In the same way, any one of you who does not
renounce all he has cannot be My disciple." *)

*) V. 28 ff,

— That Jesus would make such a demand for self-assessment from anyone wishing to
be His disciple, in the sense alluded to at the end here, to emphasize how only absolute
devotion and renunciation can qualify for discipleship, is true and beyond doubt. Yet, it
seems Luke might have taken this renunciation too materially, understanding it as a
complete divestment of possessions.

26. "What woman having ten silver coins, if she loses one, doesn't light a lamp, sweep
the house, and search carefully until she finds it? And when she has found it, she calls
her friends and neighbors together, saying, 'Rejoice with me, for | have found the coin

that | had lost!' In the same way, | tell you, there is joy in the presence of God's angels
over one sinner who repents."
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27. "A man had two sons. The younger said to the father: 'Father, give me the portion of
the estate that is due to me!" So he divided his property between them. After a few days,
the younger son gathered all he had and traveled to a distant country, where he
squandered his wealth in prodigal living. When he had spent everything, a severe
famine arose in that country, and he began to be in need. He went and hired himself out
to a citizen of that country, who sent him to his fields to feed pigs. He longed to fill his
stomach with the pods that the pigs were eating, but no one gave him anything. Coming
to his senses, he thought: 'How many of my father’s hired servants have more than



enough bread, and here | am dying of hunger! | will set out, go back to my father and
say to him: Father, | have sinned against heaven and against you; | am no longer
worthy to be called your son; treat me as one of your hired servants.' So he got up and
went to his father. While he was still a long way off, his father saw him and was filled
with compassion. He ran to his son, embraced him, and kissed him. The son said,
'Father, | have sinned against heaven and against you; | am no longer worthy to be
called your son.' But the father said to his servants, 'Quick! Bring the best robe and put
it on him. Put a ring on his finger and sandals on his feet. Bring the fattened calf and Kkill
it. Let’'s have a feast and celebrate; for this son of mine was dead and is alive again; he
was lost and is found.' So they began to celebrate. Now, the older son was in the field.
As he came near the house, he heard music and dancing. He called one of the servants
and asked what was going on. "Your brother has come,' he replied, 'and your father has
killed the fattened calf because he has him back safe and sound.' The older brother
became angry and refused to go in. His father came out and pleaded with him. But he
answered his father, 'Look, all these years I've served you, and | never disobeyed your
orders. Yet you never gave me even a young goat to celebrate with my friends. But
when this son of yours who has squandered your property with prostitutes comes home,
you kill the fattened calf for him!" 'My son,' the father said, 'you are always with me, and
everything | have is yours. But we had to celebrate and be glad because this brother of
yours was dead and is alive again; he was lost and is found.' *)

) V. 11 ff.
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The parable, along with the two preceding ones in our Gospel, has always rightly been
seen as particularly characteristic of the essence of Christianity. If one carefully
considers and feels it, there can be little doubt that Christ is earnest about the joy of
divinity over the converted sinner, the lost and found son. He wishes to portray it in the
most genuine sense as a heartfelt concern of God to save the seemingly lost. This, of
course, contradicts traditional notions of God's existence being external to time,
indifferent to all change and movement on earth. But what genuine significance would
the great doctrine of the Incarnation of the Divine still hold if it weren't permissible to
also apply the concept of a temporal change of joy and sorrow to God? Thus, if we think
of God's explicit activity, as in Christianity the activity of the incarnated God, as
genuinely aimed at winning what had not yet been won for Heaven, we must also
imagine the success of this activity as a feeling, as a motion of joy in God's heart, much
in line with those movements of the human heart which Christ uses here to clarify that
divine pleasure. In contrast to this explicit joy, at the end of the present parable, God's
behavior towards those who were never lost to him is beautifully expressed not as cold



indifference, but as the calm satisfaction found in the habit of seeing them as the
chosen ones and all that is His as theirs. Yet all these parables, and all of Christ's
utterances about the value of the converted sinner, carry a touch of irony against the
moral complacency of the Pharisees, the extent of which in the narrative cannot always
be precisely determined.

28. “There was a rich man who had a steward. This steward was accused before him of
wasting his property. He called him and said: 'What is this | hear about you? Give an
account of your management, because you cannot be manager any longer.' The
steward thought to himself, "What will | do now? My master is taking away my job. I'm
not strong enough to dig, and I'm ashamed to beg. | know what I'll do so that, when |
lose my job here, people will welcome me into their houses.' So, he called in each one
of his master’s debtors. He asked the first, 'How much do you owe my master?' 'A
hundred measures of olive oil,' he replied. The steward told him, 'Take your bill, sit down
quickly, and make it fifty.' Then he asked another, 'And how much do you owe?''A
hundred measures of wheat,' he replied. He told him, "Take your bill and make it eighty.’
The master commended the dishonest steward because he had acted shrewdly. For the
people of this world are more shrewd in dealing with their own kind than are the people
of the light.
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| also tell you, use worldly wealth to gain friends for yourselves, so that when it is gone,
you will be welcomed into eternal dwellings." *)

*y Cap. 16, V. 1 ff.

The understanding of the meaning of this parable, which a long line of interpreters have
vainly struggled to find, has recently been advanced by disregarding the subsequent
words (No. 29) that our evangelist seems to want to connect directly with it. One admits
that the steward in the parable indeed acts wrongly, and thus Jesus uses an incorrect
action as a metaphor to clarify the right one. This is already an advantage, avoiding the
forced attempts of some modern interpreters to find a suitable meaning by imagining
some special reference to tax collectors, Jews, and Romans, or some other such
insinuation. To the best of my knowledge, the decisive step has not yet been taken,
which would open up the true understanding of the parable. The parable remains
oblique, not truly honoring the teaching wisdom of Jesus. The main misconception,
shared by even these newer interpretations, lies in the assumption that the parable
intends to recommend charity, suggesting that one can make friends for both Earth and
Heaven this way. This misunderstanding is primarily due to the words in the final



admonition, which | have allowed myself to bracket, being convinced that Jesus could
not have spoken them. Clearly, the point of the parable is that it's not his own, but a
foreign debt, that the steward forgives. Any interpretation overlooking this or sidelining it
as a minor point renders the entire parable inappropriate and indeed harmful. It doesn't
help to say that in Jesus's religious view, all earthly goods are seen as foreign, and
every owner only as a steward of goods belonging to God. For when it comes to
charitable acts, it doesn't matter if one sees the gift as one's own or God's. The parable
cannot be considered explained until a moral counterpart is found to the steward's
behavior in which the recommended action is also seen as the forgiveness of a foreign
debt. Until such is found, the parable remains a problem, at least for those who, like us,
hesitate to attribute to the great master a teaching method that today would hardly be
forgiven even a village schoolteacher.
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Having preliminarily agreed on this, we ask: what could be more obvious than to think of
that which Jesus elsewhere so often and urgently recommends, namely forgiveness of
sins and reconciliatory disposition? Indeed, as long as we see ourselves in this earthly
life as administrators appointed by God to manage His vast estate, we should behave
towards the debtors of our Lord exactly as the steward does in the parable. On our part,
we should consider their debts, which they owe not personally to us but to the master of
the household (i.e., their mistakes and sins), as much lesser in proportion to the depth
of guilt we feel towards our mutual Lord. The deeper we recognize our own neglect and
dishonesty in managing the duties entrusted to us, the less we should hold against
them. This approach is depicted by Jesus here as a noble, magnanimous strategy. Just
as the steward accommodates earthly debtors, those spiritual debtors will welcome us
into their eternal dwellings if we should be held accountable and expelled for our own
misdeeds. Or more precisely: through the mutual love shown, we redeem ourselves
worthy of the Kingdom of Heaven which we squandered by not following the law
precisely. Through this mutual love, we create for ourselves, without God’s doing
(though He willingly allows and praises it), a kingdom of heaven and eternal abodes
where one welcomes the other. No aspect of the parable is superfluous; each part
serves its purpose, as befits the sublime creator of the parable, making the profound
meaning of the whole clear. This meaning itself is incomparably deeper than what the
usual interpretation suggests. Jesus is cloaking the sublime principle of His ethics in the
guise of practical wisdom, a principle that is most characteristic of Christian ethics. It
would indeed be objectionable if the parable only served to promote common charity.
This should not be promoted by promising future rewards; it is a duty that requires no
higher perspective and is often fulfilled by those who lack higher religiosity. In contrast,
the attitude Christ demands in the current parable belongs to an entirely different moral



realm. It does not speak of forgiving sins out of carelessness but out of a deep
understanding of the significance of evil and sin, and a determination to look beyond
superficial wrongdoings to see the deeper essence of human souls and discover the
principle of reconciliation even for guilt and sin. When such an attitude — the most
Christian in the truest sense — is said to be the one that offers the sinner, who through
his actions has forfeited divine favor, a place in the souls of his fellow men ready to
accept him and grant him peace and eternal salvation, it has a completely different
meaning than an exhortation to charity accompanied by the promise of rewards. In this
Christian disposition, forgiving others' sins is inextricably linked with the awareness of
one's own salvation. Thus, the act and the reward of the act are not separate but one
and the same. However, in the tangible parable, both are distinct. This distinction itself,
the correlation of the act to its reward, belongs only to the image of the parable, while in
the traditional interpretation it would fall into its ethical meaning and taint it. The more
profound the meaning, the more autonomous and, we might say, self-contained the
image becomes, and the less directly its traits can be attributed to the depth of the
meaning. That's why, according to our interpretation, the paradox of an inherently
blameworthy behavior being depicted as the benchmark for genuine and praiseworthy
behavior appears here, as it does occasionally in Jesus's teachings, as a majestic
boldness. Whereas, in any other interpretation, it would seem like an unjustifiable
oversight no matter the excuse. Whether the Evangelist who narrates the parable
understood it in this sense is doubtful, especially considering the placement of the moral
at the end, which indeed suggests making friends using "unrighteous mammon." We
leave it open whether others might want to justify Luke on this matter. But if the choice
is between accusing the Lord of absurdity or the Evangelist of a flawed understanding
and careless portrayal, the decision should be clear, especially since Luke is already
considered at fault here for the inappropriate sequencing of subsequent events. His
focus on charity and voluntary poverty offers a convenient explanation for how he might
have misunderstood the parable, which, due to its divine depth, could easily elude his
superficial comprehension.
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29. "Whoever is faithful in the least is also faithful in the greatest, and whoever is
dishonest in the least is also dishonest in the greatest. If you are not faithful with the
dishonest wealth, who will trust you with the true riches? And if you are not faithful with
what belongs to another, who will give you what is yours?" *)

*) V. 10 ff.



— The second of these two sentences rather clearly bears the stamp of being contrived,
namely a careless and thus unfortunate application of the first to the preceding parable.
No matter how you twist and turn it, it will be hard to extract even a tolerable sense from
it. Whether the first is derived by Luke from a peculiar source or is shaped from the
parable of the entrusted talents in Matthew, where ours omits the equivalent *) is left
undecided.

*) Matth. 35, V. 21 and 23.

30. Addressing the Pharisees, who were annoyed by his speeches that belittled wealth,
he said: "You, you are the ones who make yourselves great before men, but God only
knows hearts. For what is great among men is an abomination in the sight of God!" **)

**) \/ 15,

31. "There was a rich man, dressed in purple and fine linen, living in luxury every day.
And there was a poor man named Lazarus, who lay at his door full of sores, longing to
be fed with the crumbs that fell from the rich man's table; even the dogs came and
licked his sores. It happened that the poor man died and was carried by the angels into
Abraham's bosom. The rich man also died and was buried. In Hades, as he was in
torment, he looked up and saw Abraham far away with Lazarus in his bosom. He cried
out: Father Abraham, have mercy on me and send Lazarus to dip the tip of his finger in
water and cool my tongue; for | am in anguish in these flames! But Abraham said: Child,
remember that you received your good things during your life, and Lazarus likewise bad
things; now he is comforted, but you are in agony! And besides all this, between us and
you there is a great chasm fixed, so that those who want to go from here to you cannot,
nor can anyone cross over from there to us. He replied: Then | beg you, father, send
Lazarus to my father's house, for | have five brothers; let him warn them, so that they
will not also come to this place of torment. Abraham responded: They have Moses and
the prophets; let them listen to them. But he said: No, father Abraham, if someone from
the dead went to them, they would repent! And Abraham said: If they do not listen to
Moses and the prophets, they will not be convinced even if someone rises from the
dead." *)

) V. 19 ff,

That this parable, exactly as we read it in our evangelist, was truly spoken by Jesus: we
are prompted to doubt it mainly because in this form, as befits a genuine parable and as
we find with all authentic evangelical parables **), it does not have a simple, but a
double point, namely first the reversal of fortune of the rich and the poor in earthly



death, and secondly the reference to the law and the prophets as opposed to the
desired instruction by a returning dead man.

**) One might possibly object with the parable of the wedding guests in the form it
has in Matthew, insofar as this, similar to the one at hand, takes an unforeseen
turn at the end, which seems to deviate from the preceding. But the interpretation
we have given of that parable shows how precisely in the contrast of this
concluding turn to the preceding content lies the point of this parable, which is
not the case with the one here.

With justice, it has been noted that of the two parts into which the parable subsequently
divides, the first looks very much like it owes its origin to the original, inventive, or
embellishing efforts of our evangelist, while the second bears much more the mark of
authenticity. In the first, all emphasis lies on the contrast between wealth and poverty.
That the rich man was guilty of the punishment he received in Hades for something
other than his wealth, and the poor man ascended into Abraham's bosom for something
other than his poverty, we are indeed free to assume and perhaps, as far as the rich
man is concerned, to find it hinted at in his disregard of the needy Lazarus, as well as in
the content of his plea to Abraham; but it is not so clearly stated that the impartial reader
would not get the impression that the rich man is punished solely for his wealth and the
poor man rewarded solely for his poverty. If this were true Christian teaching, then this
teaching would indeed be more meager than even the crudest notions of the pagans
about moral retribution after death! One might add that, among other things, the explicit
naming of the poor man with a proper name, for which no other example is found in
New Testament parables, arouses suspicion against the authenticity of the current form
of this part of the parable. Thus, we do not hesitate to attribute the unfavorable image of
Lazarus lying before the rich man's threshold, with which the parable opens, to our
evangelist, who did not want to miss the opportunity to vent his spleen against the rich
and the esteemed of this world. It may well be accurate that in the parable presented by
Jesus, the one condemned to torment was described as rich and the other as poor. But
this must have been mentioned only in passing and not without assuming the moral guilt
of the former, as is evident from the further course, and on the other hand a moral merit
of the latter.
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Furthermore, in the form that appears to us as genuine, in which we must understand
the parable, it gives rise to many, especially dogmatic, doubts. It is striking that reward
and punishment for earthly life are placed immediately after death, whereas elsewhere
the resurrection of the dead is usually presented as the moment of judgment over evil












34. "The kingdom of God does not come with outward signs, nor can one say: here it is,
or there. For behold, the kingdom of God is within you!" *)

*) V. 20 f.

— | prefer the interpretation of these words which relates them to the inwardness and
subjectivity of the kingdom of God, although most interpreters nowadays lean towards
the opposite view, in which Christ would be saying: the kingdom of God is among you.
While linguistic usage does not rule out the latter meaning, it suggests the former as
more likely. As for the objection that Christ could not possibly have spoken this way to
the Pharisees, to whom Luke directs these words: two things can be said in response.
Firstly, said in general terms, they don't necessarily imply that those they are addressed
to are in actual possession of the kingdom of heaven; secondly, the Pharisees' question,
to which they serve as an answer, seems, like many similar ones, to be a creation of our
evangelist.

35. "In a certain town, there was a judge who neither feared God nor cared about men.
In that same town, there was a widow who kept coming to him and pleading for justice
against her adversary. For some time, he refused. But finally, he said to himself,
"Though | don't fear God or care about men, yet because this widow keeps bothering
me, | will see that she gets justice, so that she won't wear me out with her persistence!'
— You've heard what the dishonest judge thought; yet will not God bring about justice
for His chosen ones who cry out to Him day and night? Even though He is patient with
them? | tell you, He will see that they get justice, and quickly. However, when the Son of
Man comes, will He find faith on the earth?" *)

*y Cap. 18, V. 2 ff.

— One cannot deny that the simple and beautiful words with which Matthew describes
Christ promising an answer to prayers, through repeated and parabolic rephrasing in
our case, don't exactly gain in purity of meaning and depth of impact. It would, therefore,
be possible that one or another of these repetitions — (in the present case, the
concluding words could raise this suspicion) — owes its origin to the deceived
expectations of a later time, which were meant to be appeased.

175

36. "Two men went into the temple to pray, one a Pharisee and the other a tax collector.
The Pharisee stood up and prayed about himself: 'God, | thank you that | am not like
other people—robbers, evildoers, adulterers—or even like this tax collector. | fast twice
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39. Looking at the city, he wept over it and said, "If you, even you, had only known on
this day what would bring you peace—but now it is hidden from your eyes. Days will
come when your enemies will build an embankment against you, surround you and hem
you in on every side. They will dash you to the ground, you and the children within your
walls. They will not leave one stone on another, because you did not recognize the time
of God's coming to you.” T)

1) V. 41 ff.

— Since this speech is known only to Luke and no other evangelist, and he also
recounts the later prophetic speech in a manner that raises a more than justified
suspicion of being adapted to the actual event of Jerusalem's destruction *): it is indeed
not blameworthy for anyone who harbors similar suspicions about the words presented
here.

*) Cap.21, 20 ff.
177

40. "Simon, Simon, Satan has asked to sift all of you as wheat. But | have prayed for
you, Simon, that your faith may not fail. And when you have turned back, strengthen
your brothers.” **)

**) Cap. 22, V. 31f.

— These words are placed here instead of those directed at all the disciples ***),
preceding the conversation with Peter, in which the Lord predicts his denial.

***) Marc. 14, 27 f.

| believe they were spoken on a different occasion, perhaps in connection with the
renaming of that disciple; Luke seems to have arbitrarily assigned them this place here.

175

41. Our evangelist adds the following words to the same conversation as spoken by
Jesus to the disciples: "When | sent you out without a purse, bag, or sandals, did you
lack anything?" They denied it, and he continued: "But now, he who has a purse, let him
take it, and likewise his bag. And he who has no sword, let him sell his garment and buy



one. For | tell you that this Scripture must still be fulfilled in me: 'And he was numbered
with the transgressors.' 1)

1) Isaiah 53:12.

For everything concerning me must come to fulfillment." Then, it is said, the disciples
showed him two swords, and he declared this to be sufficient 11).

+1) V. 35.

— It is evident that these words have been mutilated to the point of unrecognizability of
their original meaning. They are hardly invented, at least not the first part, with which the
evangelist clearly didn't know what to do. Rather, the later part concerning the purchase
of swords (by which, as has been rightly noted, the evangelist wants to justify Peter
having a sword) might be arbitrarily added by the evangelist, along with the quote from
the prophet, to give those words a makeshift and inadequate reference to the present
context. As for the probably more authentic words, | am inclined to attribute a
corresponding symbolic meaning to them, like those Jesus explicitly refers to *).

*) Cap. 10:4 and parallels.

Now, the Lord means to say, it's time for the disciples to provide themselves (spiritually
more than physically) with a specific possession, with explicit teaching for life, since the
source from which they could always draw afresh without concern for the future would
be taken away from them. — Applied to other disciples other than those immediately
surrounding the Lord, both opposite exhortations are equally valid and complement
each other; the first applies as long as the Lord is still present in his community, the
second, however, insofar as he is seen as distant from the individuals as such. In the
former respect, we should confidently place our spiritual needs on the Lord, who will
satisfy them at any time, as is right and beneficial to us; in the latter, it is indeed
advisable for everyone to make sure to acquire specific teaching content, both
theoretical and practical, that ensures they will never lack the bread of life.

178

42, While being led to the place of execution, Jesus is said to have spoken the following
words to the lamenting women: "Daughters of Jerusalem, do not weep for me, but weep
for yourselves and for your children. For behold, the days are coming when they will
say, 'Blessed are the barren, the wombs that never bore, and the breasts that never



nursed!" Then they will begin to say to the mountains, 'Fall on us,' and to the hills, 'Cover
us.' For if they do this when the wood is green, what will happen when it is dry?” **)

**) Cap. 23, V. 28 ff.

— Since these words strikingly resemble in their character those that our evangelist has
previously put into Jesus' mouth with an unmistakable reference to the subsequent
destruction of Jerusalem (No. 39): the suspicion arises that the same might apply to
these as to the former. This suspicion is strengthened by considering how at this very
moment, surrounded by Roman soldiers, with the disciples scattered and fleeing, it is
hardly presumable that an ear-witness was present who could catch and report any
words spoken by Jesus. The words also lack inner plausibility. This was the least
appropriate place for such Old Testament reminiscences *); and Jesus' lament over the
city that did him such grave injustice would cast a misleading light on the significance of
his death.

*) Hos. 10:8. Ezek. 20:47.
179

43, The same concerns regarding the source from which they are said to have
originated, we must admit, also apply to the words which, according to our Gospel,
Jesus is said to have spoken on the cross. According to the most credible report, only a
few female friends of Jesus watched the crucifixion from afar; no one, other than the
guarding soldiers, would likely have been able to approach the cross closely enough to
hear the crucified one's words. While the statements themselves are noble and
dignified, they do not inherently guarantee their authenticity. "Father, forgive them, for
they know not what they do!" **) was probably attributed to the Lord as a result of a hint
from the prophetic passage that is classical in relation to the sufferings of the Messiah

***)

**) \/, 34,

***) Isa. 53, 12. — The prayer of Stephen (Acts 7:16), if it was not itself invented
based on the same model, could have given rise to attributing a similar statement
to the Lord.

Undoubtedly, it's a beautiful and grand phrase. However, we would argue that our image
of Christ loses nothing if we doubt whether he really spoke these words on the cross.
The greatness lies in the fact that Christ presented himself as someone who, without



falsehood, could be attributed these words. If truly spoken by him, especially after that
Old Testament precedent, they would have a semblance of intentionality that we would
be reluctant to exchange for the majestic silence of Jesus, which undoubtedly began
before Pilate and continued until the moment of his death. — The words allegedly
spoken to the penitent criminal beside him: "Truly, | say to you, today you will be with
me in Paradise!" *) contradict the more plausible report by Mark that both crucified with
him had mocked him **).

%) V. 43.
) Mark 15:32. Matt. 27:44.

Furthermore, they imply a dogmatic assumption (the interaction or immediate proximity
of the blessed departed to one another right after death in the part of Hades here called
Paradise). Even if we were to assume (which is doubtful) that Jesus could have
endorsed this, it remains problematic that he, contrary to his usual habit of not engaging
in such dogmatic questions and assumptions, would have pronounced it so definitively
here, especially in relation to someone whose worthiness for such favor is itself
guestionable. Lastly, "Father, into your hands | commend my spirit!" ***) is an
exclamation for which we do not wish to dispute the possibility of Jesus having uttered
it. However, it remains just as likely that it was attributed to him, again from an Old
Testament reminiscence f).

%) \/, 46,

f) Ps. 31:6.



183
Sixth Book.
Gospel narratives and speeches according to John.

1. "In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and a God was the
Word. This was in the beginning with God. Everything came into being through it, and
without it not even one thing that exists came into being. In it was life, and the life was
the light of men. And the light shines in the darkness, and the darkness did not
comprehend it. — There was a man sent from God, whose name was John. He came
as a witness to testify concerning that light, so that through him all might believe. He
himself was not the light; he came only as a witness to the light. The true light that gives
light to everyone was coming into the world. It was in the world, and though the world
was made through it, the world did not recognize it. It came to its own, and its own did
not receive it. Yet to all who did receive it, to those who believed in its name, it gave the
right to become children of God—children born not of natural descent, nor of human
decision or a husband’s will, but born of God. — And the Word became flesh and dwelt
among us, and we beheld His glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the Father, full
of grace and truth. John testified concerning him. He cried out, saying, 'This is the one |
spoke about when | said, "He who comes after me is greater than | because he was
before me!™ Out of his fullness we have all received grace in place of grace already
given. For the law was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus
Christ. No one has ever seen God, but the one and only Son, who is himself God and is
in closest relationship with the Father, has made him known.” *)

*yJohn 1, 1 ff.
184

With these words, we find the gospel opened, which bears the name of that disciple
who, in this document itself, is described as the one favored by the Master above all
others. We have placed these words at the forefront of the further communications we
will draw from this source, because they appear to us as utterly characteristic of the
spirit in which the Apostle — assuming, of course, that he is the author of at least the
principal spiritual components of the gospel named after him — also wrote down those
speeches he attributes to the Lord himself. They contain, so to speak, the theme to
which most of those speeches can be considered elaborations. The speeches
themselves were evidently written down by the Apostle with no other intention than to
reaffirm and further illuminate himself and others in that basic understanding of the



spiritual nature of Jesus Christ, of the significance and purpose of his existence among
men, which is briefly expressed in this prologue. To explain the method that the Apostle
employed for this purpose, we certainly cannot assume that he fabricated the speeches
he attributes to Jesus. Surely every one of his records is based on a clearer or vaguer
memory of something Jesus actually said, and we can trust the author to have had the
sincere intention to reproduce these utterances as faithfully as he possibly could. Yet he
seems to have been prevented from meeting this intention as fully as other apostles did,
by an intervening conviction in his soul. He had, with a clarity and power unmatched by
any other disciple before him, a consciousness, an insight into the nature and
significance of the Divine that had become human in the person of the Lord and had
revealed itself to men; about the connection of this supreme revelation with concepts
and ideas circulating elsewhere concerning the nature of the Divine and its relationship
to the human — a consciousness that he could not have derived directly from the oral
teachings of the Master. Not that the Master's teachings did not align with it, or as if this
newly acquired view of the disciple had to be forced upon them externally. But as we
have already alluded several times, it was in the nature of these teachings not to appear
in the form of a closed theory, a positive dogma, but rather to leave the formation of
such theories and dogmas to the spirit and the self-activity of their disciples. Thus, when
one of these disciples had grasped an idea, or more accurately, had been seized by an
idea from which a theory emerged for him that simultaneously gained the significance of
a dogmatic determination about the divine personality of the Master and a principle, an
exponent for the content of his teachings, he felt compelled to revisit the personal
appearance of the Master and the words he had spoken in the light of this idea. Many
statements of the Master, especially about himself, about his divine origin and mission,
that others had overlooked, vividly re-emerged in his memory, stirred by this idea. He
had found the key to their meaning and their context; he was convinced that, by
reproducing them in the form and context they had acquired for him, he would faithfully
and completely convey the Master's own meaning. — This is roughly how we believe
we can describe the origin of the Johannine records of the Lord's speeches. For a more
detailed understanding of the relationship of these records to the apostle's own religious
teaching, thinking, and expression, the letters we have from his hand are particularly
important, as are the words presented here, which, given their position in the gospel, we
can assume were written by him as an introduction to those records.

186

The fundamental idea discussed in these words is the concept of the divine "Logos".
This concept, as is well known, originated and evolved in the schools of Jewish wisdom.
This evolution was not without the explicit collaboration and influence of the teachings
and concepts of other Eastern religions and religious-speculative systems on the one



hand, and especially of Hellenic, particularly Platonic philosophy on the other. This
Platonic philosophy was eagerly studied by Jews in Alexandria and was connected with
their popular religious wisdom. After so many comprehensive studies dedicated to this
subject both in the past and again recently, there is no longer any doubt *) that the
concept reached John from these schools.

*) What remains somewhat uncertain is to what extent one should attribute to
John a specific knowledge of and reference to particular representations of the
Logos doctrine existing at that time, especially the writings of Philo. Indeed, the
similarity of the Johannine prologue and some other passages in the gospel and
the letters to not only the teachings but also the expressions of Philo is very
striking — the temptation, to mention just this one point, to trace back the "8¢o¢
nv o Adyoc" (God was the Word) of John to the "deutepog Ocog" (second God) as
Philo calls the Logos (in Eusebius, praep. ev. VI, 13) is very compelling.
However, most scholars, and we believe rightly so, argue that the traces of actual
use of Philo in John are very uncertain. It's just as plausible that the Apostle
might have derived his knowledge of the Alexandrian Logos doctrine solely from
oral exchanges with its experts.

The transference of this concept to the person of Jesus Christ, the idea that in the man
Jesus of Nazareth that Logos, which was with God from the beginning and was a God
himself, through whom God created the world, and which shines as an eternal spiritual
light in the created beings, became flesh, entered the form of a single human individual
- this idea probably belongs to John as a discovery peculiar to him. It forms that grand
vision which we already alluded to in our general characterization of John's Gospel in
the first book, a vision which presented the person, teachings, deeds, and fates of his
Master to the Apostle in a completely new light. That John was the first to grasp this
idea, this combination of an idea generated by the interaction of Hebrew and Hellenic
intellectual culture even before Christianity, with the distinctive foundational view of
Christianity - that from him this idea, this system, transferred to the other disciples of the
Lord and gradually to the entire Christian community, all of this cannot be proven strictly
historically. However, when we compare the form in which this concept and the series of
ideas associated with it appear in John, with the manner in which they are found in
other New Testament writings, it seems highly probable. In the Pauline writings, too,
there are traces of familiarity with the Logos doctrine and its application to Him who
called Himself nothing other than the "Son of Man". These traces are adequately linked
to the fundamental ideas of Pauline doctrine, with concepts of the sinfulness of natural
man and justification through faith in Jesus Christ, who was crucified for us and
resurrected to the Father's glory. However, these ideas don't emerge with such
significance in the teachings and preachings of this Apostle that we could clearly



discern a creative intellectual power focused on evoking and developing those
concepts; also, and this seems most important to us, we miss in this Apostle the explicit
references, in words and phrasing, to the Alexandrian doctrine which would allow us to
assume that Paul had a relationship to it similar to John's, and that he would have
appeared as an independent mediator between it and the faith in the personal Christ *).

*) The main passage showing Paul's acquaintance with the Logos doctrine is, as
is well known, Col. 1:15 ff. However, not only is the name Aéyog not used there
(as it doesn't appear anywhere in Paul in this sense), and aside from the
commonly used gixwv 100 Beou, none of the other expressions typical and
characteristic for the divine Logos in Philo are present; but the whole passage
evidently only fleetingly mentions something already known and taken for
granted elsewhere, as one would expect from an Apostle who wasn't led to a
unique combination of the Logos doctrine with his fundamental Christian views
by his direct knowledge of the former, but who allowed these combinations by
others and adopted them. The same goes for Eph. 1:3 ff, 3:11, Phil. 2:6 ff, etc.

For these reasons, it is far more likely to assume that Paul received the Logos doctrine,
already reshaped in the sense of Christianity, from others. He certainly approved of it
from his own free conviction and actively incorporated it into his religious worldview.
However, he likely did not originally discern or newly discover that relationship between
the pre-Christian philosophy and Christian faith on his own. — Even more significant is
the place which this doctrine occupies in the Epistle to the Hebrews, for which some,
though probably mistakenly, still want to consider the Apostle Paul as the author. But
even here, the same reservations apply *), and moreover, the theory which we find
developed in this epistle, profound and comprehensive as it is, is recognized by all
discerning readers as one built upon and expanded from preceding speculations of a
similar content, rather than as an original, independent beginning of a
dogmatic-speculative interpretation and foundation of Christianity.

*) The Epistle to the Hebrews might seem to establish a similar relationship to the
Logos doctrine as the Gospel of John, as it, like the latter, begins right away with
an explicit reminder of the pre-worldly dignity of the Son of God, through whom
the world was created. However, here too, this is done, just like with Paul, in the
tone of an already established dogmatic view, not, as with John, an exploration
just beginning to work towards its goal, and expressions and phrasings show no
trace of a direct reference back to Alexandrian speculation. — This difference,
that John specifically presupposes the Philonic development, while the Epistle to
the Hebrews (just like Paul) does not, as these two attribute pre-worldly
pre-existence to the viog 10l Beou, the Messiah, without further mediation, is also



noted by Liicke (Commentary on John 1, p. 246). He not incorrectly calls this
mode of expression the popular one and John's the Gnostic one: but it should not
have gone unnoticed how the former is only explainable with the assumption of
the precedence of the latter.

— However, in contrast to these, the Logos doctrine of John bears precisely the imprint
we miss in Paul's letters on the one hand and in the Epistle to the Hebrews on the other.
It stands in the foreground throughout the writings of this author and truly forms the core
idea, the guiding principle of them; it bears on the one hand the mark of explicit
engagement with those Jewish-Hellenistic speculations, with which this Christian idea
not just coincidentally coincided, but under whose direct influence it has unmistakably
been shaped and defined. On the other hand, it also bears the mark of originality and
primordiality in transferring that pre-existing concept to the distinctively Christian sphere
of ideas. It dominates the author, as is often the case with a thought achieved through
one's own effort, in such a way that the objective perception of the subjects, which he
otherwise deals with, takes on a peculiar coloration, distinguishable everywhere from
the natural form of these subjects, to the point where this objective content is almost
entirely absorbed by that thought. — Since among the other leaders of the earliest
Christian community, as far as we have historical knowledge of them, no rival is found
for this original conception of the Logos idea in relation to the personal Christ, it is close
at hand to consider John the true originator of this fundamental article of Christian faith.
It could not have become so through his writings alone, for the dissemination of these
writings dates much later than the confession of the doctrine, for example, by Paul,
which in turn seems to presuppose that this doctrine was not entirely unknown to those
he addresses. However, the Apostle could have already articulated this idea earlier in
oral teaching and asserted it among his fellow apostles, of whom we know he
maintained ongoing personal contact. The acquaintance of Paul with it, if one does not
want to assume a transmission at an earlier time, can be traced back to that oral
discussion with the other apostles (among whom John is expressly mentioned) in
Jerusalem, of which the Letter to the Galatians speaks *).

*) Gal. 2, 1 ff. Indeed, this conversation of Paul with his fellow apostles falls into a
rather late period, but all the writings of this apostle that we have, in which his
doctrine confronts us as already fully formed, fall into an even later time (the first
letter to the Thessalonians, probably the earliest of the Pauline letters, could not
have been written before Timothy's return to Paul in Corinth, Acts 18:5, while that
meeting in Jerusalem is already reported in Acts 15). The Letter to the
Colossians, in particular, was evidently written during the apostle's imprisonment,
as is evident from the letter itself.



But nothing prevents us from assuming that the Apostle John was already preoccupied
early on with the written recording of those ideas, which later gave the Gospel, formed
from his written communications, the high importance it has maintained to our day, and
which, despite the striking deviation in terms of its historical content as such from other
proven documents, nevertheless secured its place in the New Testament canon. The
fact that John, despite the reception and recognition of his writings, is not often
expressly named as the originator or inventor of this doctrine can be explained quite
naturally by the fact that the community, just as little as the apostle himself, could have
an awareness of such authorship. Both the apostle and the community could only
recognize the Lord himself as the originator and first proclaimer of this, as well as all
other Christian truths. In a very similar manner, the same community remained far from
recognizing the Apostle Paul, as we do now, as the originator and inventor of that
dogmatic form of the doctrine of justification, in which this doctrine also became a
foundational article of Christian church belief.

191

An historical trace, by the way, which suggests the origin of this doctrine from a
narrower circle to which Johannes belonged, does indeed exist, and we believe we can
confidently use it to confirm the result we have obtained from examining the internal
relationships of that doctrine among the various apostles. The Gnosis, which according
to Clement of Alexandria *) the resurrected Christ is said to have first imparted to Peter,
to John, and to James the Just, those three “pillars” of the community **), through whom
it then reached the other apostles, and through them the other disciples of the

*} Euseb. H. E. ll, 1; from the seventh book of urotutTrwaoeig of Clem. Al
**) o1 dokouvTeG oTuAol ival. Gal. 2, 9.

Lord — this Gnosis, undoubtedly the same that is counted by the Apostle Paul among
the “spiritual gifts" (xapiopara) of the apostolic community ***), must, unless we dismiss
that report as an empty fable, which it certainly isn't, have had a specific content that
was not immediately obvious.

***)1. Cor. 12, 8.

This content must have been, at least in one aspect, of a nature that gave reason to
assume that the living Master had not already imparted it to the disciples, in other
words, something that one or another disciple had discovered either on their own or
through the Master's inspiration after the Master's death 7).



T) From another perspective, of course, the basis for this Gnosis had already
been laid by the Master himself in his dealings with the three trusted disciples,
Peter, John, and James the Zebedee. Given this report from Clement and other
notes from apostolic history, the other James probably replaced the latter in the
circle of apostles. Compare Vol. 1, p. 400.

When we look around to determine which doctrinal content of the apostolic church this
might fit, we find no other doctrine that we can say with as much confidence matches
the Logos doctrine. If any other doctrine, it contains the element from which not just
what's narrowly called Gnosticism, but also that more general aspect evolved, which
especially with the Alexandrian Clement, who counts himself among the Gnostics in this
sense *), bears this name.

*} Compare regarding this unique Gnosis of Clement, from the contemplation of
which we undoubtedly learn best which concept this writer associated with that
Gnosis he traced back to those three disciples: Baur, the Christian Gnosis p. 502
ff.

It is precisely this that we believe to be the true intent of this note; since neither Peter
nor James of the three disciples mentioned can clearly claim to be the inventor or
originator of this important doctrine, only John remains. Thus, based on this note, we
can reasonably assume that it was through him that this doctrine first entered that
narrower circle, and then also the wider circle of apostles.

192

It is noteworthy, and a testament to the genuine belief with which the Apostle acted,
when we find him locating the essential content of his Logos doctrine in Jesus's own
words and allowing them to be voiced by Jesus everywhere, yet he carefully avoids
doing the same in reference to the name of the Logos. This only appears here in the
prologue and not again in the Gospel, especially not in Jesus's own speeches and
conversations. We can, with certainty, assume that Jesus personally was unfamiliar with
the explicit reference to the Jewish-Alexandrian Logos doctrine. Hence, we also don't
find in the speeches attributed to the Lord by the Apostle that explicit explanation — or at
least not in the same explicithess — which the prologue provides about the relationship
between the incarnation of the Logos in the person of Jesus and the general impersonal
existence of this spiritual principle within the world's creation. It is unmistakable with
what determination John, truly in the authentic sense of Christ (though Christ himself
could not have used this phrasing), asserts the presence of this principle in the world
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Apostle but by the editor of the Gospel). "Priests and Levites" (this Old Testament
formula alone is somewhat suspicious, as elsewhere in Jesus' time, it's not the "Levites"
but the "scribes" who are usually entrusted with such tasks) are sent to him while John
Is teaching and baptizing, to inquire who he is. Here, several questions and answers
ensue, and we believe we have shown sufficiently in the foregoing how little they suit
this situation, as well as the character and mindset of John overall **).

**) Vol. |, p. 259.

In the decisive statement that the Baptist ultimately gives ***), the author seems to have
had in mind the same word about the contrast between water baptism and spirit baptism
that the other Evangelists put in John's mouth f); but instead of pointing to a future
Messiah, he speaks here of a Messiah already present among his listeners.

***) V. 26 f.
f) Mark 1, 8 and parallels.

The next day, he sees Jesus approaching, almost as if intending to be baptized, so that
what John says here: That He is the Lamb of God ft), taking upon Himself the sin of
the world, He is the one referred to by him as his superior; he did not know Him before,
but the purpose of his actions, his water baptism, is nothing other than to reveal Him to
Israel *), — all this, we say, seems to be understood as said before the baptism or at the
moment of baptism itself.

ft) According to Isa. 53, 7. Compare Acts 8, 32.

*) The phrase ouk néev auvtov, which appears twice (V. 31. 33) and stands in
apparent contradiction to the mythical narratives of Luke (unknown to both the
author and the editor of this gospel), is intended in this context to make the
miraculous event at the baptism stand out even more prominently. | cannot find in
it a reference to the Jewish expectation of a manifestation of the Messiah only at
his anointing by Elijah (Justiv. dial. c. Tryph. 8), as Bretschneider wants
(Probabil. p. 13). This is mainly because the alleged fact of this mythical
expectation itself seems very problematic to me. Although the expectation that
the Messiah should be anointed by Elijah is mentioned once more in that
dialogue (cap. 49) by Tryphon, it remains uncertain whether the author of this
dialogue, whether Justin or another, who certainly views and judges Judaism
very one-sidedly from his pagan-Christian standpoint, imposed this expectation
on the Jews from the perspective that John is Elijah and Jesus' baptism is an



anointing to the Messiahship. Such a procedure, in line with the one we observed
in Justin's Apology (Vol. I, p. 203, Note **), would not be surprising for this writer,
especially considering the negligence evident in that dialogue (e.g., at the second
of the cited passages, Zacharias, not Malachi, is named as the prophet who
announced Elijah's appearance) and the subordinate role assigned to the Jew
Tryphon. However, what makes such a mistake probable in this case is the fact
that, while the New Testament frequently mentions the Elijah expectation, it never
speaks of such anointing, but always traces the "anointing" of Christ as king of
the Messianic kingdom, perhaps with reference to Isa. 61, 1, back to God Himself
(Acts 10:38, Heb. 1:9). Yet a mention of that anointing by Elijah would have been
all the more likely there, the more strikingly this expectation would have been
fulfilled by the act of baptism, the more thus this coincidence could have served
to confirm the statement that John is Elijah. — Or did the "mythical view" want to
go so far (which Strauss did not) to explain the fact of Christ's baptism by John
as a myth arising from that Messianic expectation? In that case, it would be all
the more surprising not to see any thought of that expectation in the narratives of
this event. On the other hand, especially the first of the aforementioned passages
of that dialogue strikingly bears a mark which reveals its dependence on the
Christian view of the act of baptism. A prophecy that the Messiah would not
recognize himself as such until he was anointed by Elijah does not at all match
the general character of Jewish Messianic expectations but seems to have been
modeled on what was known about the effect the baptism had on Jesus.

Several words are then added that refer to the already completed baptism, in which
John announces the vision at the baptism (cf. Book IV, No. 1) as a revelation that had
come to him and bases his testimony on it that Jesus is the Son of God. However, these
words are separated from the previous ones by an intermediate sentence, which indeed
makes it possible to understand them as said at a different time and under different
circumstances. — That John neither said the former nor the latter, that he could not
have recognized Jesus as the Messiah either during the baptism or immediately after it,
but only after the success found by Jesus' own activity had proven him, we have
discussed in our previous books *) in more detail than we would need to revisit here.

*Y Vol. |. p. 262 ff.
196
3. Philip, one of the Lord's disciples, who had just been called by Him to follow, finds

Nathanael and says to him, "WWhom Moses wrote about in the law, and the prophets, we
have found: Jesus, son of Joseph, from Nazareth." Nathanael replies, "Can anything






might not have followed him permanently at that time; the act of naming clearly shows
that the Master already treated them as his own here. But just as clearly as that
contradiction, it emerges to the attentive observer, due to their relationship with the
subsequent narrative, that one of the two is the model upon which the narrator shaped
the other. However, since only the second, but not the first, has content of some
significance, and the first is already made suspicious both by that contradiction and by
the strange and alienating greeting that Jesus directs at Peter: the choice between the
two can hardly be in doubt; especially since the reason for the insertion of the first is so
clearly evident, namely, as already noted elsewhere, the precedence which the Gospel
tradition had given to that pair of brothers in Jesus' call. — As for the credibility of the
other anecdote: the fact that Jesus, with a swift, sure gaze, discerns the character of
one suited to be his disciple, has for us nothing strange, just like the similar event that
Luke tells of the encounter with Zacchaeus. That this insight appears combined with a
hint of magical clairvoyance (for according to the intention of the Gospel narrator, this is
probably the only way to interpret the seeing under the fig tree) is certainly more
concerning; even more concerning is Nathanael's too sudden change of mood and his
greeting of the until then completely unknown to him with words of homage, and indeed
with words that, based on everything we know from the Synoptics, the disciples wouldn't
easily use, at least not initially, towards Jesus. Even the words with which Philip
announces Jesus to Nathanael can hardly be those of a disciple from that early time
since the disciples only gained the right awareness of the fulfillment of Old Testament
prophecies in Jesus after his death - during his lifetime perhaps only those three
privileged ones on the Mount of Transfiguration (cf. Book IV, No. 43), and even these
with some doubt, achieved it *).

*) Compare Luke 24:27.

Such consciousness might have been projected back into earlier times by John, filled
with the power of the newly acquired idea. However, there's nothing to object against
the authenticity of the characteristic concluding words spoken by Jesus. That they are
not to be understood in the literal, but in the symbolic sense, has already been noted by
older, otherwise wonder-believing interpreters. Perhaps they were recalled to the
Evangelist's memory by their analogy with the notions of the Logos doctrine of divine
powers or potencies *), which gather around the Logos and merge into spiritual unity
within him.

*) duvapelg for example in Philo; though we do not want to assert that John
explicitly knew and had in mind Philo.
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4. There was a wedding in Cana of Galilee; the mother of Jesus was there, and Jesus
and his disciples were also invited. When the wine ran out, Jesus' mother brought it to
his attention; but he replied to her, "Woman, why do you involve me? My hour has not
yet come!" Then his mother said to the servants, "Do whatever he tells you." Now
standing there were six stone water jars, each holding two or three measures; Jesus
told them to fill these with water. They filled them to the brim; then he instructed them to
draw some out and take it to the master of the banquet. They did so; the master tasted
the water that had turned into wine, not knowing where it had come from (though the
servants who had drawn the water knew), he called the bridegroom and said, "Everyone
serves the good wine first, and then the cheaper wine after the guests have had too
much to drink; but you have saved the best till now!" **)

**) Chapter 2, Verse 1 ff.

Even with this story of a miracle, just as with those reported in the synoptic Gospels, it is
not our intention to delve again into the detailed exposition of the internal and external
contradictions and other circumstances, which make the assumption of their factual
truth impossible for us. Instead, our effort can only be directed towards identifying the
likely origin of this peculiar anecdote, especially against the backdrop of the vague —
and, as noted in the case against Strauss by some interpreters who, incidentally, are not
averse to the "mythical view" — almost groundless hypothesis of a mythical origin. To
this end, our immediate guide is, similar to many synoptic stories where we also had to
recognize a poignant statement attributed to some inconsequential person, the
statement placed in the mouth of the Architriklinos (master of the banquet). Although
this statement, as presented in our gospel, certainly holds only a subordinate position,
we believe we are not mistaken in seeing it as the actual climax or punchline of the
anecdote, and thus also the key to its overall meaning. To us, it very much seems as
though it was not mistakenly said about the host at a feast, but was earnestly expressed
about Christ and possibly even by Him, with the intention of highlighting a unique
characteristic of his overall spiritual action, and perhaps also his teaching method in
particular. If Jesus, around the time of the inconspicuous beginning of his ministry, or
perhaps in direct contrast to the character and manner of other prophets *), felt
compelled to highlight the gradual, progressively advancing content and success of his
mission, he could not have done so more aptly than in this metaphorical remark.

*) It's possible, even referring to John, see John 5:35.

However, for this to be motivated, it indeed required a parabolic context of the kind,
which, following several analogies that we've already encountered earlier, we believe



we can also discern hidden within the current story. — As the story stands, it cannot
directly be translated into a parable that Jesus presumably told. Instead, there are
circumstances included from which one might more rightly assume that they served as
the basis for the narration of a parable rather than having been part of such a narration
themselves. This includes the chronological designation, which — as it at least appears
*) — places the event before Jesus' relocation to Capernaum, and certainly before the
actual start of his public ministry; furthermore, related to this, the introduction of Jesus'
mother and her conversation with her son.

) V. 12,

This conversation in the story, as presented, is peculiar enough, as Jesus rebukes his
mother for requesting a miracle and then performs it anyway. However, its intertwining
with our narrative can easily be understood if we assume that the Evangelist was
reminded of how Jesus, urged by his family to assert the extraordinary gifts known of
him, reprimanded them in the manner reported here **), but simultaneously justified his
behavior through a parabolic story; and that this parable is what the clouded tradition,
always inclined towards belief in miracles, has confused with a factual miraculous act
performed by him.

**) The words outtw nxel n wpa pou ("my time has not yet come"), as understood
by all modern interpreters, and some of the ancient ones as well, undoubtedly
pertain to the time for performing miraculous acts, with respect to the historical
foundation of the story. However, whether the narrator intended them to be
understood as such is still debatable, since elsewhere in his writings, it only
speaks of the time of death (Cap. 7, 6 f., where the time of death isn't in question,
the term wpa "hour" is not used but xaipdg "time"), and since, according to his
narrative, Jesus contradicts this interpretation of his words through his actions.
Hence, | am inclined to consider the opinion of some ancients (e.g., Augustine in
his treatises on our Gospel) not objectionable: our current passage hints at Cap.
19, 26, and Jesus wishes (according to the Evangelist's intent) to indicate that he
will not have anything to do with his mother until the hour of his death. Especially
since there's no lack of a historical basis for this view of our Evangelist, as many
traces of the Gospel's history suggest that Jesus' relatives became his followers
only after his death.

This assumption does not contradict what we otherwise know about Jesus' relationship
with his closest relatives, whereas the belief in Mary's expectation of such miraculous
power from her son, as implied by the literally understood narrative, would indeed
contradict the assumption of the actual miracle. That these relatives might have had a



high opinion of his gifts without true faith, as Christ demanded, and that they wished to
see these gifts acknowledged publicly while Jesus still hesitated: another account of this
has also been preserved in our Gospel *).

*y John 7:3 ff.

Both accounts can be harmonized well with the Synoptics' report, which states that
Jesus' actual teaching and miraculous activities did not meet their expectations but
instead aroused the strangest misunderstandings **), just as one can naturally assume
that such an extraordinary gift was noticed and attracted attention in the family circle
even before its public manifestation.

**) Mark 3:21 and parallels.

— Only the miraculous event, along with the exchanged words, remains for the parable
we presupposed. But these are also entirely sufficient to form a parable, especially if we
assume that Jesus did not introduce himself but instead hid behind the figure of the
"bridegroom"”, as he elsewhere calls himself a vup@iog or is so called by others ***).

***) Mark 2:19 and parallels. John 3:29.

The moral significance of the miraculous event was ingeniously emphasized in the
parable itself through the words of the master of the feast, which unmistakably link the
conclusion of the parable to its beginning or its cause, as they are specifically intended
to rebuke those critics regarding their expectations of Jesus, urging patience and
indicating that what appeared to them in an uninitiated sense as merely water would
prove to be the finest wine at the conclusion of the feast the Lord had prepared.
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The fact that the narrative in its current form could not come from the Apostle, but only
from the editor of the Gospel, is beyond doubt for us after all this. Moreover, there is no
sure indication that only a part or motif of it was found in the apostle's written records; in
fact, the genuine core of it bears a mark quite different from the otherwise consistent
character and tone of Johannine speeches. The anecdote seems to have been
preserved in oral tradition and appears to stem from a source distinct from the synoptic
sources. If our interpretation of the parable is correct, Jesus recounted it before his
public debut, within the family circle; the mention of the disciples who, according to our
evangelist, were present at the feast, probably only stems from a mistaken reflection of



the latter, which had linked the calling of the first disciples to Jesus' interaction with John
the Baptist *).

*) It is worth noting the improbability, even inconceivability, that "on the third day",
after Jesus had been joined by those disciples in a distant region, they would
already be invited as his followers to a wedding, not even in his usual place of
stay but in a foreign one.

Thus, this tradition must have also originated from that circle; and this indeed fits well
with the note we receive about the close personal acquaintance of the Apostle John,
especially with the Lord's mother **), as through John, this tradition might have reached
the editor of our Gospel.

**) John 19:26 does not actually provide a correct note about the basis of this
relationship (compare Vol. |, p. 463), but it does presuppose the relationship and
therefore cannot be entirely unfounded.

The evangelist utilized the narrative, which he misunderstood in the same way we often
find with the Synoptics, to let Jesus, according to his mindset which only knew to
attribute Jesus' success to his miracles, commence his ministry in Galilee with a
particularly striking miracle.
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5. There was a man among the Pharisees named Nicodemus, a prominent figure
among the Jews. He once came to Jesus at night and said, "Rabbi, we know that you
are a teacher sent from God. For no one could perform the signs you do unless God is
with him." Jesus replied, "Truly, truly, | tell you, unless someone is born again, he cannot
see the kingdom of God." Nicodemus asked, "How can someone be born when they are
old? Can they enter a second time into their mother's womb and be born?" Jesus
answered, "Truly, truly, | tell you, unless someone is born of water and the Spirit, they
cannot enter the kingdom of God. What is born of the flesh is flesh, and what is born of
the Spirit is spirit. Do not be amazed when | said to you, you must be born again. The
wind blows where it wishes; you hear its sound, but you don't know where it comes from
or where it is going. So it is with everyone born of the Spirit.” Nicodemus responded,
"How can this be?" Jesus replied, "You are Israel's teacher, and you don't understand
these things? Truly, truly, | tell you, we speak of what we know and testify to what we
have seen, but you do not accept our testimony. If | told you about earthly things and
you don't believe, how will you believe if | speak of heavenly things? No one has
ascended into heaven except the one who descended from heaven, the Son of Man



who is in heaven. And just as Moses lifted up the snake in the wilderness, so must the
Son of Man be lifted up, that whoever believes in him may not perish but have eternal
life. For God so loved the world that he gave his one and only Son, so that whoever
believes in him will not perish but have eternal life. For God did not send his Son into
the world to condemn the world, but to save the world through him. Whoever believes in
him is not condemned, but whoever does not believe stands condemned already
because they have not believed in the name of God's one and only Son. And this is the
judgment: the light has come into the world, and people loved darkness rather than light
because their deeds were evil. For everyone who does wicked things hates the light and
does not come to the light, lest his works should be exposed. But whoever does the
truth comes to the light, so that it may be clearly seen that his works have been carried
outin God." *)

*) Chapter 3, V. 1 ff.

This conversation is indisputably one of the most interesting and characteristic for the
author of these records among all that we find distinguished in John. The fact that it
cannot be placed in the same category as those spoken by Jesus himself in the
synoptic gospels becomes evident for external reasons. The former can always be
traced back to eyewitnesses or those who heard them; but here a, given all the
circumstances, solitary conversation between Jesus and a stranger is reported, a
conversation of which, even if one assumes that one participant relayed its content (to
assume this of Jesus would be forbidden by the tone in which we otherwise hear him
speak to the disciples), it would still be an unwarranted assumption to let the spoken
exchanges pass through multiple hands with literal fidelity. Concerning the content itself,
all interpreters now probably agree that it is not so concise that there wouldn't at least
be gaps and omissions in the conversation. The incongruence of it with the rest of the
conversation, as well as the other incongruences of the entire conversation, might have
to be attributed to the Johannine style of presentation, which, as intellectual and
profound as it is, lacks a strictly logical coherence and the resulting precision of
expression almost everywhere. — This brings us back to recognizing in this
conversation the characteristic peculiarity more of the one who wrote it down than of the
one introduced speaking in it. Some have even gone so far as to consider the entire end
of the conversation, the coherent speech from the words (V. 16) onwards: "For God so
loved the world," etc., as no longer belonging to the conversation but as an interjection
by the evangelist. This seemed even more plausible since in the same chapter another
case occurs where one is tempted to judge similarly. We refer to the alleged speech of
the Baptist mentioned by us earlier in a different context, which we want to quote here in
full for a reason to be mentioned immediately: "He who comes from above is above all.
He who is of the earth is from the earth and speaks of the earth; he who comes from



heaven is above all, and he testifies to what he has seen and heard, yet no one accepts
his testimony. Whoever accepts his testimony has certified that God is truthful. For the
one whom God has sent speaks the words of God, for God gives the Spirit without limit

*).

*) Might this oddly expressed sentence perhaps contain a reminder of the
parable of Matthew 20, 1 ff.?

The Father loves the Son and has placed everything in his hands. Whoever believes in
the Son has eternal life, but whoever rejects the Son will not see life, for God's wrath
remains on them. **)

**) V. 31 ff.

— We have quoted these words here because we believe that on reading them,
everyone will notice their obvious relationship in meaning to the content of the present
conversation and will be persuaded to agree with our view already hinted at above
(Book lll, p.407), which we again express most definitively here without any hesitation,
that they, too, were written down by the Apostle in continuous connection with the
preceding conversation, but were arbitrarily separated from it by the editor of the gospel
and inserted, as the words of the Baptist, into a fabricated narrative about him, into
which they do not fit at all. — Now, if for these words, the need to assume that the
evangelist did not want to present them as the words of the introduced speaker, but as
his own, falls away according to our explanation, then we cannot recognize such a
necessity for the passage at hand either. Thus, in the present case, as in all similar
ones, the essential thing is only to determine which fundamental thoughts of the
conversation might truly belong not only to the evangelist but to Jesus himself.
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The main theme evidently revolves around the important concept of spiritual rebirth as
an indispensable condition for salvation. The conversation in question is the classic
reference for this concept, indeed the only instance in all four gospels where it is
explicitly denoted by this term. It is thus of interest to ask to what extent we are entitled
to trace this concept, and in this specific case almost inseparably from the concept, this
expression back to Jesus himself. In this investigation, one fact deserves at least
mention, though it remains problematic as to how much evidential weight for the result
we seek can be attributed to it. The apologist and martyr Justin, whose writings contain
almost no, or at least no unambiguous, traces of knowledge or use of our fourth gospel,
does mention, albeit in words that come close enough to those in John to be considered



a citation from memory based on our passage, Christ's statement that one must be born
again to enter the kingdom of heaven *). Two very similar instances, but more explicitly
in reference to baptism, can be found in the writings attributed to Clement of Rome **),
the authenticity of which is doubtful, and it is equally doubtful whether they knew our
Gospel of John.

*) Justin. Mart. Apolog. |, p. 79 seq. The words in Justin are: "av un
dvayevvnoOnTe, ou N €10TABNTE €1¢ TNV BadiAgiav Twv oupavwy”, while in John
they read: "edv pn 1ig yévvnOn avwBev, ou ou duvartal IBeIV TNV BaciAgiav ToU
Beou”. (Incidentally, this comparison, especially if we consider John as the source
for Justin, decisively suggests that yevvnonvai avwBev should be understood as
"to be born again" or "to be reborn" — so avwBev as in Acts 26:5 and Gal. 4.9, —
not, as some interpreters suggest, "to be born from above, to be born from
heaven.")

**) Recognit. VI, 9. p. 551 ed. Cleric. and Homil. XI, 26. p. 698. Notably, both
passages not only share the term dvayevvr0nte but also the phrase BaoiAgia Twv
oupavwv (kingdom of heaven) with that of Justin, which seems to suggest an
independence from John. Another interesting hint that John might have had other
known statements of the Lord in mind but incorporated them into a context of his
own invention can be found in Ignatius' letter to the Philadelphians. There,
referring to the spirit, the exact words used by Jesus (V. 8) are employed: "01dev
60V €pxeTal Kal TTou utrdyel,"” — with the addition: "kail Ta kputTd eAéyxer”. This
sentence does not appear to be fashioned after ours; however, the reverse can
be assumed, that ours, with a not too distant twist (which the bishop of Antioch
undoubtedly owed to the Johannine school), is freely modeled after that one in
the Apostle's manner.

According to this, there appears to be at least the possibility, perhaps even a not entirely
insignificant probability, that this statement was passed down independently of the
conversation reported by John; an external reason for its authenticity alongside internal
ones. — Concerning the matter itself, the expression and concept of a second birth, a
birth from the spirit, are so striking and accurately capture the very core of that
transformation that, according to Christ's teachings and example, should occur in the
human soul. They appear so fitting of the divine master that it's hard to understand how
they could have emerged among the disciples without leaving other significant traces.
Indeed, there have been multiple attempts to diminish the importance of this profound
statement by indicating that the idea of a second spiritual birth was already present in
religious systems of earlier times. However, as far as the Jews are concerned, this
hasn't been successfully proven; the concept and expression of a second birth occurring



within an individual as such *) is foreign to the Old Testament. And from the Talmudic
and Kabbalistic teachings, which know similar expressions, it cannot be proven that
they reach back to this early period and emerged without the influence of Christianity.

*) As for the Old Testament, what corresponds to the New Testament concept of
the "new creation" (xaivn kTioi1g) and certainly influenced its formulation during
apostolic times, is the concept of the Messianic kingdom. But there, it's not about
individual transformation but collective transformation.

On the other hand, related ideas can indeed be found in other Eastern religions, most
notably the Indian concept of the Brahmin's second birth. However, in the context in
which Jesus spoke it, the word was surely unprecedented. It undoubtedly stemmed not
from other sources but from the deepest wellspring of the spirit. What is intended by it
should be taken in the most literal and strictest sense possible here. Jesus asserts a
real difference in the spiritual substance of the person he calls reborn from the external,
merely natural man. The former, as we would express it in our contemporary philosophy,
is of the substance of the absolute, while the natural man is of the substance of the
finite spirit. Therefore, what was said in the prologue applies to the former, that they
count among the children of God, which also states that they are not born of the flesh
but of the spirit. Concerning the nature and process of this birth in individuals, nothing
specific is determined here. However, that it is more than just an act of the natural man's
will, and that apart from the will of the one to be reborn, it also requires a specific,
approaching activity of God: this is contained in other teachings of Jesus and is also
hinted at by what is added later about the incarnation of the divine Son.
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As for this reference to the continuous discourse about the incarnation of the Son in
relation to what precedes: it bears the hallmark of John's own way of thinking and
speaking so much that whether any of the phrases we find here belong to Christ himself
remains more problematic. Taken on its own, the idea of this incarnation is undeniably
already present in the previously cited synoptic discourse about Christ's sonship to the
eternal Father. But whether Jesus explicitly connected this with the demand he made to
people for a spiritual rebirth in the way it appears here (also skipping intermediate links)
is not adequately confirmed by the present account. Instead, it seems that this
association belongs to that explicitly theoretical direction which was consistently
transcended by the personal actions of Jesus and which was explicitly reserved for his
disciples. The same applies to the words that echo that synoptic statement but are
heavily tinged with reflection about Jesus' heavenly nature and dignity; also about the
hint of crucifixion and the intentional double meaning in it; and especially about the way



in which salvation is made dependent on faith in Christ and thus this faith is tacitly
identified with spiritual rebirth. This faith, which in this context is first and foremost
understood as historical faith in a historical Christ, would contradict John's own
statement in the prologue where it talks about the children of God even before Christ
unless the evangelist intentionally let a broader meaning into his words, especially
towards the end. So, what is called "faith" here is the same as what was described there
as "receiving the Logos". — Regeneration is described as a birth not just from the spirit
but also from the water. If this statement is accepted as coming directly from Christ: we
would then agree with those interpreters who do not see it as referring directly to the
Christian sacrament of baptism but to the idea expressed earlier through Jewish
ablution practices, and more recently by the baptism of John, from which the sacrament
undoubtedly arose. However, it's more likely that this addition belongs to the apostle or
perhaps to the editor of the gospel, one of whom, even if he did not explicitly attribute to
the Master's words a reference to the sacrament, could have been led to this expression
by thinking of it. This reflects the relationship the apostolic church established between
the concept of rebirth or new creation and the sacrament of baptism, which soon came
to be seen as an indispensable condition for such rebirth and the acquisition of true
faith.
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Regarding the external circumstances in the account of this conversation, it can be
noted that its relocation to Jerusalem probably does not belong to John's original
account, but to a later revision of the gospel. We can't help but attribute the invention of
Jesus' repeated festival journeys to this revision. Nothing prevents us from assuming
that Nicodemus was among those scholars who, as the Synoptics also report, came
from Jerusalem to Galilee to hear Jesus. However, he is not described as an actual
follower of Jesus in this account but only in later parts of our gospel *).

*) Joh. 7, 50. 19, 39.

As these [mentions of Nicodemus] in the editing of the gospel could easily have arisen
from hindsight of the present account: the suspicion proves baseless that the character
of Nicodemus was created just to glorify the legend, attributing to the Master even
distinguished Israelites as followers **).

**) Strauly, expressing this suspicion, also suggests (L. J. 1, p. 634) that even the
name Nicodemus was meaningfully crafted to express a rise above the common
people, to whom the majority of Jesus' followers belonged. But we encounter this



distinctly Hellenistic name in the Israelite history of that time; for instance, this is
the name of the envoy that Aristobulus sent to Pompey. Jos. antig. XIV, 3.

6. During his passage through Samaria, Jesus comes to a town hamed Sychar
(presumed to be synonymous with the better-known Shechem). There, tired from his
journey, he sits down by a well around noon, which tradition attributes to Jacob, who
had bequeathed this piece of land to his son Joseph *).

*} Gen. 48:22, cf. 33:19.

He sees a Samaritan woman approaching; he asks her for a drink as his disciples had
gone into the town to buy food. The woman expresses surprise that he, being a Jew,
who typically do not interact with Samaritans, would ask such a favor of her. Jesus
replies, "If you knew the gift of God, and who it is that asks you for a drink, you would
have asked him and he would have given you living water." The woman responds, "Sir,
you have nothing to draw with and the well is deep. From where then have you got that
living water? Are you greater than our father Jacob, who gave us the well, and drank
from it himself, as did also his sons and his livestock?" Jesus retorts, "Everyone who
drinks of this water will be thirsty again. But whoever drinks the water | give them will
never thirst. Indeed, the water | give them will become in them a spring of water welling
up to eternal life." The woman then says, "Sir, give me this water so that | won't get
thirsty and have to come here to draw water." Jesus tells her to go call her husband and
come back. The woman admits she has no husband, to which Jesus replies that she
spoke the truth: she has had five husbands, and the one she's with now is not her
husband. The woman then exclaims, "Sir, | see that you are a prophet! Our ancestors
worshiped on this mountain **), but you Jews claim that the place where we must
worship is in Jerusalem.”

**) Mount Gerizim near Shechem, where the temple once stood, but was
destroyed by Jesus' time.

To which Jesus replies, "Woman, believe me, a time is coming when you will worship
the Father neither on this mountain nor in Jerusalem. You Samaritans worship what you
do not know; we worship what we do know, for salvation is from the Jews. Yet a time is
coming and has now come when the true worshipers will worship the Father in the Spirit
and in truth, for they are the kind of worshipers the Father seeks. God is spirit, and his
worshipers must worship in the Spirit and in truth." The woman then expresses her faith
in the coming Messiah who will explain all this to them, to which Jesus responds, "I, the
one speaking to you, am he." Upon this, it's said the disciples returned, and although
surprised to see him talking with a woman, they didn't dare question him about their
conversation. The Samaritan woman left her jar, rushed back to the town, and her



account drew significant attention among her people, many of whom came to recognize
Jesus as the Anointed of the Lord *).

*y John 4:5 ff.
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To emphasize the previous point, this conversation appears as one which had no
foreign eavesdroppers, so a verbatim fidelity of the account cannot be assumed.
However, critics have identified a probable reason for recording this conversation,
namely, the success mentioned in the Acts of the Apostles, which the preaching of the
Gospel had in Samaria a relatively short time after the Lord's death. | believe | must
concur with this hypothesis, especially since the Apostle John is specifically mentioned
among those sent to Samaria **), and as this incident itself is directly linked to the denial
of the Jerusalem Temple, which led to the death of Stephen and the persecution of the
community in Jerusalem ***).

**) Acts 8:14.
***) lbid., Chap. 6:14. Chap. 7:48 ff.

From this, however, it does not necessarily follow that the whole incident was fabricated.
The more it provides a point of reference for the authenticity of the Apostle's authorship,
the less we can deny assuming a genuinely occurring event as the foundation. This
incident, however, is likely to be placed at a later time than our Evangelist's account
would suggest, because given Jesus' reluctance to explicitly preach the Gospel to the
Samaritans *), it's improbable that he entered their land earlier than his last journey.

*) Matt. 10:5.

The two most pointed remarks in Jesus' discourse with the Samaritan woman — the
characterization of his teaching as living water that eternally quenches thirst **), and the
proclamation of a time when the worship of God will not be confined to popular rites, but
will be worship in spirit and truth — bear, if anything, the mark of authenticity, although
it's quite possible they were spoken in a different context than here.

**) Cf. Chap. 7, V. 37 f. This image is modeled after Old Testament precedents:
Ps. 36:10, Isa. 12:3, Jer. 2:13, 17:13.



Also, that Jesus insightfully perceived the character and circumstances of the woman,
thereby gaining her attention, could be accurate. However, it seems improbable that he
would have been so forthright in revealing himself to such a person, especially when he
was often reserved about such revelations even with his closest disciples.
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Following this dialogue, the Evangelist adds some statements that Jesus supposedly
made to the returning disciples from the town. However, as they appear to us as
arbitrarily juxtaposed, we prefer to present them separately from that conversation (Nos.
7-9).

Z. The disciples bring him food and ask him to eat. He replies, “| have food to eat that
you know nothing about.” The disciples wonder if someone else brought him food in the
meantime. He tells them, “My food is to do the will of the one who sent me and to finish
his work.” *)

*) V. 31 ff,

— I'd be inclined to think these last words were spoken in a different context than the
one narrated here, as when said while refusing actual food, they seem somewhat
boastful. Of course, this appearance of boastfulness can't be entirely dissociated from
the Johannine Christ.
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8. “Don’t you have a saying, ‘It's still four months until harvest’? Look, | tell you, lift up
your eyes and see that the fields are white for harvest.” **)

**) \/. 35,

— These words are likely in response to a question about the time of the anticipated
Messianic kingdom. The Evangelist seems to have intended a particular reference to
the Samaritans, as the object of a harvest for Christ and the Apostles, in the sense that
the image of the harvest also appears in the Synoptic Gospels ***), but this is probably
not the sense in which Christ himself spoke these words.

***) Matt. 9:37 and parallels.



Referring to the parable of sowing and harvesting (cf. Book V, p. 84 ff.), this statement
proves that even if the harvest time there seems to be pushed into the distant future,
Jesus didn't mean that only sowing occurs in this life and harvesting doesn't take place
until later.

Translate this nineteenth century German text that has been OCR'd from Old German
Fraktur font, and preserve both the page numbers and also the paragraph numbers
where they appear.

9. "The harvester receives his wages and gathers fruit for eternal life, to the joy of both
the sower and the reaper. For here the saying is true: one sows and another reaps. |
sent you to reap what you did not labor for; others have labored, and you have entered
into their labor!” t)

1) V. 36 ff.

— It seems the Apostle wanted to incorporate into these words, which he lets be spoken
directly after the Samaritan incident, a hint of the harvest the Apostles, not Christ
himself, would gather in that land. If Jesus really directed such words or similar ones to
the disciples, the sense he spoke them in might have been more general.
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10. Returning to Galilee, Jesus visits Cana again. A royal official from Capernaum,
whose son was sick, hears of his return from Judea. He approaches Jesus and asks
him to come and heal his son, who was at the brink of death. Jesus tells him, "Unless
you see signs and wonders, you will not believe." The official pleads for Jesus to come
before his child dies. Jesus then says, "Go, your son lives!" The man believes Jesus'
words and departs. On his way, his servants meet him with the news that his son lives.
He asks them about the exact time of the boy's improvement, and they reply that the
fever left him the previous day at the seventh hour. The father recognizes this as the
very hour when Jesus said, "Your son lives"; he and his entire household come to
believe in Jesus *).

*) V. 46 ff.
Despite our conviction that this story is identical to the Synoptic account of the centurion

in Capernaum, which some of the ancients **) presupposed, we've given it a distinct
place in the sequence of narratives unique to the Johannine Gospel. This is partly



because most consider it an independent account, and partly because the version
presented here is characteristic of the narrative part of the fourth gospel.

**) In Irenaeus I, 22, however, this is likely due to a lapse in memory when briefly
mentioning the event, not from critical consideration.

The Evangelist cites this ***) as the "second miracle" Jesus performed in Galilee, a
curious statement that demonstrates his departure from the view of a continuous
miraculous activity as depicted in the Synoptic gospels, which is a vital element in the
overall image of the Lord's life and mission®).

*x%) \/ 54,
*) Cf. Book IIl, p. 340 f.

The gap that had arisen in his perception, he tried to fill with the account of individual
miracles, through which we can consistently see him attributing every success Jesus
found to the utmost diligence. Such a miracle has become the parable of the centurion
of Capernaum under his narration, just as it was under the hands of the two Synoptics
who had drawn knowledge of it from the genuine Matthew. We, however, see this
parable in him quite distorted and obscured (he undoubtedly knew it only from oral
tradition). Despite this distortion, the original features of that parable can still be
discerned even through the completely foreign, arbitrarily introduced traits. The
"centurion" has been transformed into a "royal servant" since the Evangelist retained
only the vague memory of a personality distinguished by external rank, alien to the
common Jewish surroundings of the Lord. The fact that in the original account the
geographical distance of Jesus from the one he healed was a main point remained in
his memory as well; he did not fail to emphasize this point more by specifically
mentioning another city where Jesus was when approached by the foreigner. Lastly, the
memory of the circumstance that Jesus combined his act with an expression of
displeasure against the wonder-craving and unbelieving Jews had not completely faded;
this statement became the word in the context of the present narrative that appears so
strange and unmotivated, for which a satisfactory explanation has been sought in vain
so far. The turn the account finally takes may perhaps, similar to Luke, contain a dim
memory of the incident with Jairus' daughter. — In this way, we believe we can explain
all deviations from the purer Synoptic narrative as misunderstandings and lapses in
memory, which are indeed so large that the actual punchline of the anecdote has been
completely lost. On the other hand, we cannot detect any trace in it of a deliberately
transformative activity of the legend aiming to glorify Christ more explicitly.
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11. The account of the healing of a sick man in Jerusalem on a Sabbath, which we have
already cited above *) and do not wish to repeat here, concludes with Jesus' words: "My
Father has been working until now, and | too am working." **)

Y Vol. |, p. 128 ff.
**) Chapter 5, Verse 17.

— If we are to truly believe these words were spoken in a similar context and for a
corresponding reason, we must assume that in their original form, the opposition to
misconceptions about God's Sabbath rest was more clearly and succinctly expressed
than it is here. However, that particular sequence, as well as the elaboration of the
incident described earlier, might belong only to the compiler of the Gospel and should
not be considered authentic.

Following this statement, the editor of the Gospel, ostensibly presenting Jesus' defense
against the reproaches made anew by the Jews for calling God His Father, has linked a
series of varied statements, which we will again list separately (Nos. 12—15).

42. “Truly, truly, | say to you: the Son can do nothing of His own accord, but only what
He sees the Father doing! For what the Father does, the Son does likewise, for the
Father loves the Son and shows Him all that He is doing. Even greater works than these
will He show Him, so that you may marvel. Just as the Father raises the dead and gives
them life, so also the Son gives life to whom He will. Likewise, the Father judges no
one, but has given all judgment to the Son, so that all may honor the Son, just as they
honor the Father. Whoever does not honor the Son does not honor the Father who sent
Him.” *)

*) Verse 19 ff.

— Were it not presumptuous, it might seem intriguing enough to investigate the original
form of Jesus' statements from which John has crafted the present one and so many
other subsequent ones. With truly speculative depth, the relationship of the Son to the
Father is articulated here; that is to say, and we may assert this in John's own sense
(since this is evidently not just about Christ's personal appearance): the relationship of
the God within the world to the God outside the world. Both are in the spirit of One.
They share the task of giving life; the Son does this within the existing creation —
obviously not in a physical sense, but spiritually — the Father has been doing it



eternally through His creative activity and will do it again at the end of days by bringing
forth a new heaven and a new earth. But the task of judgment, as it is purely within the
world and presupposes the existing creation, has been wholly entrusted by the Father to
the Son, even though the Son **) did not come into the world to judge, but with the
higher purpose of blessing, i.e., to give life.

**) Chapter 3, 17.

— While these profound truths must have certainly been contained in the words spoken
by Christ, it is to be assumed that He did not express them in the theoretical form that
His disciple lends them here. The latter must have particularly had in mind, among other
things, the words spoken against the disciples, which the Synoptics have handed down
to us, that whoever receives them, receives Him, and whoever receives Him, receives
the One who sent Him ***).

***) Matthew 10, 40 ff. and parallels.
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13. "Truly, truly, | say to you: whoever hears my word and believes in the one who sent
me has eternal life and will not come under judgment but has passed from death to life."

%)
*) Verse 24. (Mark 9, 1 and parallels.)
221

14. "Truly, truly, | say to you: there comes a time and it is already now when the dead
will hear the voice of the Son of God, and those who hear it will live! Just as the Father
has life in himself, so he also gave the Son to have life in himself. And he gave him the
power to hold judgment, because he is the Son of Man. Do not be amazed at this: for a
time is coming when all who are in the tombs will hear his voice and will come out,
those who have done good to the resurrection of life, but those who have done evil to
the resurrection of judgment! | can do nothing on my own. As | hear, | judge, and my
judgment is just because | do not pursue my own will, but the will of the one who sent
me." **)!

%) \/. 25 ff,



For interpreters, from ancient times to this spot, the blending of the concept of spiritual
resurrection, which should be realized already in this life and in the immediate present,
with the concept of a future bodily resurrection has posed significant challenges.
However, the connection is anything but unclear, and has already been understood by
the latest interpreters more accurately than by their predecessors. The latter concept, in
fact, appears only in a parenthetical sentence; Jesus (John) reminds the Jews of the
resurrection of the dead, already known to them from the proclamations of the prophets
***), to bring them closer to the concept of that awakening of the dead that was primarily
at stake at the moment, the revival to rebirth in spirit, to the Traivn krioig.

***) Dan. 12, 2. It should not have been overlooked that V. 28 f. has a clear
reference to this prophetic passage.

This awakening, as already stated above (No. 12), just as the associated judgment on
those who cannot be awakened in this way, belongs entirely to the immanent God of the
world, the Son. This means, both are not mechanical actions that could be performed
from outside against the world, but it is the inherent self-development of the divine spirit
born into the world, the self-realization of the necessity that underlies the freedom of this
spirit. That this judgment is a just one: the unity of the Son with the Father guarantees it,
and that the Son does nothing of his own, but what he sees the Father doing. Attention
is especially drawn to how this immanent judgment is modeled on that judgment which
denotes the end of this world. The latter judgment is clearly spoken of in V. 28. 29. Here,
it remains an artificial interpretation if one also wants to refer these words to an
immanent and present judgment, to a non-bodily but spiritual resurrection. However, the
explicit reference back to the previous is contained in the thirtieth verse. If the
connection of this verse with the two preceding it were to be logically sharply and
concisely grasped (where we must admit that, given John's writing style, it remains
uncertain whether the most logically concise meaning always applies to what he
meant): then he would understand that in those two verses, Jesus wanted to refer to the
example granted by the Jews of a judgment not coming from him, but from the Father,
to be able to speak of that judgment which he speaks of here as that immanent in the
world and history, not as arising from his personal arbitrariness, but from the same
divine necessity from which the judgment at the end of days flows. The "as | hear, so |
judge", would accordingly be expressly related to a typification of the latter, the last
judgment, to that judgment which Jesus designated as transferred to him, the Son. In
the Last Judgment itself, however, according to this connection, we would not have to
think of the Son but of the Father as the judge. This seems to conflict with the synoptic
passages of the return of the Son of Man; but it can be reconciled with them by
assuming that even in them, the ongoing immanent judgment is spoken of, and of the
last only insofar as the immanent world development continues to work in it, or to speak



in the words of our Evangelist, even there the Father only confirms and strengthens the
actions of the Son. - When, by the way, the reason for the office of judge transferred to
the Son is expressly named that he is the "Son of Man” *): it indicates the necessity of
an immanence of the judging principle in human nature, and credit is due to John for
having correctly identified and illuminated the sense in which Jesus had chosen this
designation for himself through the present context.

*) This passage is remarkable in that it is the only one in which the expression
uiog Tou AvBpwTrou appears without an article.
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15. "If | bear witness of myself, my testimony is not true. There is another who bears
witness of me, and | know that his testimony of me is true. You sent to John, and he
bore witness to the truth. | do not receive testimony from men; but | say these things
that you may be saved. He was the burning and shining lamp, and you were willing for a
time to rejoice in his light. But | have a greater witness than John's; for the works which
the Father has given me to finish—the very works that | do—bear witness of me, that
the Father has sent me. And the Father Himself, who sent me, has testified of me. You
have neither heard His voice at any time, nor seen His form. And you do not have His
word abiding in you, because whom He sent, Him you do not believe. You search the
Scriptures, for in them you think you have eternal life; and these are they which testify of
me. But you are not willing to come to me that you may have life. | do not receive honor
from men. But | know you, that you do not have the love of God in you. | have come in
my Father's name, and you do not receive me; if another comes in his own name, him
you will receive. How can you believe, who receive honor from one another, and do not
seek the honor that comes from the only God? Do not think that | shall accuse you to
the Father; there is one who accuses you—Moses, in whom you trust. For if you
believed Moses, you would believe me; for he wrote about me. But if you do not believe
his writings, how will you believe my words?” *)

*} V. 31 ff. (Matt. 11:9 ff. and parallels.)

— This passage, more than many others, provides a convenient opportunity to gain a
clearer insight into the way in which the speeches and sayings of Jesus have been
transformed in John. It is unmistakably based on sayings of the kind that Matthew
attributes to Jesus in response to the message sent by the forerunner **).

**) Matt. 11:7 ff.



Here the Apostle has expanded these sayings into a more detailed theory about Jesus'
relationship to his predecessors, about the testimony that these predecessors give to
him, and about that which lies in his own deeds, and put such a theory into the mouth of
the Master himself. However, one should compare the words spoken by Jesus in
Matthew and those spoken by him in John and ask oneself if the same one who spoke
those mighty, divinely lively words could also speak these, which, while corresponding
in meaning with those, are faded and weakened through reflection!
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16. Following the account of the feeding miracle, whose convergence and divergence
from the parallel portrayal of the synoptic gospels we have previously noted ***), our
Gospel ties in a detailed conversation between Jesus and an unspecified crowd. The
occasion for this conversation is related as follows t).

*%) Book IV, p. 507 f,
1) Cap. 6, V. SS ff.

The day after that feeding, the people who had been present sought Jesus. For it was
observed that he had not entered the boat with his disciples, the only boat available for
the crossing over the lake. When they couldn't find him (because he had, in a
miraculous manner, walked across the lake), they boarded the boats which had since
arrived from Liberias to that place and looked for him in Capernaum. There they asked
him when he had come. Jesus answered, “Truly, truly, | say to you, you seek me, not
because you saw signs, but because you ate of the loaves and were filled. Do not labor
for the food which perishes, but for the food which endures to everlasting life, which the
Son of Man will give you, because God the Father has set His seal on Him.” They then
asked him, “What shall we do, that we may work the works of God?” Jesus answered,
“This is the work of God, that you believe in Him whom He sent.” They said to him,
“What sign will You perform then, that we may see it and believe You? What work will
You do? Our fathers ate the manna in the desert; as it is written, *) ‘He gave them bread
from heaven to eat.”

*) Ps. 78:24.

Jesus then said to them, “Truly, truly, | say to you, Moses did not give you the bread
from heaven, but my Father gives you the true bread from heaven. For the bread of God
is He who comes down from heaven and gives life to the world.” Then they said to him,
“Lord, give us this bread always.” Jesus said to them, “| am the bread of life. He who



comes to me shall never hunger, and he who believes in me shall never thirst. But | said
to you that you have seen me and yet do not believe. All that the Father gives me will
come to me, and the one who comes to me | will by no means cast out. For | have come
down from heaven, not to do my own will, but the will of Him who sent me. And this is
the will of Him who sent me, that of all He has given me | should lose nothing but should
raise it up at the last day. And this is the will of Him who sent me, that everyone who
sees the Son and believes in Him may have everlasting life; and | will raise him up at
the last day.”

226

Although what follows is still reported as spoken in a continuation of the conversation
with the previous matter: we nevertheless allow ourselves to break off here for the time
being to form an opinion about the connection of these speeches with the miraculous
event, with which our evangelist links them. Nothing can be clearer than that this
connection is a forced one, indeed that the content of the conversation itself stands in
obvious contradiction to it. The Jews demand (V. 30) a sign from Jesus by which he
should authenticate himself before them; they demand it with explicit reference to the
heavenly bread, which the Israelites received from Moses in the desert. This demand
does not presuppose that Jesus had performed a miracle of the kind like that for which
those asking him are supposed to have sought him out at this moment, but it
presupposes that he had not done such a miracle. It presupposes this so obviously that
some interpreters have wanted to resort to the pitiful excuse that those asking were not
the same who Jesus had fed the day before; while Jesus explicitly treats them (V. 26) as
the very same, and one would think that a miracle performed in front of five thousand
withesses such a short time before would have spared Jesus the reminder of the
similarly miraculous act which Moses once did, which we see directed at him here, no
matter from whose mouth. Also, his answer, far from referring to the miracle he had
performed and starting from there when hinting at the higher, spiritual heavenly bread
given to men in his person— (which would have been all the more necessary the easier
that physical miracle could promote the misunderstanding that Jesus wants to
counteract by denying that Moses' manna is the true heavenly bread), instead connects
to the memory of the manna brought up by the speakers in such a way that the idea of
the heavenly bread is solely motivated by this memory, and one does not miss any
further motivation by the supposed preceding event. — Added to this is the following
circumstance. The very first words of the conversation betray to anyone sufficiently
familiar with Christ's way of thinking a different, indeed the exact opposite meaning from
that which our evangelist imposes on them. The same Christ, who we hear so explicitly
and with such indignation reproaching the craving for miracles of his unbelieving
contemporaries, cannot possibly have reproached the Jews here for seeking him out



not for the signs he performed in front of them. He can do so all the less, the more
contradictory the contrast is which, according to our evangelist, he imposes on the Jews
as the real reason why they seek him out. If the Jews really sought him out as a result
of the feeding miracle, one can by no means assume that they did so because of the
well-being that the satiation granted them, since they could achieve this satisfaction with
so little effort in other ways; what drove them was always the miraculous nature of that
feeding. The contrast is therefore also flawed in this respect, just as it is in relation to
the disposition assumed in Christ, favorable to belief in miracles and demands for them.
— In fact, the following sentence immediately shows us clearly enough, if we muster the
courage to look beyond the completely untenable form in which the editor of the gospel
has handed down these speeches, how we have to understand this contrast either in
the speaker's own sense or in that of the original recorder. If one has to choose under
which of the two elements of this second contrast, the "perishable food" or the "food for
eternal life," one should classify the "signs and miracles" mentioned there: anyone
somewhat familiar with Christ's disposition will say without much hesitation that in his
sense they could only be the former, not the latter. If Christ, or John in the spirit of
Christ, really juxtaposed these two antitheses in a similar way to what we find here, he
must have done so in such a way that in the first sentence the onueioig (signs), as well
as in the second the Bpwaoig atroAAupevn (perishable food), was contrasted with a
Bpwoig pevouoa ig {wnv aiwviov (food enduring to eternal life), be it in literal or
figurative terms. For further on, the manna, which Jesus also refers to there as the other
of the true heavenly bread, is in the same category as the onpcioig (signs), which the
Jews demand from him. — This reflection must therefore reinforce our assumption,
which is aroused by the circumstances mentioned before. The reference of this
conversation back to the alleged miraculous event is a contrived one; but the
conversation is either independent of such a reference at all, or like that synoptic one
about leaven, it is related to the parable of the bread feeding told by Christ, as we have
demonstrated in the fourth book, either really held or excellently elaborated by the
apostle.
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Whichever of these various possible cases may be the correct one, we believe in any
case that we can discern the motive in the present conversation which prompted the
editor of our Gospel to include and place the frequently mentioned miraculous event
where it appears in his work. The fact that, according to the apostle's original writing, the
conversation should have taken place in a different setting and for a different reason
than indicated in the present report, is hinted at by a trace found in the remark added at
the end of it *) which states that the conversation took place in the synagogue of
Capernaum.



*) V. 59.

This note seems to have prompted the editor, who could not avoid placing the feeding
on the other side of the lake due to the crossing of the lake **) that remained associated
with it in his mind, to the cumbersome and laborious account of how the crowd sought
Jesus the day after the feeding and finally found him. Without this, he probably would
have followed the feeding directly with the conversation.

**) Compare Book IV, p. 520.

Of course, it presupposes a high degree of lack of judgment if he could imagine that, by
placing this conversation in the mouths of the Jews who had just been fed by Jesus, he
had properly motivated it. However, this lack of judgment remains the same if the
conversation is initially narrated in the context it has received in our Gospel; where then
the criticism would not only apply to the editor but also to the original narrator of the
conversation. If, on the other hand, our assumptions about the composition of the
Gospel in general are accepted: the inappropriateness of the conversation for its
alleged occasion attests to its relative authenticity. With this view, we shouldn't be
confused by the many repetitions found in this conversation. They are entirely in John's
style, which is certainly not a faithful reflection of the manner of his master. Jesus
himself, if, as we do not doubt based on the present account, ever called himself the
Bread of Life and compared his words to the manna in the desert, undoubtedly did so in
a brief, ingeniously bold saying of the kind many of which are handed down to us by the
Synoptists. It's implausible that he would have sought to impose that paradoxical
concept on the stubborn, hard-of-hearing Jews in such lengthy discourses as here.
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The words we have had before us so far only constitute the beginning of the
conversation which, after the somewhat foreign side turn starting in the last of the words
we shared, returns once more to a further explanation about the Bread of Heaven. For
the sake of clarity, we present the remainder of the entire discourse in two separate
sections, thereby suggesting that what we've separated here might have constituted
separate parts in the original text of John, or at least not connected in the exact manner
as in the Gospel.
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17. Regarding this statement where he calls himself the Bread from Heaven, the Jews
are astonished and ask, "Is this not Jesus, the son of Joseph, whose father and mother
we know? How can he say, 'l have come down from heaven?" Jesus answers them,
"Do not grumble among yourselves! No one can come to me unless the Father who
sent me draws him; and |, | will raise him up on the last day. It is written in the prophets
*): They will all be taught by God.

*) Isa. 54:13.

Everyone who hears and learns from the Father comes to me. Not that anyone has
seen the Father except the one who is from God; he has seen the Father. Truly, truly, |
tell you, whoever believes in me has eternal life!" **)

)\ 41 ff,

— The interjection of the Jews, which gives rise to these statements, reminds us
strikingly of the scene in Nazareth ***), so that we should identify it as an echo of that
incident, as much as we also acknowledge the possibility that such expressions of
disbelief may have occurred more often and in a very similar manner.

***) Mark 6:3 and parallels.

Incorporating it into the present context can by no means be considered successful,
whether it came from the Apostle himself or, as we'd prefer to think, from the editor. It
very clearly bears the prejudice which deemed those words to be a response to an
explicit statement by Jesus about himself; however, the self-designation through the
image of the Bread from Heaven was certainly the least suitable for this. Jesus'
response refers directly to the foregoing. Its kinship with the well-known synoptic
statement about divine sonship t) is unmistakable.

T) Matt. 11:27 and parallels.

However, | believe | discern a particular reference through them, which, in the form
preserved for us by the Apostle and his successor, doesn't emerge directly. It seems to
me not improbable that Jesus spoke these, or rather words similar to these, intending to
counteract the misconception that he attributed to himself the power to arbitrarily select
those he intended for his kingdom and its blessedness. — The assurance that he will
raise his own on the last day ties in with the synoptic statements about the Parousia and
should be interpreted in the same manner, while it's clear that both, by their unforced
convergence, gain significantly in weight and authority.
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18. "l am the bread of life. Your fathers ate the bread in the desert and died. This is the
bread that comes down from heaven so that anyone who eats it will not die. | am the
living bread that came down from heaven. Whoever eats this bread will live forever. And
the bread that | will give is my flesh, which | will give for the life of the world." — Then
the Jews began to argue sharply among themselves, "How can he give us his flesh to
eat?" Jesus said to them, "Truly, truly, I tell you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of
Man and drink his blood, you have no life in you. Whoever eats my flesh and drinks my
blood has eternal life, and | will raise them up on the last day. For my flesh is real food,
and my blood is real drink. Whoever eats my flesh and drinks my blood remains in me,
and | in them. Just as the living Father sent me, and | live because of the Father, so the
one who feeds on me will live because of me. This is the bread that came down from
heaven. It is not like the bread the fathers ate and died. Whoever eats this bread will live
forever!" )

*) V. 51 ff,

It cannot be denied that this return to the parable of the bread of life and the elaboration
of it into the extensive discourse about eating and drinking the flesh and blood of Christ
is, for us, highly unsettling, even repelling and distasteful. The view that not only the
composition of the Gospel but also the character of the discourses attributed to the
Apostle can, under no circumstances, assert this conversation as one actually
conducted by Jesus himself will be regarded as a gain by every impartial reader here,
as in many other places in our Gospel. However, we would be reluctant to deny the
same to the Apostle for the aforementioned reasons. In its flaws as well as in its virtues,
it is too similar to what we consider the apostolic core of the Gospel to not be counted,
at least substantially, among the components of this core. | am convinced that the
passage we have here primarily in front of us emerged in the Apostle John from a
memory of the words of the Last Supper's institution. Not that he wanted to report these
words, spoken at another time and under entirely different circumstances, historically.
Instead, he ties their content to a different context that seemed suitable to him to
illuminate both this context through them and vice versa.

*) In a similar way, we see the words of the Last Supper used to express a notion
independent of the explicit reference to the sacrament as such by Ignatius
(where a use of our Gospel cannot be assumed, but an influence of the
Johannine school is indeed likely), in the letter to the Romans, ¢. 7: aptov Tou



Beou BeAw, o o1 oapg ‘Incou XpioTou, Tou €K yevoug AaBId. kai TTopa BeAw 10
QIPa QUTOU, O ECTIV QYQTTN apBapToG.

Whether such clarification was successful for him is, of course, another question; the
many disputes that have taken place throughout the times of Christian scholarship
about the interpretation of this passage seem to argue against it **).

**) Compare the interesting overview of various opinions on this passage in
appendix 8 of Liicke's Commentary.

However, it should be noted that this diversity of opinions was largely based on the
dogmatic value attributed to the passage, seeing it as an authentic statement of the
Lord himself, which one had to acknowledge as binding for religious conviction; hence
everyone had to try to reconcile it with their other dogmatic views. Where this
consideration is absent, the basis for doubt also disappears, suggesting that the Apostle
indeed intended to equate his view on the meaning of the Lord's Supper with the
significance of the previously discussed and subsequently resumed statement that He is
the bread of life. But as this statement is understood and explained in a purely spiritual
sense in the previous and even more strikingly in the subsequent passage (No. 19), we
must assume that the Apostle understood eating the flesh and drinking the blood of
Christ in the Eucharist only in terms of spiritual communion of teaching and life, and
thus could only consider the symbols as external signs. | even believe | recognize a
direct reference to these signs in the way the two symbolic discourses, about the bread
of life and about the flesh and blood, are connected. This connection seems to be
specifically designed to draw attention to the reason why the bread in the Lord's Supper
occupies the same position as a factual sign as the flesh of the Lord in the words of
institution; both symbols, the verbal and the factual, as equivalent signs of the life
community established through the death of Christ, correspond as in the present
discourse both ideas are treated as interchangeable terms *).

*) Regarding the blood and wine, one could perhaps find the corresponding
explanation in the parable of the vine and the branches in Chap. 15, which by its
position in our Gospel seems to hint at a reference to the Lord's Supper, and
where V. 4 f. the pevelv ev gpoi from our current conversation is literally repeated.
— Both passages in this sense combined and compared with the synoptic words
of institution would provide an interesting contribution to the characterization of
the way John has reflectively reworked or rather used statements of the Lord as
a theme for his own reasoned elaborations.
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19. Many of his disciples who had heard this speech said, "This is a hard saying, who
can bear it?" When Jesus noticed that the disciples were murmuring about it among
themselves, he said to them, "Does this offend you? What if you see the Son of Man
ascending to where he was before? It is the spirit that gives life, the flesh is of no use!
The words | speak to you are spirit and life. However, there are some among you who
do not believe." (Indeed, adds presumably not the apostle but the editor, Jesus knew
from the beginning who those were who did not believe and who would betray him); this
is why | told you that no one can come to me unless it is granted by my Father." *)

*) V. 60 ff.

— The context of this speech with the previous one has been interpreted in various
ways; finding a completely satisfactory interpretation, i.e., one that would be recognized
as the only correct one to the exclusion of all others, may be almost impossible. The
connection between the sentences spoken by Jesus and the disciples' preceding
statement seems arbitrary, which will always allow for diverse interpretations, precisely
because what is truly striking and cohesive is missing. | must confess that | am unable
to form a definite opinion on how much of this combination can be attributed to the
apostle and how much to the reviser. It's possible that the statements about the spirit
and the flesh and about the significance of Christ's words as spirit and life were written
down by the apostle in relation to the previous talk of eating the flesh and drinking the
blood; but it is equally possible that, having been written down in a completely different
context, they were given this position and meaning by the editor's whim.

20. After this conversation, when many of Jesus' disciples left him, he said to the
Twelve, "Do you also want to leave?" Simon Peter answered, "Lord, to whom shall we
go? You have the words of eternal life, and we have believed and know that you are the
Holy One of God!" Jesus replied, "Did | not choose you, the Twelve? And yet one of you
is an enemy!" *)

*) V. 66 ff,

If we don't feel compelled to consider these words as directly written down in their
present form by the apostle himself: it is obvious to recognize in them a somewhat
vague and significantly clouded reminiscence of sayings preserved for us in their true
form by the Synoptic Gospels. Peter's words remind us of two different statements from
this disciple found in Mark**); the fact that the disciple explicitly speaks of the words of
eternal life that the Master speaks to them seems to be worded with a specific reference
to Jesus's previous statement (V. 63).



**) Mark 8:29, 16:28, and parallels.

The curious statement regarding Judas Iscariot might easily have been shaped by a
similar transfer of the prediction of his betrayal pronounced on the last night, as,
according to our previous comment, the statement about eating the flesh and drinking
the blood was shaped by transferring the words of institution of the Last Supper.
Although we found it probable that Jesus had already discerned the character of the
one who was to betray him from the very beginning ***).

***) Compare Vol. 1, p. 395 f.

This does not necessarily lead to the probability that Jesus would have expressed this
insight in such harsh words so early on t).

1) diaBoAog cannot be translated as "devil" here; one might refer to Mark 8:33 for
the milder meaning of this expression, where Peter himself is addressed by the
Lord as "Satan". However, the covert allusion to the intended disciple gives this
word a hardness, which makes it appear nothing but an actual statement of
condemnation.

Such an utterance would have, as some claim, provoked individual disciples to
introspection and concern rather than a mutual distrust among all, something Jesus
could not have intended to provoke. But if the statement was really transferred from a
later time, it serves as further evidence of our view on that synoptic passage, in which,
according to our previous interpretation, we only perceive an indication of the betrayal in
general and not a specific designation of Judas. *)

*) Book IV, p. 601 ff.

— The hand of the reviser is also betrayed in this passage by the repeatedly inserted
assurances of the knowledge that Jesus supposedly had from the outset about the
character of all the people around him, and especially of his betrayer.
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21. In response to the urging of his brothers to accompany them to the Feast of
Tabernacles **), Jesus replied, "My time has not yet come, but your time is always
ready.



**) Compare Book Ill, p. 310 f.

The world cannot hate you, but it hates me because | testify about it that its works are
evil. You, you may go to this festival; I, | am not going to this festival, for my time has not
yet been fulfilled." ***)

***) Chapter 7, v. 6 ff.

— In these words, whether they were written down by the apostle or the editor, one can
discern a genuine memory. It's just that they probably belong to a much earlier time —
perhaps the same time as the story of the wedding at Cana, where a very similar
remark occurs, or even the time when, according to the probably historically sound
account of the Hebrew Gospel t), Jesus was urged by his mother and brothers to be
baptized by John — one can see expressed in them what also emerges from many
other traces of his life story: that Jesus in his external actions and abstentions was
guided by an inner voice that, similar to the daimonion of Socrates, warned him against
impermissible steps and urged him to take those that were conducive to his work *).

T) Jerome, Against Pelagius, llI, 1.

*) Similar phenomena in the history of the Apostles: Acts 16:6 s. 21, 4 ff. Gal. 2:2
et al. — Compare also above Vol. |, p. 430 ff.

It is inherent in the concept of the activity of an extraordinary, world-historical man that
in those externalities, which are indifferent to others and therefore left to their discretion,
he is bound to a specific decision; that for him, even in such cases, only one thing can
be the right thing, whereas for others, this, as well as some other thing, is equally right
and permissible. Such a necessity, grounded in the providential context of his position
and actions, tends to manifest itself — several notable examples from the life stories of
such men could be cited in support, generally evidenced by the belief in premonitions,
voices of destiny, etc., frequently found in them — as a kind of instinctual drive,
unaware of its reasons and purposes, which urges action in a particular direction or
deters from another such direction. Such a voice of destiny, we believe, is what Jesus
intended to express in the words that may underlie the passage highlighted here.
However, the evangelist seems to have wanted to portray him as simply making a
prudent assessment of the danger that awaited him in Jerusalem; moreover, in the
evangelist's account, the statement loses all its significance since Jesus himself
immediately acts contrary to it.
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22. At the astonishment of the Jews, wondering how he, without having attended a
school, had acquired his knowledge, Jesus (in Jerusalem, during the Feast of
Tabernacles) replied: "My teaching is not mine but His who sent me. If anyone is willing
to do His will, he will know of the teaching, whether it is of God, or whether | speak on
My own. He who speaks from himself seeks his own glory; but He who is seeking the
glory of the One who sent Him, He is true, and there is no unrighteousness in Him. Did
not Moses give you the law, yet none of you carries out the law? Why do you seek to Kkill
me?" The crowd answered, "You have a demon! Who seeks to kill You?" Jesus replied,
"I performed one work, and you all marvel. Moses gave you circumcision (not that it is
from Moses, but from the fathers), and you circumcise on the Sabbath. If a man
receives circumcision on the Sabbath so that the law of Moses will not be broken, are
you angry with me because | made an entire man well on the Sabbath? Do not judge by
appearances, but judge with right judgment." Some of the Jerusalem residents said, "Is
this not the man they seek to kill? Look, he speaks openly, and they say nothing to him.
Have the authorities really recognized him as the Messiah? But we know where this
man is from; when the Messiah comes, no one will know where he is from." Then Jesus
cried out in the temple, teaching and saying, "You both know me, and you know where |
am from; and | have not come of myself, but He who sent me is true, whom you do not
know. | know Him because | am from Him, and He sent me." So they sought to seize
Him; and no man laid his hand on Him, because His hour had not yet come. Many of
the crowd believed in Him and said, "When the Messiah comes, will he do more signs
than this man has done?" The Pharisees heard the crowd murmuring these things about
Him, and the Pharisees and the chief priests sent officers to arrest Him. Jesus said, "For
a little while longer | am with you, then | go to Him who sent me. You will seek me and
will not find me; and where | am, you cannot come." The Jews then said to one another,
"Where does this man intend to go that we will not find him? Does he intend to go to the
Dispersion among the Greeks, and teach the Greeks? What is this statement that he
said, '"You will seek me and not find me, and where | am, you cannot come?’” *)

*) v. 14 .
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| can only regard this lengthy conversation as a rather clumsy composition, not of the
Apostle, but of the reviser. The pronouncements of Christ in it do not form the main
content, as in the genuinely Johannine discourses; they are insignificant, and almost
always either repetitions of other Johannine sayings or weak reminiscences of such
sayings known to us from the Synoptics. Those former sayings are placed in the
present context far worse than elsewhere. Who, reading this passage without bias, can



endure hearing Christ, in response to the two-fold question — first, about the source of
his Scriptural knowledge, and then, how He, whose identity they claim to know well,
could be the Messiah — instead of the witty replies he usually has in the Synoptics to
such questions, hear him answer with the monotonous, dull reference to the one who
sent him? When he repeats the words about returning to the Father, the proclamation
that they will seek and not find him *), once again to the point of tedium in front of those
who absurdly misunderstand them?

*) Compare Cap. 8, 21. Cap. 13, 33.

— But the other reminiscences fit here no better. How bland is the reproach about the
Jews' attitude towards the Mosaic law, when you compare it with that synoptic
conversation with the Pharisees about observing the law **)?

**)Mark 7, 1 ff. and parallels.

Furthermore, how unmotivated and arbitrary in this context is the reference to the
healing that took place on the Sabbath! The narrator undoubtedly refers to the incident
at the Bethesda pool; he still seems to consider it the only event ***), whereby Jesus
could have attracted the attention of the Jews in Jerusalem.

***) Indeed, in contradiction to v. 31.

But the way it is mentioned includes an unmistakable reference to the synoptic sayings
about healing on the Sabbath 1), with an awkward attempt to find the right expression
for it, and instead, an evidently distorted and askew one is chosen.

1) Especially Matthew 12, 3 ff., but also Matthew 12, 11 f. Luke 13, 14 ff. 14, 5.

— Similarly slanted throughout are the reproachful speeches of the Jews, wherein
already at multiple instances, here as elsewhere, it's problematic that the crowd, the
vast majority, is introduced as engaging in dialogue with Jesus. We find in these
discourses another reminder of the remarks of Jesus' countrymen in Nazareth. But by
how much better these are told in the Synoptics, without any interference of the
inappropriate question of whether Jesus is the Messiah, and (excluding Luke) of the
equally inappropriate presumption of intent to kill him! This latter is spoken of here as
clumsily as possible, as an acknowledged matter, which one would only wonder why it
hasn't been executed yet.
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23. The subsequent narration, which the narrator places on the last day of the festival
(referred to as "the great" day (?) by him) *), bears a very similar character to the
preceding.

*) V. 37 ff.

In reference to (as most interpreters understand it) the festive rite of water pouring,
Jesus speaks: "If anyone is thirsty, let him come to me and drink! He who believes in
me, as the Scripture says, streams of living water will flow from within them." — It
characterizes the limited dogmatic view of our narrator, if he understands these words,
which are undoubtedly meant to be understood (even if they were, as | find not unlikely,
only modeled after the conversation between Jesus and the Samaritan woman) in
relation to the Spirit that can ignite and has truly ignited at all times and in every believer
through the word and teachings of the Lord, as only referring to the specific spiritual
gifts with which only after the Lord's death were the apostles equipped. — He then
follows with a scene in which some from the crowd, oddly enough, at least for a
moment, seem to want to declare Jesus as "the prophet", as "the Messiah", solely
based on that word, while others remind that according to the Scriptures, the Messiah
should come from David's lineage, from the town of Bethlehem. Attempts to capture him
fail again; the servants of the priests and Pharisees, reprimanded by their superiors,
praise the power of his words; the Pharisees believe that none of the dignitaries, but
only the common folk, out of ignorance of the Law, are being misled by him. When
Nikodemus thus rebukes them, they ask him if he might also be a Galilean; because
from Galilee, once and for all (a historically false assertion), no prophet could come.
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24. When Jesus, having arrived at the Temple early in the morning from the Mount of
Olives, begins teaching while sitting before a large gathering, the scribes and Pharisees
bring to him a woman caught in adultery, place her before him, and say: "Teacher, this
woman was caught in the act of adultery. In the Law, Moses commanded us to stone
such women. Now, what do you say?" They said this to test him so that they could bring
charges against him. Jesus stooped down and wrote with his finger on the ground;
when they kept questioning him, he straightened up and said: "He among you who is
without sin may cast the first stone at her!" Then he stooped down again and wrote on
the ground. Those who heard this were convicted by their conscience and went away
one by one, from the oldest to the youngest, leaving Jesus alone with the woman
standing before him. Jesus straightened up, and seeing no one but the woman, said:



"Woman, where are your accusers? Did no one condemn you?" She replied: "No one,
Lord!" Then Jesus said: "Neither do | condemn you. Go and sin no more!” *)

*) Cap. 8, V. 1 ff.

The numerous external and internal difficulties that have been raised by a series of
critics, both old and new, against this fragment, which is famously suspected due to
reasons of external text criticism, would not persuade us to assume its inauthenticity,
especially in relation to the other parts of this gospel, given our understanding of all the
narrative sections of this gospel. Although these difficulties are significant, they are by
no means greater than those we have already encountered in many other sections and
will continue to find. However, the piece stands out so distinctly in character and style
from all the other Johannine narratives and seems so alien amidst its immediate
surroundings (which, while not forming a well-grounded connection, still maintains a
relatively consistent tone) that we must share the doubt caused by its absence in so
many manuscripts. Whether it can even be counted among the original components of
the gospel in the same way as the other non-apostolic narratives we've identified is
questionable. In its presentation, and to some extent in its spirit, it seems to align more
closely with those synoptic narratives which introduce Christ, during his stay in
Jerusalem shortly before his death, coming daily into the city from Bethany or the Mount
of Olives in the early morning, teaching in the temple and engaging in exchanges with
scribes trying to test him. This would harmonize with the note of Eusebius *), according
to which this or a similar narrative was found in the Hebrew gospel; of this apocryphal
gospel, there is no doubt that it was closer to the synoptic than to the Johannine.

*) Euseb. H. E. lll, 39.

How it found its way into the current context is not easily discerned; however, if we
deem it permissible (which the double ending of the gospel and the peculiar nature of
the 21st chapter, which diverges from the general character of the narrative in a manner
not entirely dissimilar from this fragment, seem to suggest) to assume not just a single,
but a double revision of our gospel, then at least the possibility emerges that the
inclusion of this fragment belongs to this second revision. Yet it would indeed be
puzzling that no such variance in manuscripts exists regarding that final chapter. The
comment in the following passage (V. 15) "l judge no one" might have provided the
occasion for inserting it here. As for the historical accuracy of this anecdote, while we
find it improbable that it occurred exactly as described, the response of Jesus as
recounted seems so characteristic that we can easily imagine him delivering itin a
different context, perhaps in a case of a more ambiguous nature than the one narrated
here.
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25. “l, | am the light of the world. Whoever follows me will not walk in darkness but will
have the light of life." The Pharisees then replied, "You testify about yourself; your
testimony is not true." Jesus answered, "Even if | testify about myself, my testimony is
true, for | know where | came from and where | am going, but you do not know where |
come from or where | am going. You judge according to the flesh; | judge no one. And
yet if | do judge, my judgment is true, for it is not | alone who judge, but | and the Father
who sent me. In your Law it is written that the testimony of two people is true. | am the
one who testifies about myself, and the Father who sent me testifies about me." They
said to him, "Where is your Father?" Jesus answered, "You neither know me nor my
Father. If you knew me, you would know my Father also." *)

) V. 12 ff,

— These words, which according to the attached comment Jesus is said to have
spoken in the treasury of the temple, contain only clear and rather dull repetitions of
previously expressed sentiments and, like the preceding ones (No. 22. 23), are hardly to
be regarded as genuinely Johannine. The reference to the Law, which demands the
determination of truth by two witnesses, is very awkwardly placed in the present
context. It almost appears to mimic an ingenious turn of phrase that Jesus might have
genuinely employed in some appropriate context, but which the narrator failed to retain
sufficiently in memory to reproduce accurately. — Our narrator concludes this scene
with the tiresomely repeated observation that no one arrested him because his hour had
not yet come.
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26."l, | am going away, and you will seek me, and in your sin, you will die! Where | am
going, you cannot come." Then the Jews said, "Is he perhaps going to kill himself,
saying: where | am going, you cannot come?" And he replied, "You, you are from below,
I, | am from above! You, you are of this world, I, | am not of this world. | told you that you
will die in your sins. For if you do not believe that | am He, you will die in your sins!"
They asked him, "You, who are you then?" And Jesus, "Once and for all, nothing other
than what | speak to you! | have much to talk about you and to judge; but the one who
sent me is true, and |, what | heard from him, | speak to the world." They did not
understand that he was speaking to them about the Father. Then Jesus said, "When
you have lifted up the Son of Man, then you will know that | am He, and that | do nothing



of my own accord, but speak just as my Father taught me. And he who sent me is with
me; the Father has not left me alone, for | always do what pleases him.” *)

) V. 21 ff.

— Again a conversation, full of the most tedious repetitions, the most absurd
misunderstandings, and the most awkward responses from Jesus' side! Assuming such
conversations truly took place, — which we, knowing Christ from better sources, deem
utterly impossible, — how can one possibly believe that the most gifted and favored
disciple of the Lord would have found nothing more important and more fitting of the
Master's dignity to report than these! — In my opinion, the answer to the question of
who he is (V. 25) is given too much credit if one interprets it as a referral not to the letter,
but to the spirit of the speeches. Such a referral would indeed be in line with the true
Christ but not the Johannine Christ. Unless perhaps here too, there is a clouded
memory of pronouncements like the one about the sign of the prophet Jonah *).

*) Compare above Book V, p. 81 ff.
245

27, Jesus said to some Jews who believed in him: "If you remain in my word, you are
truly my disciples, and you will know the truth, and the truth will set you free!" They
replied, "We are descendants of Abraham and have never been slaves to anyone. How
can you say that we will be set free?" Jesus answered, "Very truly | tell you, everyone
who sins is a slave to sin. A slave has no permanent place in the family, but a son
belongs to it forever. So if the Son sets you free, you will be free indeed. | know that you
are descendants of Abraham. Yet you are looking for a way to kill me, because you
have no room for my word. | am telling you what | have seen in the Father's presence,
and you are doing what you have heard from your father." They replied, "Abraham is our
father." Jesus said, "If you were Abraham's children, you would be doing the works
Abraham did. But now you are trying to kill me, a man who has told you the truth that |
heard from God. Abraham did not do such things. You are doing the works of your own
father." The Jews responded, "We are not illegitimate children; we have one Father,
God." Jesus replied, "If God were your Father, you would love me, for | have come here
from God. | have not come on my own; God sent me. Why is my language not clear to
you? Because you cannot hear what | say. You belong to your father, the devil, and you
want to carry out your father's desires. He was a murderer from the beginning, not
holding to the truth, for there is no truth in him. When he lies, he speaks his native
language, for he is a liar and the father of lies. Yet because | tell the truth, you do not
believe me! Can any of you prove me guilty of sin? If | am telling the truth, why don't you



believe me? Whoever belongs to God hears what God says. The reason you do not
hear is that you do not belong to God." — The Jews interjected: "Aren't we right in
saying that you are a Samaritan and demon-possessed?" Jesus replied, "l am not
possessed by a demon, but | honor my Father and you dishonor me. | am not seeking
glory for myself; but there is one who seeks it, and he is the judge. Very truly | tell you,
whoever obeys my word will never see death." The Jews exclaimed, "Now we know that
you are demon-possessed! Abraham died and so did the prophets, yet you say,
"Whoever obeys my word will never taste death.' Are you greater than our father
Abraham? He died, and so did the prophets. Who do you think you are?" Jesus
answered, "If | glorify myself, my glory means nothing. My Father, whom you claim as
your God, is the one who glorifies me. Though you do not know him, | know him. If |
said | did not, | would be a liar like you, but I do know him and obey his word. Your
father Abraham rejoiced at the thought of seeing my day; he saw it and was glad." The
Jews retorted, "You are not yet fifty years old, and you have seen Abraham!" But Jesus
said to them, "Very truly | tell you, before Abraham was, | am!” *)

) V. 31 ff,
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With all the readiness | acknowledge how uncertain the whole fourth gospel remains,
especially in this central part of it, and the separation of elements will always be from
their combination. | alone can explain the peculiar character of this literary work, and so
inevitably | also concede that | do not really see any particular riddles in this entire
section, with the exception of that acknowledged spurious insertion at the beginning of
the eighth chapter. However, | am inclined to recognize more genuine Johannine
components in the present conversation than in the last ones considered. The entirely
superfluous repetitions are not as striking as they were there; what might seem like a
repetition of something already said could partly be considered the original, from which
the previous was modeled. The conversation, although still far removed from the
character of the true i.e. the synoptic sayings of Christ, has a certain posture, similar to
the conversations with Nicodemus and the Samaritan woman. Its theme is the sonship
of Abraham, introduced by the Jews and only conditionally admitted by Jesus. It is
entirely characteristic of John that, at the end, after this theme seems lost in various
side turns of the conversation, he picks it up again and directly connects a sentence to
it, which, with a vigorous and paradoxical twist, expresses the relationship of the divine
personality of Christ to the concept of the privilege acquired by descent from Abraham.
However, in what sense Jesus himself may have commented on this sonship of
Abraham, if one of his own sayings gave rise to this passage, cannot be deduced from
the current explanation, as it is entirely adapted to the theoretical ideas of John.



Namely, | believe | must claim this as more probable, even from the weighty final
sentence in which Christ asserts his priority over Abraham. This is spoken entirely in the
spirit of the Johannine Logos doctrine and strikingly reminds of similar sentences in the
prologue where, in a related sense, John the Baptist attributes a priority of Christ over
himself. An absolute impossibility, however, that the true Christ might not also have said
something like this, especially after sayings like the already frequently mentioned
synoptic one *), cannot really be asserted.

*) Matt. 11:27.

It is certainly said in his sense, just as we find Christ's own meaning completely in it
when Paul expressly includes the Gentiles in the concept of sonship of Abraham, not as
seed of Abraham according to the law, but according to Abraham's faith, following the
prophecy that he will become the "father of many nations" **).

**) Rom. 4:16 f. (compare Gal. 3:29).

However, if our current statement should come from Christ himself, | consider it
probable (a suspicion which | confess | cannot resist, also in relation to the
just-mentioned synoptic source) that Jesus did not speak of himself in the first person,
but of the "Son of Man", which was then confused by the evangelist, who took both
expressions as equivalent. Moreover, with regard to the mention of the sonship of
Abraham in the current conversation, one can be reminded of the saying in the story of
the centurion at Capernaum ***), where, in a similar way, the Jews are declared to have
forfeited the advantages which their descent from the patriarchs should have granted.

***) Matt. 8:11 f.

— It is remarkable (V. 41) in the speech of the Jews how the idea of their descent from
Abraham transitions to the prophet's 1) notion of a direct fatherhood of God.

1) Mal. 2:10.

This transition, albeit unmotivated and awkwardly expressed here, but undoubtedly
founded in the actual mindset of the Jews, offers the most complete analogy one could
ask for to the transition from the idea of Christ as the son of David to the idea of him as
the direct Son of God. In Jesus' response to that proud assertion of the Jews, other
interpreters have already recognized John's peculiar doctrine and way of expression,
according to which anyone who sins is of the devil, and who divides all people into
children of God and children of the devil *).



*) 1 John 3:8 ff.

However, it is far from impossible that Jesus himself might have used this harsh
expression about the Jews in some context. In any case, the reference to that strikingly
related passage in John's letter should prevent the subsequent question from Jesus,
who could accuse him of a sin, from being interpreted in the popular dogmatic way as a
sinlessness that distinguishes him specifically from all other mortals. Because in that
letter **) it is assured of "everyone who is born of God" that he does not sin.

**) V. 9. Cf. Ch. §, 18.
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28. As he passed by, he saw a man blind from birth. His disciples asked him: "Rabbi,
who sinned, this man or his parents, that he was born blind?" Jesus answered: "Neither
this man sinned, nor his parents, but the works of God were to be manifested in him. |
must perform the works of the one who sent me while it is still day — there comes a
night when no one can work. As long as | am in the world, | am the light of the world!"
Saying this, he spat on the ground, made mud, applied it to the eyes of the blind man,
and told him to go and wash in the pool of Siloam (which, according to our narrator,
means: "the sent one"). He went, washed, and came back seeing ***).

***) Chapter 9, Verse 1 ff.

— Following this is a lengthy, for us, once we have the right view on the nature of our
gospel, relatively uninteresting story about how this event became known among the
Jews and the stir it caused among them. It is assumed that there were no witnesses to
the Lord's conversation with the blind man; only after the healing was complete did
people notice the healed man, doubting whether he was the same man they had
previously known as blind, and eventually asked him who healed him. The man refers to
Jesus, otherwise unknown to him (avBpwtrog Aeyouévog Inooug) and describes the
process of his cure. When brought before the Pharisees, he repeats his statement,
leading to another argument about Jesus, partly because the healing (strangely enough,
they had to gather from the healed man's testimony) took place on a Sabbath.
Nevertheless, they still did not want to believe in the fact; they questioned the blind
man's parents. But they refused to answer, fearing the Jews, who, as the reader learns
at this opportunity *), had declared anyone who considered Jesus as the Messiah to be
excommunicated from the synagogue.



*} Compare with vol. |, p. 332. The evangelist seems to have been thinking of the
prohibition (Acts 4:18) that was issued to the apostles a considerable time after
Christ's death.

Then, another conversation unfolds with the formerly blind man about whether Jesus,
as a sinful human, could perform such things, which ends with them throwing the man
out. Jesus then approaches him, asks if he believes in the Son of God, reveals himself
as such upon being asked, and says, as the other man kneels before him **): "For
judgment | came into this world, so that those who do not see might see, and those who
see might become blind."

**) Verse 39.

Hearing this, some Pharisees ask him if he also counts them among the blind. Jesus
replies: "If you were blind, you would have no sin. But now that you claim to see, your
sin remains."
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As is often the case in the fourth gospel, the great precision of detail in this story has
been praised, and it has been seen as a sure sign of the narrator being an eyewitness.
Yet this praise seems especially misplaced here, as the parts of the story that would
particularly merit such recognition don't even claim to be drawn from direct observation.
Indeed, it would be strange if, in all these deliberations of the Jews first among
themselves about the identity of the person they now see with open eyes as the
formerly blind man, and then of these Jews with the formerly blind man himself, followed
by the Pharisees' interaction with him and his parents, the Apostle John had personally
been present. If we think that he learned all these conversations by careful inquiry from
others, perhaps from that healed man who is said to have later joined the disciples of
the Lord, it's striking how he dedicated such care to what seems like trivial chatter,
which, given its outcome, could at best satisfy idle curiosity for him and the readers of
his work, while there were many more important matters to report on which he leaves us
in the dark. — Furthermore, some have deduced from the circumstances accompanying
the healing, which they think, in contrast to the synoptic accounts of the healing of the
blind, diminish rather than enhance the miraculous nature of the event, a favorable
conclusion about its factual truth. However, this presupposes that our narrator must
have known those accounts from his fellow evangelists; a premise that is proven wrong
here the clearer we see from the entire handling of this incident and from its later
mention *) that the narrator knows of no other healing of the blind and considers the one
described here as the only one Jesus had performed.



*) Chapter 11, Verse 37.

Those secondary circumstances, however, are rather of exactly the same kind as the
conversations that followed the event, namely invented after an abstract type, which the
narrator might have formed about the course of such healings. Such as the application
of mud made with saliva according to the well-known beliefs of antiquity about the
healing power of saliva in eye diseases, the washing in the pond of Silva (of which pond
no similar use is otherwise known, and moreover a confusion with the much more
frequently mentioned spring of Silva is likely), after the corresponding process in the
healing of Naeman by the prophet Elisha *).

*) 2 Kings 5:10.

General astonishment has been caused among the interpreters by the parenthetically
added, etymologically (as is at least admitted by most) incorrect interpretation of the
name Silva. Some have wanted to discard it, albeit without adequate support from
manuscripts, as an interpolated gloss, on the pretext that such translations of place
names otherwise do not occur in our [text]. However, the reason for their
non-occurrence is simply that no other Hebrew name gave occasion for a mystical word
play of the kind, as we often find in our evangelist, which one would be just as right to
call "bordering on nonsense" in the present case, as elsewhere **).

**) John 2:19 ff., 11:49 f., 18:9 and others (Against Liicke on this point).

— What a tasteless role the evangelist has Jesus play at the end, in the recruitment of
the new disciple, requires no special remark for those who have understood the spirit of
our previous discussions.
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The probable cause for the inclusion and elaboration of the entire anecdote lies in the
words Jesus speaks at the end about the purpose of his mission. Our evangelist may
have learned of these, either through the records of the apostles or by some other
means, and applied them in the playful manner we just criticized to actual healings of
the blind, of which he had also heard. These words themselves bear the unmistakable
stamp of authenticity, not only as authentic words of John but of Christ himself. The
words supposedly exchanged with the Pharisees thereafter are, however, once again
awkwardly connected by our evangelist. — More concerning than the ones just
considered are the words put into Jesus' mouth at the beginning of the narrative. As for



the disciples' question mentioned there, it has been rightly noted that only according to
a Hellenistic theory, but not according to genuine Jewish worldview, could sin be
presupposed as the cause of the misfortune of the one born blind. That Jesus attributes
to this misfortune the intention that his miraculous power should be revealed in it could
in itself allow a milder interpretation; but it reminds us of how elsewhere our evangelist
likes to emphasize the teleological intention by Jesus himself on occasions of
miraculous deeds and when actual miracles occur *), whereas in the Synoptics Jesus
tends to deliberately conceal his miraculous healings.

*) Compare Chapters 11:4, 15, 42; 12:30.

— The reference to the night when no one can work seems strange coming from the
one whose work was really to begin only after his death; the sentence itself otherwise
reminds of two later ones **), from which it might have been formed.

**) Chapters 11:9-10; 12:35.
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29. "Truly, truly, | say to you, whoever does not enter the sheepfold by the door but
climbs in by another way, that man is a thief and a robber. But he who enters by the
door is the shepherd of the sheep. To him the gatekeeper opens. The sheep hear his
voice, and he calls his own sheep by name and leads them out. When he has brought
out all his own, he goes before them, and the sheep follow him, for they know his voice.
A stranger they will not follow, but they will flee from him, for they do not know the voice
of strangers." This parable was not understood by the Jews who heard it from Jesus.
Jesus said to them again, "Truly, truly, | say to you, | am the door of the sheep. All who
came before me are thieves and robbers, but the sheep did not listen to them. | am the
door. If anyone enters by me, he will be saved and will go in and out and find pasture.
The thief comes only to steal and kill and destroy. | came that they may have life and
have it abundantly. | am the good shepherd. The good shepherd lays down his life for
the sheep. He who is a hired hand and not a shepherd, who does not own the sheep,
sees the wolf coming and leaves the sheep and flees, and the wolf snatches them and
scatters them. He flees because he is a hired hand and cares nothing for the sheep. |
am the good shepherd. | know my own and my own know me, just as the Father knows
me and | know the Father; and | lay down my life for the sheep. And | have other sheep
that are not of this fold. | must bring them also, and they will listen to my voice. So there
will be one flock, one shepherd. For this reason the Father loves me, because | lay
down my life that | may take it up again. No one takes it from me, but | lay it down of my



own accord. | have authority to lay it down, and | have authority to take it up again. This
charge | have received from my Father *).

*) Cap. 10, V. 1 ff.
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This parable, which we do not hesitate to count among the genuine apostolic elements
of our Gospel, has been rightly noted to not exactly fit the definition of a parable in the
same sense as the parables recounted in the synoptic Gospels. It lacks action and
progression, and with them, what one might typically call the crux or punchline of the
parable. The interpretation given does not stand in the same relation as other
explanations explicitly given by Christ for his parables. Instead of being a specific
interpretation with every detail accounted for, it is more a repetition and elaboration of
the parable, or at times a reshaping of it. For instance, where Jesus refers to himself as
the door to the sheepfold **), whereas he primarily identifies himself as the shepherd in
other instances. One could also regard this as a speech or sermon based on the
parable.

**) This statement seems to have been taken by John from another context and
inserted into this parable. | infer this because the image of a door (there not Bupa
but TUAN) used for Christ appears frequently in the writings of the Apostolic
Fathers, without any clear reference to this parable. It's uncertain if they knew the
Gospel of John; e.g., Ignat. ep. ad Philad. c. 9. p. 33 ed. Cleric. Clem. Rom. ad
Cor. |, c. 18. Clem. homil. lll, 52. Herm. past. lll. simii. 9, c. 12. 13. Orae. Sybill.
Il, p. 265.

However, it's easy to see that this difference can be attributed to the different narrators.
It wasn't in John's nature to preserve and reproduce the speeches of his Master as
faithfully as the others did. Therefore, even the few parables he conveys have, in his
presentation, all but ceased to be parables. Concerning the current parable, it seems
highly likely to me that it was originally a real parable; that the actions of the various
subjects mentioned here—the wolf, the robber, the hired hand, the good
shepherd—were indeed part of a unified narrative with a beginning, middle, and end.
Jesus might have had related images from the Old Testament *) in mind, but surely his
creation would have differed from those by far more essential features than what's
present in the current narrative, at least in its figurative parts.

*y Jerem. Cap. 23. Ezech. Cap. 34 and others.
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30. During the Feast of Dedication in Jerusalem, Jesus was walking in Solomon's
portico **) during the winter, when the Jews demanded of him that if he were the
Messiah, he should tell them plainly. To this, he replied, "l told you, but you did not
believe.

**) This is mentioned as the usual place where the apostles stayed after Jesus'
death: Acts 3:11, 5:12.

The works | do in my Father's name testify about me. But you do not believe because
you are not my sheep. As | told you, my sheep hear my voice. | know them, and they
follow me. | give them eternal life, and they shall never perish; no one will snatch them
out of my hand. My Father, who has given them to me, is greater than all; no one can
snatch them out of my Father's hand. | and the Father are one." At this, the Jews again
picked up stones to stone him. Jesus responded, "l have shown you many good works
from the Father. For which of these do you stone me?" The Jews replied, "We are not
stoning you for any good work but for blasphemy, because you, a mere man, claim to
be God." Jesus said, "Is it not written in your Law, 'l have said you are "gods™? If he
called them 'gods,' to whom the word of God came—and Scripture cannot be set
aside—then what about the one whom the Father set apart as his very own and sent
into the world? Why then do you accuse me of blasphemy because | said, 'l am God's
Son'? Do not believe me unless | do the works of my Father. But if | do them, even
though you do not believe me, believe the works, that you may know and understand
that the Father is in me, and | in the Father." They tried again to seize him, but he
escaped their grasp *).

*) Verses 22 and following.
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Here's another very poorly conceived and executed conversation, from which we learn
virtually nothing new despite its verbosity. Had it not been for the awe of a scripture,
which we're accustomed to thinking of in the closest connection to the most sacred,
which reader would take seriously the scene that they're being asked to envision? The
Jews demanding Jesus, who, according to the narration of our gospel, had already
abundantly declared himself before them, to clearly assert himself as the Messiah; then,
as Jesus, after some detours, including explaining to them that they're not his sheep,
accedes to their request, they prepare to stone him to death; subsequently, Jesus first
referencing supposed "beautiful works" (of which little has been revealed in our gospel)



and then resorting to a play on words, the inappropriateness of which could hardly
escape his listeners, to defend himself; finally, the Jews attempt once again to seize
him, but Jesus (how? is not disclosed) eludes them!! — | cannot believe that this
conversation, referring back to the preceding parable even though it's supposed to have
occurred at a different time, is consistent in its origin; the parable might directly stem
from the hand of John, the conversation, probably not. Nevertheless, the possibility
cannot be dismissed that genuine statements of Jesus, albeit severely distorted and
removed from their true context, form the basis here. The reference to miracles as
validation of his mission might have been borrowed from Jesus' answer to John's
disciples *).

*) Matt. 11:5 and parallels.

Even the citation of the psalm **), in which unjust leaders are addressed as "gods",
might not belong solely to the evangelist.

**) Pg. 82:6

However, if Jesus himself had indeed cited this passage, it probably would have been in
a context similar to the citation of another psalm among the Synoptic Gospels ***), that
is, to pose a tricky question to the scribes, showcasing the inadequacy of their scriptural
interpretation.

***) Mark 12:36 and parallels.
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31. Jesus stays in Peraa, at the same place where John had baptized earlier. There, he
receives the news that his friend, Lazarus, in Bethany, is sick. Responding to the
message, which the sick man's sisters, whom he was also friends with, had sent him, he
says: “This sickness is not unto death, but for the glory of God, so that the Son of God
might be glorified by it," and he remains there for two more days. Then, he expresses to
his disciples his intention to return to Judaea. When the disciples express their
astonishment at this idea, reminding him of how the Jews had just recently tried to stone
him, he replies: “Are there not twelve hours in a day? If anyone walks during the day, he
does not stumble, because he sees the light of this world. But if one walks at night, he
stumbles, because the light is not in him." After saying this, he immediately tells them:
“Our friend Lazarus has fallen asleep; but | am going to awaken him!" The disciples,
misunderstanding him, think: if he sleeps, he will recover. However, Jesus was talking
about his death and now clearly states: “Lazarus has died; and for your sake | am glad |



was not there, so that you may believe. But let's go to him!” Then Thomas, called the
Twin, said to his fellow disciples: “Let's also go, that we may die with him!” Jesus arrives
to find that Lazarus has already been in the tomb for four days. Many Jews had come
from the fifteen stadia distant Jerusalem to console the sisters. WWhen Martha heard that
Jesus was coming, she went out to meet him, but Mary stayed at home. Martha then
says to Jesus: “Lord, if you had been here, my brother would not have died. But even
now | know that whatever you ask from God, God will give you." Jesus replies, “Your
brother will rise again." Martha responds: “I know he will rise again in the resurrection on
the last day." Jesus says: “l am the resurrection and the life. Whoever believes in me
will live, even if he dies; and everyone who lives and believes in me will never die. Do
you believe this?" She answers: “Yes, Lord, | believe that you are the Messiah, the Son
of God, the one who is coming into the world." After saying this, she goes away and
quietly calls her sister Mary, telling her: “The Master is here and is calling for you."
When she hears this, Mary quickly gets up and goes to him. Jesus had not yet entered
the village, but was still where Martha had met him. The Jews who were with her in the
house, comforting her, followed her, thinking she was going to the tomb to mourn there.
When Mary comes to where Jesus is and sees him, she falls at his feet, saying: “Lord, if
you had been here, my brother would not have died." When Jesus sees her and the
Jews who accompanied her weeping, he is deeply moved. He asks where they have
laid him, and they say to him, “Come and see." Jesus weeps. The Jews say, “See how
he loved him!" But some of them remark: Couldn't he, who opened the eyes of the blind
man, also have prevented this death? Overcome with emotion again, Jesus approaches
the tomb; it was a cave with a stone laid across the entrance. He orders the stone to be
removed. Martha protests: “Lord, by now he will have an odor; it's been four days."
Jesus replies: “Didn’t | tell you that if you believed, you would see the glory of God?"
They take away the stone, and Jesus, lifting his eyes up, says: “Father, | thank you for
having heard me. | knew that you always hear me, but | said this for the sake of the
crowd standing here, so that they may believe that you sent me." After saying this, he
cries out in a loud voice: “Lazarus, come out!" The dead man comes out, his hands and
feet bound with strips of linen, and his face wrapped in a cloth. Jesus says to them,
“‘Unbind him, and let him go.” *)

*) Cap. 11, V. 1ff.
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With this account, as with several previously reported miraculous events, we must be
cautious, without extensively repeating the criticisms raised by modern critics against it.
These criticisms have highlighted the unhistorical character of the story as evident to
anyone impartial (though there are few who are impartial in theological matters). One



can entirely set aside the question of the plausibility of the miracle as such **) and still
find both internal and external reasons to reject the account as thoroughly consistent.

*) Actual resurrections, according to the distinction we made in the third book
above, would fall not under the category of natural miracles but rather of miracles
proper. This is because not only is there no direct example for them, but also no
analogy in naturally explainable and factually verified events. Moreover, the
events recounted by the evangelists as such resurrections are isolated cases
and do not constitute a consistent theme of miraculous acts throughout Jesus's
public ministry, which applies only to natural miracles, i.e., healings (compare Vol.
I, p. 339 ff.). Indeed, at Eusebius H. E. |V, 3, the apologist Quadratus, alongside
the "healed," also mentions the "raised from the dead" as long-surviving
witnesses to the Lord's miraculous power, in a tone that seems to place both on
equal footing. However, this tone is the same tone of rhetorical exaggeration we
encounter in the apologies of Justin and others.

Among the external reasons, we mean primarily the relationship to the synoptic gospels.
It is not the fact that the Synoptics do not mention this event that is decisive here, but
the overall view of the life of Jesus and especially the final catastrophe of this story,
which would obviously be refuted by it. The account, as presented in our gospel,
presupposes Jesus's repeated earlier stay in Jerusalem and its vicinity, which is wholly
incompatible with the synoptic portrayal of his life. It also gives a twist to his relationship
with the Jews during his last stay there, which does not align with what we learn there
about the motive for celebrating his entry and the crowd's attendance at his temple
lectures, nor with what we know about the motive and progress of his persecution by
the priests and scribes. Such a miracle, performed so close to the catastrophe and so
near the capital, would indeed have had to become the focal point of all the Jews'
interactions with and about Jesus during that fateful time, as we indeed see it treated as
such in our gospel. But where, as in the Synoptics, the sense and content of these
interactions are entirely different, this does not find its place in the context that appears
so clear and solid there. How much more coherent and well-founded that context is,
compared to what is invented here in its place, is evident from the fact that our
evangelist too has been unable to allude to that miraculous act during Jesus's
examination and condemnation. Yet it is incomprehensible how this event could have
remained unused by his followers in his favor, apparently completely unknown to Pilate,
and also how it did not instill fear in the opponents that all their schemes against one
armed with power even against death would be in vain *).

*) If, according to the account of our evangelist (V. 37), some in Lazarus's vicinity
found it surprising that the one who had restored sight to a blind man could not



preserve his friend from death, how logical it would have been, after Lazarus's
resurrection, to conclude that the one who had raised another from the dead
would, through the same miraculous power, be able to save himself from a
violent death?

Or should one perhaps believe that the Jews had regarded that resurrection as a fraud?
How would it have come to be that this very fraud was not used as an article of
complaint against Him? — No other outcome, apart from observing the external, comes
from considering the moments of inner probability that are relevant to this narrative. One
might indeed find fault with the controversial characteristics related to Christ's personal
demeanor here, appearing more frequently than almost anywhere else: firstly, the
hesitation to help until after Lazarus' death, solely to demonstrate His miraculous power
in a way contrary to His usual disposition and actions **); then the strange, poorly
placed double meaning of the words about the resurrection to Martha; and finally, the
phrasing of the public prayer at the resurrection ***) that some have found
objectionable, especially since He had just previously mourned Lazarus' death. — If one
wishes to attribute all these, together with the rest of the (in our translation, much
softened) clumsiness and ponderousness of the narration, to the account of the
narrator: this doesn't return to the story the character of inner truth and credibility which
it has unquestionably lost through such aspects.

**) This intention is clearly evident in V. 4 and is confirmed by the overall
progression of the anecdote and by Jesus' statements in V. 15 and V. 42.

***) This phrasing is quite similar to those often found in our evangelist, through
which he endeavors to uphold the infallibility and omniscience of his hero.

In particular, it appears strange to them when one continues to rely on the vividness and
precision that a witness supposedly reveals. Mere detailed depiction does not
guarantee clarity; on the contrary, the more the narrator incorporates specific and trivial
aspects, the easier it becomes to neglect others that would be equally or even more
essential for a full understanding of the course of events. Or the inclusion of other
details that clearly conflict with the former or are inconsistent within themselves can
hinder a clear and lively understanding of the whole. This is indeed the case here, as far
as the latter is concerned, with the aforementioned disruptive elements, as well as with
the no less confusing ambiguity of the significant but completely out-of-place statement
made by Jesus to the disciples *); as for the former, among other things, with the
evangelist's silence about the reason that made Jesus linger outside the house on the
path he had come, while Martha went into the house to call her sister. Although a
seemingly minor detail, in a context filled with equally minor and intrinsically



uninteresting details, it should not have been overlooked, since the reader, by the
narration of these circumstances, is inadvertently prompted to expect the opposite of
what is being reported here.

V. 9f.

— Now, given all of this, the narrative reveals itself as imprecise, originating from a
flawed perspective. Thus, that particular detail of the agreement, which some wish to
assert in its favor, speaks far more to its disadvantage. It betrays the narrator's
strenuous effort to compensate for his lack of a clear and solid understanding of an
event by deliberately elaborating its individual circumstances to make up for the inner
stance and probability he lacks.
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Moreover, that even this event should not simply be relegated to the realm of "myths,"
but that it must have had some historical basis and cause, is certainly to be assumed,
based on our overall view of the evangelical historical tradition in general, and the fourth
Gospel in particular. To be considered a myth in the truest sense of the word, it lacks
absolutely everything. Far from concealing an ideal content of the sort that constitutes
the essence of a true myth behind a shell that is merely the transparent garment of this
content, it evidently wishes to be regarded as an external fact, revealing in the
background a view that transfers all ideal content of the appearance of Christ to the
external actuality of his miracles. While we concede the influence of a myth-forming
impulse in the genesis of other Gospel miracle narratives, especially those of the
Synoptics, although we must be cautious about confusing them with true myths (of
which the entire Gospel history contains only the tale of the childhood), which arises
from the need both to make the spiritual tangible and to connect the ideas inspired by
Christ with the mythical world of images of the Old Testament, thus leading to a
misunderstanding of the words and parables of Christ or the stories about Christ, we
can attribute little or no part of this impulse here and must consider the core of the
narrative as little more than a pure misunderstanding. The historical cause of this
misunderstanding can probably be sought in rather particular circumstances, such as
many others that we have occasionally encountered in the course of our reflections,
which might have been preserved in the memory of the followers of the Apostle John.
Such circumstances are indicated by the family circle within which the action takes
place, which, due to its mention by Luke, we have reason to recognize as not invented
on the spot but, at least in the person of the two sisters, Martha and Mary, as having
actually existed. The fact that the residence of this family was Bethany, and that it was
they who prompted the repeated visits to this place by Jesus and his disciples during his



stay in Jerusalem, which we also know from the Synoptics, could also be a historical
note. However, we would not want to go beyond acknowledging this possibility here,
since Luke, in his mention of this pair of sisters, clearly presupposes a residence other
than Bethany, while the other two Synoptics clearly name a different house as the scene
of the anointing, which according to the tradition was later transferred to the house of
those sisters *).

*) Mark 14:3 and parallels, compare with John 12:2.

Therefore, it's very possible that the latter was only led by the general news, which also
reached him, of how Jesus often stayed in Bethany, and perhaps even more by the fact
that the deed of that anointing seemed best suited to the person of that Mary, the sister
of Martha, to misplace the residence of the sisters, and thus also the scene of the action
we are discussing here, to Bethany. The manner in which he integrates this action into
the climax of the life story of Jesus **) is clearly his invention, and perhaps only
prompted by this transfer of the scene to Bethany and to the time when it was known
that Jesus used to visit Bethany.

**) Compare Vol. |, pp. 435, 439.

Regarding the cause itself: the most immediate speculation might be about a
conversation Jesus had with the sisters on the occasion of the actual death of a brother,
which in some way had resurrection from the dead as its subject. We indeed find such a
conversation incorporated into the story at hand, and, notably, in a way that's
particularly noteworthy and apt to confirm our speculation, a conversation that has no
direct reference to the actual resurrection of Lazarus. Jesus assures Martha of Lazarus'
resurrection in a phrase which she rightly understands to refer to the eventual universal
resurrection on the Last Day. He counters her expression of confidence concerning this
resurrection with words emphasizing belief in Him as the element that conquers death
and acquires eternal life. We cannot, however, decide that the form in which this
conversation appears in our Gospel is an authentic one. Jesus' response clearly doesn't
fit the preceding, as it wasn't about showing Martha the right way to eternal salvation for
herself but about instilling or reinforcing hope for her deceased brother. However
incomplete these words might have been conveyed by our evangelist, the mere
existence of the conversation - given its flawed connection to the later course of events
which we consider to be the evangelist's own addition, and on the other hand with its
sentences at least bearing the truly Johannine character - seems to be a sufficient
testament to the original narrative. From this narrative might have arisen the story at
hand, due to misunderstandings by superstitious listeners or perhaps due to the
erroneous transfer of the legend that Jesus also raised the dead, to this current case.
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The insights indirectly derived from the present anecdote, by interpreting it correctly for
the spiritual content of the Gospel history, must therefore appear as somewhat lesser
than with other miracle narratives, where we could identify parabolic expressions of
Jesus as the core of the story or observe a beginning of actual myth formation in the
historical framing. Of course, besides the aforementioned conversation, there might still
be other data of historical content hidden within, but partly there's a lack of a sufficiently
clear trace to pursue them, and partly they remain isolated and their connection to what
we tried to identify as the core of the story isn't demonstrated. This applies particularly
to the curious saying in V. 9 f., which, when viewed in isolation, seems to contain more
of that hearty simplicity and vivid imagery that characterizes the synoptic speeches; we
are therefore quite inclined to consider it a saying actually spoken by Christ. However, if
Christ really spoke it, he must have done so in a context different from the one reported
here because in this context it seems entirely inappropriate. What that context might
have been, we have not managed to deduce. Similarly, we have failed to find a closer
insight into the role played by Martha and Mary in the conversation we believe to be at
the base of the anecdote, and about the Lord's remarks, perhaps similarly as in the
well-known anecdote of Luke, related to the characters of these two sisters. Looking for
something of this kind is suggested by the way the narrator first lets Martha alone, and
then also Mary, come out to meet the Lord. In the report as it stands, this is an
indifferent and meaningless circumstance; perhaps due to the clumsiness of the
narrator, who had lost the true context, but perhaps also because nothing of the sort
was present, but this circumstance was invented by him in the mistaken intention of
expressing the character of the two sisters, which he had become aware of elsewhere.
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32. "Truly, truly, | say to you: unless a grain of wheat falls into the ground and dies, it
remains alone; but if it dies, it bears much fruit." *)

*) Chapter 12, Verse 24.

— We single out this saying from the longer discourse (No. 33) into which the
Evangelist has woven it because, viewed on its own, it bears the genuine character of
an evangelical parable and can be confidently regarded as a simile spoken by Jesus
himself. This simple analogy from nature for the world-historical significance of the act
that Jesus performed in dying is a classic expression for the latter; this expression
appears all the more magnificent the purer it is kept from any superfluous addition.
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33. The aforementioned word is provided by our evangelist with a preface of the
exclamation: "The hour has come when the Son of Man should be glorified!" as the
beginning of further speeches that Jesus is said to have spoken after his entry into
Jerusalem. The occasion for these speeches is reported to be that some Greeks, who
had come for the feast, wished to see Jesus and therefore turned to Philip, who, along
with Andrew, approached the Master about it. After these words, the connection of
which with this occasion remains unclear, Jesus continues: "Whoever loves his soul will
lose it, but whoever hates his soul in this world will preserve it for eternal life. If anyone
serves me, he should follow me, and where | am, there my servant shall also be. If
anyone serves me, my Father will honor him. Now my soul is troubled. And what should
| say? Father, save me from this hour? But precisely for this reason, | came to this hour.
Father, glorify your name!" — Then a voice is said to have come from heaven: "l have
glorified him, and will glorify him again!" The people took it for thunder, some for an
angel speaking to him. Jesus said, "This voice did not come for my sake, but for yours!
Now is the judgment of this world; now the ruler of this world will be cast out. And if | am
lifted up from the earth, | will draw all to me! (An indication, the evangelist suggests,
about the manner of his death.) The people responded, "We have heard from the law
that the Messiah remains forever; how can you say that the Son of Man must be lifted
up? Who is this Son of Man?" To this, Jesus replied: "The light is with you for a little
while longer. Walk while you have the light, lest darkness overtake you! Whoever walks
in the dark does not know where he is going. As long as you have the light, learn to
believe in the light, so that you may become children of the light!" Thus spoke Jesus,
then departed and hid himself from them *).

*) V. 33 ff.
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| believe in this passage there is a series of individual sayings, randomly placed next to
each other by the apostle, which the compiler of the gospel tried to combine into a
narrative. The reported cause for these speeches is not at all related to them and
seems to be arbitrarily placed in front of them, just as we have caught our narrator doing
many times before. The same applies to the introductory words V. 23, which aim to
introduce the closing words of this first speech of Jesus, which the editor undoubtedly
wanted to make a whole. This speech unmistakably consists of three or four
components that do not belong together but, as mentioned, were probably just
coincidentally compiled, all of which do indeed relate to Christ's suffering. First, the



statement listed under the previous number. Then V. 25 f., two others, which we also
find among the Synoptics, but in reverse order*); however, the latter takes on a different
twist and thus a different meaning with our author.

*) Marc. 8, 34 f. and parallels.

Lastly, V. 27, some words that exactly match in meaning what the Synoptics attribute to
Jesus during his distress in the Garden of Gethsemane. These last, just like the
preceding ones, were likely written down by the apostle independently, without any
intention of a further elaboration; the fanciful invention that the narrator attaches to them
becomes most understandable if we assume that he found these words already marked
out, and felt it his duty to supplement them in the way we see here. This supplement, as
has been noted by some, is reminiscent of the angel who appears to Jesus in
Gethsemane according to Luke. Admittedly, it's striking how our evangelist places this
miraculous appearance in such an inappropriate place; furthermore, the report he
immediately provides of it rather reveals a reminiscence of the voice from heaven on the
Mount of Transfiguration *).

*Y Marc. 9, 7 and parallels.
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My subsequent explanation, that some had taken this voice for the voice of an angel
speaking with him, leaves no doubt that our evangelist was familiar with the tale of the
consoling angel and had it in mind for this narrative; but he seems to have forgotten the
circumstances and the setting in which this scene took place. However, he lets Jesus in
V. 30 interpret the heavenly voice in the also otherwise preferred "miraculously inclined
manner" **) of his, which this time is even more misplaced since we later on do not see
the Jews taking the slightest notice of this voice.

**) See Cap. 11, 4.

Then again follows a statement, which we can very well imagine that John himself had
added to the preceding ones, especially since its content also reminds us of a synoptic
***). Similar could also apply to the subsequent, V. 32, if not the connection to the
preceding, the more explicit it is, appeared all the more artificial, and the repetition of
the sentence, V. 34, aroused suspicion that it was rather taken from an earlier passage
where it coincides with the words of this repetition ).

***) Luk. 10, 18.



1) Cap. 3, 14.

Furthermore, the narrator, after having previously given an interpretation of it in his
usual manner (one which probably does not coincide with the sense in which the
apostle understood it), uses this sentence to also let this scene, like almost all the ones
he narrates, result in a quarrel between Jesus and the "people” (hote well, the oxAog,
the same oxAo¢ which, as we know from the Synoptics, was rather feared by the priests
and scribes for its enthusiasm for Jesus!). The "response” of this oxAog in V. 34 contains
a web of inconsistencies, which could hardly be imagined more strangely. The people
assume that Jesus spoke of himself as the Messiah. This might still be passable,
although the previous did not mention his Messiah dignity, and Jesus, as we know,
never publicly declared himself as the Christ, and it is unlikely that these Old Testament
passages *), which were interpreted to mean an eternal life of the Messiah, were so
familiar to this people.

*) Ps. 110, 4. Dan. 7, 14.

But the same people understand his cryptic speech, which seemed to suggest
something entirely different, immediately as referring to his crucifixion; they also
attribute to him the expression "Son of Man" which he did not use this time, to ask who
this Son of Man might be, while this combination already implies that the people
themselves considered "Son of Man" and Christ synonymous. What an unbelievable
contradiction! — Then follows another also inappropriate transfer of a sentence already
communicated **) as Jesus' answer to this context; and finally, Jesus hides from the
people. As if he had come to Jerusalem with the intention of hiding from his adversaries!

***)

**) Cap. 11, 9 f.

***1 "Tis TTWTTOTE TEPQPOEIG, AYYEAOG, DEOV AYYEAAEIV T KEKEAEUOUEVA, KPUTTTETAL;
— might one ask here with Celsus, who raised this question, less appropriately,
regarding Jesus' appearances after his resurrection. Orig. c. Ceis. Il, 70.
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34. Although fundamentally also containing, like many pieces already identified by us
above, mere repetitions of what was already said elsewhere, we still want to list the

words that our evangelist either (according to the probably more accurate view of the
older interpreters) gave as Jesus' last public speech, or (according to the newer view



that emerged from the realization of these repetitions, but presupposes a more
methodical or historically accurate procedure from the author than is actually the case)
presents as a summarizing excerpt of the previous speeches, 1)

1) V. 44 ff.

"Whoever believes in me, does not believe in me, but in the one who sent me, and
whoever sees me, sees the one who sent me. | have come into the world as a light, so
that anyone who believes in me should not remain in darkness. And if someone hears
my words and does not believe, | do not judge him (for | did not come to judge the
world, but to save it). Whoever despises me and does not accept my words has his
judge. The word that | spoke, it will judge him on the last day. For | did not speak on my
own, but the Father who sent me commanded me what to say and how to say it; and |
know that my command is eternal life. Thus, whatever | say, | say as the Father has told
me."
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35. The conversations that our Evangelist reports as taking place on the last night
before Jesus' death between Him and His disciples are very detailed (Nos. 35 — 49).
They open with the following scene, which we reproduce here precisely in the Gospel's
own words.

Before the Feast of the Passover, when Jesus knew that His time had come to leave
this world and go to the Father, He continued with the love with which He loved His own,
those He left in the world, until the end. During the meal, after the devil had already
prompted Judas Iscariot, the son of Simon, to betray Him, Jesus got up from the meal,
knowing that the Father had put everything into His hands, and that He had come from
God and was returning to God. He took off His clothes, wrapped a towel around His
waist, poured water into a basin, and began to wash the disciples' feet, drying them with
the towel that was wrapped around Him. When He came to Simon Peter, Peter said to
Him, "Lord, are You going to wash my feet?" Jesus replied, "You do not realize now
what | am doing, but later you will understand.” Peter then said, "You shall never wash
my feet." Jesus answered, "Unless | wash you, you have no part with Me." Peter
responded, "Not just my feet but my hands and my head as well!" Jesus said, "Those
who have had a bath need only to wash their feet; their whole body is clean. And you
are clean, though not every one of you." For He knew who was going to betray Him, and
that was why He said not everyone was clean. When He had finished washing their
feet, He put on His clothes and returned to His place. "Do you understand what | have
done for you?" He asked them. "You call Me "Teacher' and 'Lord,' and rightly so, for that



is what | am. Now that |, your Lord and Teacher, have washed your feet, you also
should wash one another's feet. | have set you an example that you should do as | have
done for you. Very truly | tell you, no servant is greater than his master, nor is a
messenger greater than the one who sent him. Now that you know these things, you will
be blessed if you do them." *)

*} Chapter 13, V. 1 ff.
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This narrative, despite containing undeniably authentic elements, overall bears a highly
problematic character. Concerning the recounted action itself, | candidly confess my
inability to draw much edification from such an external demonstration of humility by
Him who was on the verge of sacrificing Himself for His own in a profoundly different
manner. To me, the distinguished and commanding demeanor that Jesus consistently
maintains towards His disciples in the Synoptic Gospels—even when He refers to
Himself as their servant—appears far more befitting the Divine than this condescension,
which, no matter how one views it, retains an overtone of theatrical intention to the
impartial observer. Those who genuinely find such an act of humility uplifting and
edifying seem to be contradicting themselves if they nevertheless hesitate to expect the
same or similar acts from themselves and others, especially since Christ explicitly
demanded such from His disciples. The argument that He only meant this symbolically
seems least tenable when He had just demonstrated, through His own actions, that
even if considered symbolic, the actual performance of the external act was necessary
to give the symbol its due recognition. "The Apostles," some contend, "didn't interpret it
that way, for the actual practice of foot washing as a sacred ritual wasn't adopted in the
Church until several centuries later." But isn't this very fact troubling evidence against
the historical accuracy of the event and the accompanying discourse? How can one
believe that after such a significant act on the Lord's part on His last night, coupled with
His explicit referral to this example and urging to follow it, the apostolic community did
not establish the practice of mutual foot washing? The difficulties concerning the course
of action in the narrative, as noted by others, are manifold. Foot washing usually took
place before the meal, yet here it supposedly occurs during it. Peter's behavior and
Jesus' responses, no matter how viewed, seem puzzling. If Jesus had resolved on such
an act, the manner in which He executed it would undoubtedly have precluded any
refusals—least of all when, as the narrative's tone suggests, He approached Peter only
after serving several other disciples. But Jesus' responses to that refusal clearly impute
a mysterious, perhaps magical or sacramental meaning to the act, a meaning that,
sensibly, no one can discern. All attempts to relate these words solely to the act's
primary purpose—to demonstrate humility—fall short. As for Peter's response to these



answers, | cannot join in the generous praise for its authentic characterization that many
offer. While it's true that Peter elsewhere appears impulsive and fiery, requesting the
washing of the head and hands—neither demanded by custom nor deemed necessary
by the Lord for the intended purpose—would have been excessively childish for him.
Thus, this trait seems exaggerated, conceived based on the familiar, traditionally
accepted portrayal of Peter's character, primarily to justify the subsequent saying.
Indeed, I'm inclined to view this saying as the narrative's core, which, it seems to me, is
formed partly due to its provocation and partly because of the concluding maxim already
familiar from the Synoptic Gospels. "Whoever has bathed only needs to wash his feet,
but is completely clean." Taken by themselves, these brief words constitute a figurative
aphorism that perfectly embodies Jesus' characteristic manner of speaking and is
entirely in His spirit. This aphorism refers to the oriental custom of bathing before a meal
and washing one's feet right before or at the beginning of it. Its meaning is that, just as a
physically cleansed person remains clean overall but still needs his newly dirtied feet
washed after walking, so morally, a once achieved purification of the soul makes a
repeated process of entire human conversion superfluous but doesn't exempt from the
constant need for self-examination and cleansing from individual faults that too easily
accrue in daily life and interactions with fellow humans.
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Thus, it is also to be assumed about this narrative that it is more composed of words
that John preserved and handed down, rather than being characterized by John in the
form we have it. For surely, if it were the latter, there would be no room to doubt the
historical truth of its content as a whole. At most, one could then, as with other records
of this kind, question the literal fidelity of individual questions and answers, but even this
with the utmost caution. — One circumstance, which especially in this narrative has
long kept me from questioning its composition by the apostle himself, | believe | must
not omit; it is the following. The initial words of the thirteenth chapter, with which our
narrative begins, bear a character which seems to make them more suited than perhaps
any other place in the entire gospel to be regarded as the beginning of an independent
essay of the kind that we must imagine several of them written by the apostle's hand if
we want to explain the emergence of the gospel in the manner we tried. Since what
follows is a series of speeches which, if we want to recognize any authentic elements in
our gospel at all, we must undoubtedly attribute to the same without question: the
assumption is close that with those words an essay might have started in which the
apostle had endeavored to record in writing the speeches held by the Lord at his last
meal, as far as he could recall them. — However, we don't necessarily need to abandon
this assumption even if we find it probable that right at the beginning of this essay, as
would unquestionably be the case for its later parts, additions were made by a foreign



hand. The similarity of the construction in the first two sentences of this chapter (the
repeated €10wg 6 ‘looug oTi K. T. A.) appears to reveal an unfortunate imitation of the first
sentence in the second, made by a foreign hand incorporating foreign components *).

*) Another circumstance has been put forward for the historical truth of the event
narrated here, namely, that the way in which Luke (22, 24 ff.) incorporates the
account of the disciples' dispute about rank into the narrative of the Last Supper
could indicate a memory of an event like the one narrated here, albeit a faint one.
It cannot be denied that especially V. 27, which is unique to Luke and is not
borrowed from various parts of Mark like the rest of the narrative, seems to
support this interpretation. Nevertheless, | do not consider this circumstance
sufficient to outweigh the improbabilities of our narrative. Luke's narrative is
evidently derived from an interpretation of the words in Mark 10:45. According to
Luke's usual pragmatism, which always seeks external occasions for the Lord's
words and here, consistent with his general thinking, which places so much value
on physical deprivation and humiliation, he could not find a more convenient one
than the assumption of actual serving during the meal—although he does not
seem to have imagined foot washing specifically.
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36. "l do not speak of all of you. | know whom | have chosen; but the Scripture *) had to
be fulfilled: 'He who shares my bread has lifted up his heel against me.' | tell you this
now, before it happens, so that when it does happen, you may believe that | am who |
am.” **)

*) Ps. 41, 10.
*)V. 18 1.
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In these words, which the evangelist adds without a clear connection, following the
familiar words from the Synoptics: "Whoever receives one | send receives me, and
whoever receives me receives the one who sent me"— in these words, | believe |
recognize the truly Johannine foundation upon which the author of the Gospel built the
subsequent narrative about the unmasking of the betrayer. The account of the institution
of the Lord's Supper, which in the Synoptics is closely connected to this, he famously
omits; undoubtedly for no other reason than that he found no occasion for its mention in
the records of John. The present words essentially match the corresponding hint in the



Synoptics ***) and thus serve to confirm the fact we recognized as historical, that Jesus
that night only announced in general that among his disciples was his betrayer.

***)y Compare above Book IV, p. 601 ff.

Certainly, the words in which he does this in our text, like most Johannine phrases,
attribute to the Lord a reflection that seems more like that of the disciple himself. Neither
the reference to that Psalm, in which only later reflection on the already occurred
betrayal could find a messianic hint, belongs to Jesus himself, nor the explicit disclaimer
that he didn't know the betrayer when choosing the disciples, nor the remark that he
announces the betrayal to them now to prevent them from later doubting him. All these
are the disciple's reflections on the reason and significance of what happened, but as a
fact, they are based on Jesus's statement which identified the betrayer as one who eats
with him, who dips with him in a dish. — But the narrative that the author of the Gospel
has formed from these words (formed in a way analogous to, according to our earlier
observation, how the detailed account V. 19 — 34 was formed from the words of the
Prologue, Cap. 1, V. 15) requires here a more explicit consideration. It reads as follows

*).
) V. 21 ff.

When Jesus had spoken this (the aforementioned words), he was troubled in spirit and
testified, saying: "Truly, truly, | tell you: one of you will betray me!" The disciples then
looked at each other, unsure about whom he was speaking. One of them, however, was
reclining next to Jesus' chest, the one whom Jesus loved. Simon Peter asked this
disciple about whom Jesus was speaking **).

**) According to the reading adopted by Lachmann. According to the common
version, Peter would have simply urged John to pose a question to Jesus.

That disciple then leaned back against Jesus and asked: "Lord, who is it?" Jesus
replied, "It is the one to whom | will give this piece of bread when | have dipped it." After
dipping the piece, he gave it to Judas Iscariot. After Judas took the bread, Satan
entered him. Jesus then told him, "What you are about to do, do quickly.” None of those
at the table understood why Jesus said this. Some thought that since Judas kept the
money bag, Jesus was telling him to buy what they needed for the feast or to give
something to the poor. As soon as Judas had taken the bread, he went out. And it was
night.
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Such is this narrative, which, | dare say, cannot stand beside the genuinely historical
and solely Jesus-worthy account of Mark under any circumstances. Many have already
taken offense at one or another feature of it, and all attempts to remove or soften the
offensive elements that truly exist in it have been in vain. This covert identification of the
betrayer's person (that it's a covert identification isn't explicitly stated, but the context
compels this assumption) done solely to satisfy the curiosity of two disciples, who
later— we must assume due to indifference or forgetfulness, as the story leaves no
room for an explicit prohibition by the Lord— do nothing to preempt the betrayal. The
identification through an act that, however one may try to downplay its significance by
the unconfirmed excuse that Judas might have just been next in line to receive a morsel
from Jesus, who played the role of the head of the household during the meal, still must
be understood as a gesture of goodwill and kindness. Lastly, the harsh and unkindly
instruction to Judas, which he inexplicably obeys immediately, even though it would
have been in his interest to do nothing that could arouse suspicion against him; all of
this combined paints a picture of this scene that makes one wonder whether to be more
astonished by its hitherto largely overlooked inconsistencies or to be angry about its
unworthiness. When one compares this portrayal to the majestic simplicity with which
this scene is depicted in Mark, the source of the synoptic narratives, one cannot but
lament the prejudice that, under the guise of a report given by the most qualified of
eyewitnesses, has tolerated such sad distortions of the most sublime moment in world
history. People emphasize the individuality that this report supposedly possesses in
comparison to the synoptic ones. But what kind of individuality? An individuality of a
detailed painting composed of sheer implausibilities, and in every individual trait directly
contravening the known character of each individual actor involved! *)

*) It's clear with Jesus, as we've just emphasized with Judas, but how does it
reconcile with the character of Peter, or that of the disciple who wanted the
Samaritan town that denied Jesus hospitality to be consumed by fire (Luke
9:54)? Why do they calmly let Judas leave here?

Besides, the genesis of this report from the otherwise known context of the narrated
event is easy to explain. The morsel that Jesus hands to Judas evidently originates from
a memory of the significant words of Jesus: "the one who dips his bread into the bowl
with me." These words were indelibly etched in the disciples' memories, and the author
of our story misunderstood them just as we showed above that the author of the first
Gospel misunderstood them in Mark's account. He thought they provided a personal
identification of Judas, when they only provided a general and unspecified one. Based
on this, our author arranged the entire incident in the manner already familiar to us and
in particular strived to give it a twist that, in his opinion, explained the silence of the



other disciples after Judas was exposed. However, one among the disciples must have
heard the identification of Judas; otherwise, where would the story about it come from?
This one was John, from whose mouth, from our narrator's perspective, all such stories
had flowed and from whose mouth he also had, directly or indirectly, those words from
which he formed the story of the handed morsel. However, the light in which this makes
John and the Peter associated with him appear seems to have escaped the narrator's
notice as much as the other inconsistencies of his invention.
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37. "Now the Son of Man is glorified and God is glorified in him. If God is glorified in him,
God will also glorify him in himself, and will glorify him at once. Children, | will be with
you only a little longer. You will look for me, and just as | told the Jews, so | tell you now:
Where | am going, you cannot come. A nhew command | give you: Love one another. As
| have loved you, so you must love one another.
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"This is how everyone will know that you are my disciples, if you have love for one
another." *)

) V. 31 ff.

— The already criticized play on the word "glorify" (dofaleiv), the explicit quotation of
the earlier remark made against the Jews, and the frequently noticed anticipation of
ideas that recur later, can arouse suspicion against the Johannine origin of these words
—(that they could not have been spoken by Jesus is understood in itself). However, the
decision on this question should be left open; similarly, regarding the subsequent
dialogues **) in which the announcement of Peter's denial, known from the Synoptics, is
linked to a question by this disciple: Where might the Master be going?

**) \/, 36 ff,

— to which he receives the reply: "Where | am going, you cannot follow me now, but
you will follow me later!"

38. "Do not let your hearts be troubled! Believe in God, and believe in me! In my
Father's house there are many rooms; if it were not so, | would have told you. | am
going to prepare a place for you; and when | have gone and prepared a place for you, |
will come back and take you to myself, so that where | am, you may also be. You know



where | am going, and you know the way." To these words, Thomas replied: "Lord, we
do not know where you are going; how can we know the way?" Jesus answered: "l am
the way, the truth, and the life. No one comes to the Father except through me. If you
knew me, you would know my Father also; from now on, you know Him and have seen
Him." Then Philip said, "Lord, show us the Father, and we will be satisfied." Jesus
replied, "Have | been with you for so long, and you do not know me, Philip? Whoever
has seen me has seen the Father. How can you say, 'Show us the Father'? Don't you
believe that | am in the Father and the Father is in me? The words | speak are not my
own; it is the Father who dwells in me who does the works. Believe that | am in the
Father and the Father is in me; if not, believe because of the works themselves!" *)

*) Cap. 14, V. 1 ff.
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It is as difficult to deny that this dialogue, and all subsequent speeches, bear purely and
authentically the character and stamp of the genuine Johannine style as it is, on the
other hand, to determine how they relate to Jesus's original statements and those of his
disciples. John writes here as an eye and ear witness; he could not have entirely
fabricated these speeches. Yet in them, there are only a few echoes that seem to
correspond to the character type of Christ's speeches, which we have drawn solely from
the synoptic gospels. A particular challenge is also the fact that in all these speeches,
Jesus refers to his imminent departure as if it were a settled matter, known or supposed
to be known to the disciples, while from the Synoptics, we must infer that for him, the
rapid fulfillment of his fate was merely a premonition, and for his disciples not even that.
This very fact, however, provides a convenient starting point for understanding how
these records might have arisen. John recalled the many dark and misunderstood hints
of the Lord concerning his impending fate, and the misunderstandings that had been
caused among the disciples, leading to mutual clarifications. The details had faded in
his memory, and he tried to recall them after a new, higher clarity had dawned on him.
The result was a thought process that expressed more of his own sense than that of his
Master; and he probably constructed the questions and objections of his fellow disciples
more from this present train of thought than faithfully reproducing the actual events.
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39. "Truly, truly, | say to you, whoever believes in me will do the works that | do, and will
do even greater ones! For | am going to my Father, and whatever you ask in my name, |
will grant, so that the Father may be glorified in the Son. If you ask anything in my
name, | will grant it." *)



) V. 12 ff.

— These words seem to be based on sayings of the sort, like the ones found in the
Synoptics, that discuss the power of prayer and faith. It seems that John has reshaped
these sayings to fit the present situation and his favorite concepts.

40. "If you love me, keep my commandments! | will ask the Father, and He will give you
another Helper, who will abide with you forever, the Spirit of Truth, whom the world
cannot receive because it neither sees nor knows Him; but you know Him, for He dwells
with you and will be in you. | will not leave you orphans; | will come to you. In a little
while, the world will see me no more, but you will see me; because | live, you will live
too. On that day, you will realize that | am in the Father, and He in me, and | in you. He
who keeps and observes my commandments is the one who loves me; and he who
loves me will be loved by my Father, and | will love him and reveal myself to him." Judas
(not Iscariot) then said, "Lord, how is it that you will reveal yourself to us and not to the
world?" Jesus answered, "If someone loves me, he will keep my word, and my Father
will love him, and we will come to him and make our home with him. He who does not
love me does not keep my words; and the word you hear is not mine but the Father's
who sent me. | have told you this while | am still with you. But the Helper, the Holy Spirit,
whom the Father will send in my name, will teach you everything and remind you of all
that | have told you. Peace | leave with you; my peace | give you. Not as the world
gives, do | give to you. Let not your heart be troubled or afraid! You heard me say to
you, 'l am going away and | will come back to you.' If you loved me, you would be glad
that | am going to the Father, for the Father is greater than |. And now | have told you
before it happens, so that when it does happen, you may believe. | won't talk much
longer with you. For the ruler of this world is coming. He has no power over me, but the
world must know that | love the Father and that | do exactly what my Father has
commanded me. Come, let's leave this place!" *)

*) V. 15 ff.

These words, which are interconnected and cannot be further broken down into
individual statements, seem to have originally ended a section in John's writings that
was supposed to contain solely the words spoken during that meal. What follows
probably belongs to another section, perhaps later drafted by the apostle with the same
intention, which was then joined to the preceding one during the editing of the Gospel.
This is the only plausible explanation for those concluding words, which, in their current
position, seem out of place. Assuming, like many earlier interpreters, that Jesus actually
spoke these words to conclude his speech and that he added the rest perhaps while



standing would mean attributing a degree of literal accuracy to these words that would
seem strange even in a narrative less marked by the individuality of its author. What is
more noteworthy is the reference to similar departure words in the Gethsemane scene
in the Synoptics *); yet from the striking similarity of these words to the present ones, we
might conclude that these words, the last or almost the last they had heard from the
Lord's mouth, had deeply imprinted on the disciples' memory and had made their way
independently into various accounts.

*) Mark 14, 42 and parallels.

In this case, it is indeed possible that John, the direct eyewitness, placed these words in
a more accurate context than Mark, who could only remember them from the accounts
of others. However, with the addition of the following section, which the apostle certainly
did not intend when he wrote those words, their probable correct position, the moment
of departure from the meal, was once again lost.
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41."l am the vine, the true one, and my Father is the vinedresser. Every branch in me
that does not bear fruit, He cuts off, and every branch that does bear fruit, He prunes,
so that it may bear even more. You are clean because of the word | have spoken to you.
Abide in me, and | in you! Just as the branch cannot bear fruit by itself unless it remains
in the vine, so neither can you unless you remain in me. | am the vine; you are the
branches. Whoever remains in me, and | in him, bears much fruit; for without me, you
can do nothing. If one does not remain in me, he is thrown away like a branch and
withers; they gather them and throw them into the fire, and they burn. If you remain in
me and my words remain in you, ask whatever you wish, and it will be given to you. In
this, my Father is glorified, that you bear much fruit and prove to be my disciples.” *)

*) Cap. 15, V. 1 ff.

— This splendid parable unmistakably bears the genuine and unique hallmark of
Jesus's parables. It is a parable in the same sense as the synoptic ones, even though it
isn't presented quite as a parable here. The manner of its delivery is consistent with
John's style elsewhere; the narration of the parable becomes more of a sermon about it.
Any insight into the detailed interpretation given by Christ of this parable may perhaps
be inferred from the peculiar account, as per the report of Papias **), which Elder John
is said to have received directly from the Lord's mouth about giant vines that would grow
in the Kingdom of Heaven.



**) As per Irenaeus V, 33.

Undoubtedly, the statements that the Presbyter John is said to have heard from Christ's
mouth were mostly parabolic. Papias may have mistakenly taken the symbolic meaning
literally — a criticism also made by Eusebius. Whether Jesus actually told this parable
during the Last Supper (which some consider improbable), or John incorporated it into
the context of the final words attributed to Jesus remains uncertain. We have previously
surmised that perhaps the memory of the words of consecration during the Last Supper
might have inspired these reflections in John, prompting the recollection of this parable.
Regardless, its character, which clearly reflects Jesus's authentic style of speaking,
assures that the Johannine mysticism, which emphasizes the deep connection (or
immanence) between Christ and His followers, is rooted in the Master's genuine
pronouncements. However, it's debatable whether Jesus would have explicitly referred
to Himself (or perhaps the "Son of Man") as the vine of the parable.
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42. "As the Father loved me, so have | loved you. Remain in my love! If you keep my
commands, you will remain in my love, just as | have kept my Father's commands and
remain in His love.” *)

V. 9f.

— Since these words encapsulate what is commonly used, based mainly on the
Johannine Gospel, as the motto of Christian sentiment, it's worth noting how these and
similar words, in the form presented here, don't seem likely to have been spoken by
Jesus Himself. They evidently reflect upon the concept of "remaining in Him", which
John elucidates multiple times through various paraphrases. The distinctness of the
commandment of love, which plays a significant role in our Gospel and appeals to
modern-day sentimental piety, appears more fitting coming from a disciple reflecting on
the Master's words than from the Master Himself. It was more appropriate for the Master
to inspire this love in His disciples and for a disciple to articulate and reflect upon it.
Jesus's words in Matthew: "Come to me, all who labor and are heavy laden" etc., carry
more weight as a direct call from the Lord to those in need of love than all the
declarations of love in the Gospel of John. However, the latter, similar to those in the
epistles of John, are valuable when viewed as expressions of the awareness kindled by
the Lord in His beloved disciple and through him, in others.
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43. "l have said these things to you so that my joy may remain in you, and your joy may
be complete. This is my commandment, that you love one another as | have loved you.
No one has greater love than this, to lay down one’s life for one’s friends. You are my
friends if you do what | command you. | no longer call you servants, because a servant
does not know what his master is doing; but | have called you friends, because | have
made known to you everything that | have heard from my Father. You did not choose
me, but | chose you and appointed you to go and bear fruit, fruit that will last, so that
whatever you ask the Father in my name, he may give it to you. This | command you,
that you love one another.”

) V. 11 ff.

— It cannot be denied that Christ's speeches revolve in a circle, saying on the one hand
that his commandment is that they should love him and each other, and on the other
hand, this love consists in keeping his commandments. This is an awkwardness of
expression, and indeed of thought, which we notice everywhere with John (also in his
letters), but which should never be attributed to the Master, as he lets him speak. In the
speeches of the latter, however, which we recognize as authentic in form, we notice in
the midst of the richest spiritual content the strictest logical correctness.

44. "If the world hates you, know that it hated me before it hated you. If you were of the
world, the world would love its own. But because you are not of the world, but | have
chosen you out of the world, therefore the world hates you. Remember the word that |
said to you: 'A servant is not greater than his master.' If they persecuted me, they will
also persecute you; if they kept my word, they will also keep yours. But all these things
they will do to you on account of my name, because they do not know him who sent me.
If | had not come and spoken to them, they would not have been guilty of sin. But now
they have seen and hated both me and my Father. But this is to fulfill the word that is
written in their Law *) : 'They hated me without a cause.' When the Helper comes, whom
| will send to you from the Father, the Spirit of truth, who proceeds from the Father, he
will bear witness about me.

*) Ps. 69, 5.

But you also will bear witness, because you have been with me from the beginning.”
**) V. 18 ff.

— It is unmistakable that John here and in the following had in view those speeches of

Jesus which, according to the Synoptics, he did not speak at supper, but in the face of
the Temple ***).



***) Mark 13 and parallels.

Just as there of the Parousia of the Son of Man, here it is more about the sending of the
Paraclete, of which the evangelist was aware as having already happened. It seems
beyond doubt that both, however different in words, must be taken as the same thing.
Here too John has in his mind rightly placed the proclamations of the Lord, and what the
other disciples expected only in the future, he already saw fulfilled in the present. He did
not abandon the teaching of the Parousia of the Lord at the end of the world; perhaps it
even developed from his surroundings into the chiliasm ideas that we find expressed in
the Apocalypse. But it is striking how much this teaching recedes into the background in
the Apostle's own writings, especially in the passages of the Gospel at hand. It is
unlikely that John expected the Parousia to be as imminent as we know it from Paul and
Peter.
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45. "l have said these things to you, that you should not be led astray. They will put you
out of the synagogues. Indeed, the hour is coming when whoever kills you will think he
is offering service to God. And they will do these things because they have not known
the Father, nor me. But | have said these things to you, that when their hour comes you
may remember that | told you about them. | did not say these things to you from the
beginning because | was with you. But now | am going to him who sent me, and none of
you asks me, 'Where are you going?' But because | have said these things to you,
sorrow has filled your heart. Nevertheless, | tell you the truth: it is to your advantage that
| go away, for if | do not go away, the Helper will not come to you. But if | go, | will send
him to you. And when he comes, he will convict the world concerning sin and
righteousness and judgment: concerning sin, because they do not believe in me;
concerning righteousness, because | go to the Father, and you will see me no longer;
concerning judgment, because the ruler of this world is judged.” *)

*y Cap. 10, V. 1 ff.

— From these words, one can sense the disciple's struggle to understand the purpose
and intention of his Master's departure; indeed, the reflection becomes clear, which
seeks to account for the reason why Jesus had saved his prophecies about the future
until last.
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46. "l have much more to tell you, but you cannot bear it now. But when he, the Spirit of
Truth, comes, he will guide you into all truth. For he will not speak on his own, but he will
speak what he hears, and will declare to you what is yet to come. He will glorify me, for
he will take from what is mine and declare it to you. Everything that the Father has is
mine. That's why | said he will take from what is mine and declare it to you." **)

)\, 12 ff,

— An intriguing passage, revealing the awareness that John and his fellow disciples felt
compelled to acknowledge. They conveyed much—also in this Gospel—as Christ's
teaching, which they didn't receive directly from the personal Christ, but from the Spirit
sent to them by Christ. If Christ himself had wanted to convey this, they could not have
borne it, as they first needed to internalize the full significance of his existence. But once
they had grasped this knowledge, they felt entitled to proclaim it as Christ's own
teaching, because the Spirit that had taught them was one and the same with the Lord's
own spirit.

290

47."A little while, and you will no longer see me, and then a little while later, you will see
me because | am going to the Father." Some of his disciples then asked each other,
"What does he mean by saying, 'In a little while you will not see me, and then after a
little while, you will see me," and 'l am going to the Father'?" They kept asking, "What
does he mean by 'a little while'? We don't understand what he's saying." Aware that they
wanted to question him, Jesus said, "Are you asking one another what | meant when |
said, 'In a little while you will not see me, and then after a little while, you will see me'?
Truly, truly, | say to you, you will weep and mourn, but the world will rejoice. You will be
sorrowful, but your sorrow will turn into joy. When a woman is in labor, she has pain
because her hour has come. But when her child is born, she forgets her anguish
because of her joy that a child has been born into the world. So also, you have sorrow
now, but | will see you again, and your hearts will rejoice, and no one will take your joy
away from you. And on that day, you will not ask me anything." *)

*) V. 16 ff,

— Among all these statements, this is the one that most explicitly seems to refer to the
Lord's imminent resurrection. Yet even here, the conception of the reunion is rendered
so spiritually that it's not particularly favorable to the traditional materialistic view of the
resurrection. The comparison of the pain the Lord's departure causes his disciples to



the birth pangs of a woman is likely directly from Jesus, as it is just as unexpected as all
other figurative expressions of this kind for the disciple.
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48. "Truly, truly, | say to you, whatever you ask the Father in my name, he will give it to
you. Until now you have asked nothing in my name. Ask and you will receive, so that
your joy may be complete. — Until now, | have spoken to you in parables; but a time is
coming when | will no longer speak to you in parables, but will tell you openly about the
Father. On that day, you will ask in my name. | am not saying | will ask the Father on
your behalf; for the Father himself loves you, because you have loved me and have
believed that | came from God. | came from the Father and entered the world; now | am
leaving the world and going back to the Father." Then the disciples said, "Now you are
speaking clearly and without parables. Now we see that you know everything and don't
need anyone to question you. This makes us believe that you came from God." Jesus
replied, "Do you now believe? Behold, the hour is coming, and has already come, when
you will be scattered, each to his own home, and you will leave me alone. But | am not
alone because the Father is with me. | have told you these things so that in me you may
have peace. In the world, you will have trouble, but take heart; | have overcome the
world!" *)

*) V. 23 ff.

— Here we strangely see the memory of that prediction of Jesus that all disciples would
fall away from him, which the Synoptic Gospels also know. **)

**) Mark 14, 27 and parallels.

Jesus announces that, upon his spiritual return, he will no longer speak in parables to
the disciples as he did during his life. This means that John has him announce the
transformation that had already taken place in him, the disciple, who undertook to
reproduce the teachings of the Master independently from the spirit the Master had
awakened in him, at the time he wrote this. He immediately lets him give an example of
this transformation (although in truth, according to his representation, this would have
already been evident in all the previous speeches). He lets him speak in the sense of
the Logos doctrine about his departure from the Father and his return to the Father;
about the granting of the prayer made in his name, which the Father intends to fulfill not
merely because of his request, but because he himself loves the disciples who love the
Son. The disciples notice this transformation of figurative speech into a literal one and
assure him that, as a result, they have now fully understood him. However, Jesus, who



has not forgotten that what he really wanted to say to them, the disciples "cannot bear
now," feels compelled to dampen this confident statement by pointing out the imminent
signs of their faint-heartedness and weak faith. It almost seems that John, to preempt
bewilderment about the character of the speeches he attributed to Jesus, deliberately
wanted to indicate how the disciples indeed believed they understood the Master's
words, even those spoken in a deeper sense, in the sense of subsequent Gnosis. Yet
Jesus himself denied them this understanding and referred them to the future.
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49. Jesus spoke this and raised his eyes to heaven, saying: "Father, the hour has come;
glorify your Son, so that the Son may glorify you! You gave him power over all flesh so
that he might give eternal life to all that you have given him. And this is eternal life: that
they know you, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have sent. | have
glorified you on earth by completing the work you gave me to do. Now, Father, glorify
me in your presence with the glory | had with you before the world existed. | have made
your name known to those whom you gave me from the world. They were yours, and
you gave them to me, and they have kept your word. They now know that everything
you have given me comes from you. For | have given them the words you gave me, and
they have received them, truly understanding that | came from you, and they believed
that you sent me. | am asking on their behalf; | am not asking for the world but for those
you have given me, for they are yours. All mine are yours, and yours are mine; and |
have been glorified in them. Now | am no longer in the world, but they are in the world,
and | am coming to you. Holy Father, protect them in your name that you have given me
so that they may be one, as we are one. While | was with them, | protected them in your
name. | have guarded them, and not one of them was lost except the son of perdition,
so that the scripture might be fulfilled. But now | am coming to you, and | speak these
things in the world so that they may have my joy made complete in themselves. | have
given them your word, and the world has hated them because they do not belong to the
world, just as | do not belong to the world. | am not asking you to take them out of the
world but to keep them from the evil one. They do not belong to the world, just as | do
not belong to the world. Sanctify them in the truth; your word is truth. As you have sent
me into the world, so | have sent them into the world. And for their sakes | sanctify
myself, so that they also may be sanctified in truth. | am not asking on behalf of them
alone, but also for those who will believe in me through their word, that they may all be
one. As you, Father, are in me and | am in you, may they also be in us, so that the world
may believe that you have sent me. The glory that you have given me | have given them
so that they may be one, as we are one. | in them and you in me, that they may become
completely one, so that the world may know that you have sent me and have loved
them even as you have loved me. Father, | desire that those you have given me may be



with me where | am, to see my glory, which you have given me because you loved me
before the foundation of the world. Righteous Father, the world does not know you, but |
know you; and these know that you have sent me. | made your name known to them,
and | will make it known so that the love with which you loved me may be in them, and |
in them.” *)

*) Cap. 17.
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I am well aware of how sharply | go against the prevailing opinion, which even now
admires in this prayer the "indisputably most sublime thing that the evangelical tradition
has preserved for us, the pure reflection of Jesus' profound consciousness of God and
peace with God". When | express it as my clear and definite conviction that this prayer
consistently and without exception does not come from Jesus himself, but only from
John. Specifically in this, | cannot even identify individual traces, as in most of the other
Johannine speeches, which would suggest a memory of words truly spoken by Jesus. It
is also very clear to me why such traces are absent here; | believe that Jesus did not
pray aloud in front of the disciples that night, and it was not John's intention to portray
him as doing so. Instead, he wanted to express the meaning and content of his private
prayer, as he believed he had to comprehend it, in these words. Had Jesus truly uttered
a prayer, the content of which was even remotely similar to this one, it clearly means
that he would have informed the disciples most clearly and in detail about everything
that was to happen. But then, the behavior of the disciples on that night would be
entirely inexplicable. Equally inexplicable would be, regardless of any
counterarguments, the fear he experienced in Gethsemane if he could utter such a
prayer even inwardly. This fear, as already hinted at above **), is by no means
consistent with such clarity of consciousness about what was forthcoming; however, it
aligns perfectly with the resolution Jesus had made a long time ago: to endure and bear
whatever might come.

**) Vol. |, p. 612.

— Therefore, in this prayer, even more than in the rest of the Johannine speeches, we
have what one calls an "idealized Christ"; except that this ideal, far from surpassing
reality, doesn't even approach the reality of the historical Christ. The Johannine Christ
speaks out of abstractions which, while undoubtedly free from everything termed
"human weakness", are thus devoid of genuine human truth and warmth of life. | don't
say this to criticize these speeches. When viewed as they intend to be seen, as
expressions of the disciple's concept of his Lord and Savior and of the God who



became human in him, they earn my full acknowledgment and admiration. However, this
concept may indeed have religious and philosophical value; it commands profound
respect for the spirit and soul of the disciple who could form it. Yet, it lacks historical
value — that is, historical truth — and similarly, it lacks poetic truth in a genuine sense.
The historical Christ — and what applies to the historical Christ would equally apply to a
truly poetic image of Christ, if it were conceivable that a poet could conceive such
without preceding history — the historical Christ may not be foreign to the thoughts that
form the substance of John's image of Christ, but they represent only a moment, a
subordinate, not distinctively emerging moment of the far more lively thoughts, directly
associated with life, that make the real God simultaneously a real human being. The
Johannine Christ is only God (or rather only a general concept) but not also a human,
as the historical Christ was. This is the case, not that he should only be God. For we do
not deny that John's view of Christ was indeed that he was, as truly God, so also a true
human being. Insofar as it was primarily John's purpose to recognize Christ as God, as
the divine Logos, he fully lived up to this purpose, and one can give him this praise
without claiming the other, not due to him, praise of having understood and depicted the
human Jesus, the historical personality of the great master, more accurately than other
disciples.
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50. The preliminary examination of Jesus before the High Priest (Annas, as the narrator
seems to imply, though some understand it to refer to Caiaphas *)) is reported in our
Gospel as follows:

*) See Vol. |, p. 453.

The High Priest questions Jesus about His disciples and His teachings. Jesus replies: “I|
spoke openly to the world; | always taught in the synagogue and in the temple, where all
the Jews gather, and | have said nothing in secret. Why do you question me? Ask those
who heard what | said to them; they know what | spoke." As He said this, one of the
officers standing by struck Jesus and said, "Is that how you answer the High Priest?"
Jesus replied, "If | spoke wrongly, bear witness to the wrong; but if | spoke rightly, why
do you strike me?" **)

**) Chap. 18, verses 19 ff.

— It has rightly been observed how Jesus' response to the High Priest strikingly recalls
the words He speaks to His captors in the Synoptic Gospels ***).



***) Mark 14:49 and parallels.

Here, as in several other places, the editor of the Gospel (not the apostle) seems to
have heard those words but appears to have retained both them and the occasion on
which they were spoken only vaguely in memory. In any case, the synoptic account has
a double advantage over ours: firstly, it is understandable how the disciples could
immediately hear the words, which is not the case here; and secondly, the words
themselves there, as a reproach of secrecy and deceit used to seize Him, seem more
appropriately placed. Jesus would undoubtedly have answered a question about the
content of His teachings either not at all or with a more ingenious turn. Just as
insignificant and improper as this answer is the later response to the servant's slap *).

*) Regarding the slap itself, we cannot help but be reminded of the similar scene
between Paul and the High Priest Ananias (Acts 23:2) and to speculate that our
account might be modeled after that one, much like we previously observed in
the third book such a replication of an event from the Acts of the Apostles in
Luke's account (to whom, due to his relationship with Paul, such parallels would
be even closer than to our source) (Vol. |, p. 457, Note **)). There, by the way,
the High Priest orders the servants to strike Paul on the mouth; how improbable it
is that, in our account, a servant would dare to do so in the presence of the High
Priest of his own accord!

How can one believe that Jesus would have shown an inclination to engage this servant
in a dispute about the propriety or impropriety of His earlier response in the presence of
the High Priest?

51. The trial before Pilate is recounted as follows **).
**) Chap. 18, verses 28 to Chap. 19, verse 16.

The Jews led Jesus from Caiaphas early in the morning to the Praetorium; they
themselves stayed outside, so as not to become impure because of the festival. Pilate
came out to them and asked what charge they were bringing against Him. They replied,
“If He were not an evildoer, we would not have handed Him over to you." Pilate
challenged them to judge Him by their own law; but the Jews replied that they were not
permitted to put anyone to death. Then Pilate went back into the Praetorium and asked
Jesus if He was the King of the Jews. Jesus replied: “Are you asking this on your own,
or did others tell you about me?” Pilate responded: “Am | a Jew? Your own nation and
the chief priests handed you over to me. What have you done?" Jesus replied, "My
kingdom is not of this world. If my kingdom were of this world, my servants would be



fighting that | might not be handed over to the Jews; but now my kingdom is not from
here." Pilate said, "So you are a king?" Jesus replied: "You say that | am a king. | was
born for this, and | came into the world for this: to testify to the truth. Everyone who
belongs to the truth listens to my voice." Pilate then asked: “What is truth?” Following
this initial conversation, the evangelist introduces the scene where Pilate offers to
release the accused for the festival, but the Jews demand the release not of Jesus, but
of Barabbas. This is followed by Jesus’ scourging, His crowning with the crown of
thorns, and dressing in a purple robe. Pilate then presents the mistreated Jesus to the
Jews, hoping to arouse their pity. But they (i.e., the priests and their servants)
persistently demand His crucifixion, prompting Pilate to exclaim that they should take
Him and crucify Him themselves, for he finds no guilt in Him. The Jews then reply, "We
have a law, and by our law He ought to die because He made Himself the Son of God."
When Pilate heard these words, he became even more fearful. He went back into the
Praetorium and asked Jesus where He came from, but Jesus gave no answer. Then he
said, “Won'’t you speak to me? Don’t you know that | have the authority to release you
and the authority to crucify you?" Jesus replied: "You would have no authority over me if
it had not been given to you from above. Therefore, the one who handed me over to you
has the greater sin."” Following this, Pilate tried to release Him, but the Jews cried out: “If
you release Him, you are not Caesar's friend. Anyone who makes himself a king
opposes Caesar!" When Pilate heard these words, he brought Jesus out and sat down
on the judge's seat at a place called the Stone Pavement, or in Hebrew Gabbatha.
There, he presented Jesus to the Jews, proclaiming, “Behold your king! Shall | (while
there's constant shouting: "Away, away, crucify him!") crucify your king?" The priests
replied, "We have no king but Caesar!" Finally, Pilate handed Jesus over to them to be
crucified.
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This narrative is a tapestry of improbabilities and internal contradictions of all kinds,
which, when simply compared with the completely credible account of the Synoptics,
especially Mark's, can easily be recognized for what they are. How completely unclear
the narrator himself was about the events he wanted to report is evident from the fact
that he leaves his readers in uncertainty as to whether Pilate, as the Synoptics
undoubtedly correctly recount, is to execute the judgment pronounced by the Sanhedrin
against Jesus *) or, conversely, whether he himself is to pronounce the judgment and
have the pronounced one executed by the Jews.

*) Mark 14, 64 and parallels.



It almost seems as if the narrator himself is of the latter opinion, and as if the hints that
seem to speak to the contrary in his account **) have inadvertently slipped from him, as
traces of the true course of events that he could not completely erase from his account.

**) Especially Chap. 19, V. 23, where the otpariwrtal, who had crucified Jesus,
are mentioned.

For he has reported nothing in the preceding about a death sentence pronounced by
the Sanhedrin against Jesus; according to him, one would think that before the transfer
to Pilate there had been no further interrogation, but only the simple question about his
doctrine by the high priest (see the previous paragraph). At the beginning of the present
conversation, however, the Jews appear to Pilate, not as an authority executing a
legally pronounced judgment, but as accusers demanding a judgment. Pilate's invitation
to them to judge Jesus according to their own law obviously contains a refusal to
exercise the judicial office himself; similarly afterwards (Chap. 19, V. 6) the instruction
that they, the Jews, should crucify him themselves, as Pilate himself cannot find him
guilty. Admittedly, one would think that such an invitation, expressed from the mouth of
the procurator himself, must have been equivalent to permission to judge the accused
themselves, and it is incomprehensible why the Jews did not make use of this
permission. It is not entirely easy to find out what the narrator may have thought when
he nevertheless, with half a memory of the true course of events, does not immediately
let the Jews make use of it. However, it seems as if, according to his intention, they
should understand Pilate the first time as if he meant the imposition not of the death
penalty, but only a disciplinary penalty; the second time the Jews in their answer seem
really to accept the offer made to them, but Pilate during their words and afterwards in
conversation with Jesus becomes of another mind *) and wants to retract his judgment,
which admittedly is not a proper judgment.

*) This is especially evident in the ek Toutou V. 12, while the V. 8 pdAAov £@of3ién
remains ambiguous and unclear. In any case, however, these words, however
one may interpret them, exclude the possibility of understanding the previous
concessions of Pilate as merely ironic.

Finally, the threatening mention of the emperor leads him, even now, not to condemn
Jesus himself, but to hand him over to the Jews, as if a judgment had already been
pronounced, with permission to crucify him. For it is clearly said at last that the Jews
received him from Pilate and (— for the Roman **) punishment of crucifixion!) led him to
the place of execution.



**) Which, strangely enough, ours acknowledges explicitly in Chap. 18, 32;
obviously in contradiction to his subsequent assumption that Jesus would be
handed over to the Jews for crucifixion. This contradiction (which the modern
commentators, just as thoughtlessly as the other difficulties of this narrative, tend
to overlook) was noted by Augustine in his interpretation of the passage, who
therefore suggests understanding that reference to an earlier prophecy of Jesus
not of crucifixion but of handing over to the Gentiles. However, we cannot
consider this interpretation as the correct one because the latter prophecy occurs
only in the Synoptics, while the former (Chap. 3, 14. 12, 32) occurs in our own.

This is an obvious error, which an eyewitness, or even just someone truly
knowledgeable, could never have made, but which seems to have been prompted in our
narrator by the fact that he had always heard the Jews named as those guilty of Jesus'
death, as this also expresses itself in Jesus' last reply to Pilate.
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This same distortion of perception and partial knowledge, which we have demonstrated
concerning the purpose and outcome of this trial, also becomes apparent in many other
circumstances. The evangelist had heard of a public scene outside the Praetorium
between Pilatus and the people, who, according to the tradition of festival times,
demanded the release of a prisoner*); a situation Pilatus tried to use in favor of Jesus.

*) avaporoag o oxAog npéato aiteioBal, as stated in Marc. 15, 8, whereas Matth.
27, 17 simply states: cuvnyuevwy autwv. Luke, probably due to a
misunderstanding (Cap. 23, 13), has made this into a formal assembly of the
entire people, including priests and leaders, which Pilatus explicitly summons.

From this, he forms the peculiar nature of the trial, which we see here: the accusers
standing outside the Praetorium, allegedly for fear of defilement by entering a pagan
house right before partaking in the Passover meal; Jesus led into the Praetorium, for
which purpose remains unclear when his accusers were allowed to remain outside; and
Pilatus constantly going back and forth to hear from both parties. Any Jewish
superstition about defilement from entering a pagan home has proven elusive to locate
elsewhere™).

**) The koAAaoBal n TTapepxeoBal aAAo@UAw , which in Ap. Gesch. 10, 28 is
referred to as dBepitov dvdpl loudaiw, evidently indicates more than just entering
the dwelling. Similarly, any notion of such defilement from 5 Mos. 16, 4 can only
be forcefully derived.



This assumption of our evangelist seems to have emerged as a clear error, just like the
presupposition that the Passover meal was still forthcoming for the Jews, derived from
ignorance about the true timeline and perhaps also Jewish customs™***).

***) See Bd. |, S. 447. If we assume ignhorance or partial knowledge about the
custom, then the words 1po NG €0pTNG Tou TTaoxa, Cap. 13, 1 would apply
similarly. If not, we would have to presume that the evangelist intentionally tried
to harmonize the various time determinations he provided.

Even if we were to accept (which we don't) that the evangelist was correct in both
assumptions, the inexplicable indulgence of Pilatus—known not to be especially
accommodating to the Jews—towards this Jewish peculiarity remains puzzling, given
the recognized need for an interrogation within the Praetorium. True, the entire account
and particularly its conclusion imply a public court session held by Pilatus. But it's
evident from comparing this detail—which our evangelist undoubtedly did not invent, as
it blatantly contradicts the rest of his narrative—with the Synoptists' accounts that no
such session really took place because judgment had already been rendered and only
execution was pending. These Synoptists, with the exception of Matthew (who only
refers to the message from Pilatus's wife), are unaware of Pilatus ascending to the
judgment seat—a gesture which seems redundant in our account, where Pilatus doesn't
deliver a judgment but only a vague taunt. According to them, we can infer, even if it
isn't explicitly mentioned, that the interactions between the Procurator and the accusers
occurred within the Praetorium, and even Jesus's presentation before the crowd
demanding his death is not expressly mentioned by them®).

*) However, based on what is said about the soldiers in Marc. 15, 16 and its
parallels, it seems that they took him ecw TnG auAng, suggesting this.

However, the bizarre attempt to evoke the crowd's compassion by showing them the
grievously abused Jesus—if this is indeed the intention in our evangelist's account—is
absent in the Synoptists' narratives. They depict the flogging occurring after the decision
was finalized, as per Roman custom.
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The discourses which our Evangelist lets Jesus exchange with Pilate provide at least no
enrichment to our knowledge of the thought and actions of the divine Master. The
accurate note that Jesus remained silent in response to the accusations raised against
him had also reached him, but he presents it (Cap. 19, 9) in isolation, instead of a



response to the specific question of where he was from, thereby losing its significance.
The answer to Pilate's first question remains, no matter how one tries to interpret it,
utterly incomprehensible; Jesus could not possibly speak so boldly and defiantly to one
to whom he (Cap. 19, 11) himself admitted had his power over him from above. The
subsequent conversation is nothing more than a paraphrase of the simple affirmation
reported by the Synoptics*) to the question of whether he was the King of Israel. We
must find this paraphrase all the more superfluous, even disturbing, the clearer the
motive for Jesus' reticence in this interrogation has already been made evident to us
above**), and the more firmly we, based on the aforementioned***), can't help but
declare the assumption that the disciples (who are most inappropriately here called
"servants" [UTnpéTal]) were prevented by Jesus himself from using force in his defense
as factually incorrect.

*Y Marc. 15, 2 and Parall.
**)Vol. |, p. 459 ff.
***) |bid. p. 449.

— In Pilate's words, "What is truth?", some have wanted to find a particularly
characteristic trait for the mindset of the frivolous worldly man. It's possible that this
remark was known from another context, and that the Evangelist took the opportunity to
incorporate it here. The phrasing he uses in Jesus' speech to introduce the keyword
aAnBeia (truth) indeed seems to testify to such an intentionality. For Pilate could hardly
understand the paptvpeiv Tn aAnBeia (bearing witness to the truth) as a function of
Jesus' BaolAcia (kingdom). The narrator also feels the need to clarify this relationship
with the appended words in which Jesus is supposed to declare himself the king of
truth, albeit imperfectly enough. — In the later statement in which Jesus shifts the guilt
of his condemnation from Pilate to the Jews (or to Judas?), we cannot so much admire
his leniency towards the former as find the bitterness with which he lets his resentment
towards his enemies shine through, especially towards a man with whom he had to
maintain a completely different stance (the same stance we see the true Christ maintain
in the Synoptics).
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Seventh Book.

The Resurrection and the Ascension.

In our historical view of the life story of Jesus, derived through selective and
comparative criticism of the evangelical accounts, a problem still remains to be solved
after all that has been said. If it remained unsolved, this view would appear, in one of its
most important moments, if not necessarily false and erroneous, then unjustified and
incomplete. We believed we could state as a main result of our investigation that Jesus,
by his own conscious act of will, accepted the fate that personally befell him at the end
of his career, in clear insight and conviction that he could only fulfill his destiny and
complete the work entrusted to him by his heavenly Father in this way and no other *).

*) Compare in particular Vol. |, p. 421 ff. Also p. 296 ff., p. 328, p. 459 ff., p. 529
ff., p. 544 ff.

This decision must appear all the more significant and weighty to us, the insight from
which it emerged all the more pure and deeply founded, as we also recognized that
both the decision and the insight were uniquely characteristic of the god-inspired man
and were by no means borrowed from the messianic belief of the Israeli people, to
which he connected his work and project in other respects, nor even inspired by it.
Nevertheless, we cannot avoid saying that, as long as we, as we have done in our
previous presentation, only continue our contemplation up to the moment of death that
Jesus suffered on the cross, this decision retains something mysterious for us, and a
problem remains, the explanation of which we seek in vain within this scope. With the
same certainty as this decision to die, we also encountered the fact that this decision
could not have been a mere whim in Jesus, not a kind of enthusiasm that some later
disciples seem to attribute to their master, which sought and found in suffering and
death as such, regardless of their world-historic success, a mysterious merit, a
mysterious power of reconciling God and the salvation of mankind. It could only have
emerged from the clear, fully grounded insight that only in this way, and no other, could
the work, whose creation had been the task of his life, be completed and sealed. Only
such insight corresponds to the greatness of mind and the sublime self-awareness that
we see manifested in the Divine everywhere in his life; only it, and by no means the
notion of a sacrificial and reconciling death, is expressed in his own prophetic speeches
about the necessity of his death. However, how Jesus could grasp this insight, this
conviction, which was later indeed confirmed by success, seems all the more difficult to



explain the sharper we look at the external situation of his cause as it actually was at
the moment of his death. He had — this also emerged as the result of a careful
consideration of the manner of his teaching activity *) — he had not, in the manner of
other founders of religions and wisdom teachers, formed a wide circle of students from
whom he could expect that they would preserve and propagate themselves and the
work already realized in them by themselves, by the power of the spirit dispersed in
them but always uniting again, but he had entrusted the fullness of his value, that
fullness from which the world-encompassing purpose of his existence was to be
realized only over the course of the centuries, solely to that narrow circle of his actual
disciples, through whom a Christian community, a church, was to be founded only after
his death.

*) Vol. 1, p. 386 ff.

The very disciples, however, how little do we find them matured in that fateful moment
to the intellectual and moral independence that, in a human way, could alone guarantee
the success of the high task entrusted to them! Not in vain, on the very night in which he
was betrayed by one from among them, did the Master prophesy that they would all
soon falter in their faith in him. What he said soon came true and all too completely; he
was abandoned by all on that night, and the one who had so far been considered the
foremost, the boldest, and the most zealous of the disciples denied him three times *).

*) We have already pointed out above (Vol. |, p. 430) to the significance of the
anecdote of Peter's denial, which we cannot help but acknowledge, which is not
for nothing told by all the evangelists with such weighty emphasis. Similarly, we
pointed out (p. 448 ff.) how we have every reason to regard the simple narrative
of Mark concerning Jesus' arrest as the only correct one, according to which an
explicit will of the Master played no part in the flight of the disciples, except
perhaps insofar as he recognized resistance as futile. The opposite, as reported
by the other three evangelists, each in his way, but not at all in agreement with
each other, has something unnatural, regardless of interpretation. Why then
would Jesus, instead of waiting for Judas' betrayal, not rather surrender himself
directly to the Sanhedrin? Indeed, if Jesus had acted in such a manner, we could
not find the reproach made to him by Celsus, of deliberately making his disciples
into cowardly traitors (Orig. against Celsus Il, 20), entirely unjust! Lastly, we also
noted (p. 463 ff.), concerning the behavior of the disciples during the crucifixion,
that according to the indisputably correct account of the first two evangelists,
none of them is presumed to have been present, and what the fourth evangelist
knows about John's proximity to the cross is as fictitious as (which we want to
note here in passing) the words introduced by Luke (23:49) into Mark's narrative



about the women standing far off and watching: ravrteg oi yvwaoToi autoi (all his
acquaintances).

Certainly, despite all these circumstances, historically so fully authenticated, if the Divine
carried with him into death the confidence that his work would not be lost for him and for
humanity, it could not have arisen or solidified in him through external, rational
calculation!
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This consideration, we believe, will prompt the reflective observer of the life story of the
Savior to recognize - even in light of the many and significant objections - that the tale
so often reported in our evangelical records, or presupposed in other narratives, stating
that Jesus foresaw and proclaimed that extraordinary event which, according to the
disciples' belief, occurred after his crucifixion, has not yet been completely refuted by
the sharp-witted polemics thus far raised against it *).

*) Earlier, everything concerning this point has been concisely summarized in
Strauss L. J. Il, p. 324 ff.

Indeed, this proclamation could not have been expressed in the clear, straightforward
terms reported by our evangelists, or if expressed as such, could not have been
preserved in the disciples’ memory. This is made evident not only by the miraculous
nature of both the prophecy and the prophesied event but also by what has been
reported about the disciples’ behavior during that event itself. They evidently did not
anticipate it but were taken utterly by surprise. Both types of reports, one detailing the
alleged statements of the Lord and the other detailing this surprise and consternation,
have long been recognized as being completely incompatible. Since we have to reject
or limit one or the other, there is no doubt about which of the two will be affected.
Indeed, if there is anything in the accounts of that extraordinary event, which stands at
the very edge of the domain where simple historical belief feels at home, that inherently
bears the character of historical truth and imparts this character to the rest of the
narrative, it is precisely this astonishment, this bewilderment of the disciples in the face
of the enormous unexpected event. This sentiment is all the more genuine as it is not
prominently reported or embellished in those accounts, but rather unintentionally shines
through them. Therefore, if Jesus really predicted his resurrection, he must have done
so in dark, ambiguous terms that the disciples did not understand at the time and only
became clear to them after the event. This is explicitly indicated in a passage that is all
the more remarkable because it first refers to the "resurrection of the Son of Man" in



clear and unambiguous terms, and subsequently describes the disciples discussing this
phrase as something they didn't understand *).

*) TOV AOYOV EKPATNOQV TTPOG EAUTOUG, OUCNTOUVTEG, Ti EGTI TO EK VEKPWV
dvaotnval. Marc. 9, 10. The first evangelist has (Matth. 17, 9) omitted this note
feeling its unequivocal nature, the third (Luk. 9, 36) for the same reason replaced
it with a more obvious one.

We can assume that what is expressly stated here also applies to all similar statements
of Jesus, and as the evangelist there clearly replaces the ambiguous words, which the
Lord undoubtedly used at that time, with the clear words into which the disciples had
transformed those once they found the interpretation, something similar has happened
in all other places where we find words of the same or similar meaning **).

**) Marc. 8, 31. 9, 31. 10, 34. 14, 28 and parallels. Matth. 12, 40.

The fourth Gospel has Jesus himself only hinting at that event in veiled terms, and
although among these hints, one or the other might be either superimposed with this
meaning by the evangelist himself *), or where interpreters wrongly want to find it, it still
seems that the Apostle John was guided by the correct awareness that all those
announcements, which the disciples believed they could relate to the resurrection of the
Lord from the dead after his death, were never pronounced by him except indirectly and
enigmatically.

*) This especially applies to the statement in Chapter 2, verse 19. Compare Vol.
I, p. 454. It's notable how on this occasion this evangelist (v. 22) quite explicitly
admits that only after the event did the disciples recall this statement and find
that interpretation which the evangelist gives there.

"In a little while, you will not see me, and again in a little while, you will see me," he has
Jesus repeatedly say **) to his disciples. And if the interpretation he later attributes to
these words seems to impose on them a more general spiritual meaning rather than a
specific factual one, it only testifies to the ambiguity that still left the
independent-thinking disciple uncertain about his Master's true intention.

**) Chapter 14, 18 f. Chapter 16, 16.
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Thus, specifically as we had to contest the factual correctness of that direct form in
which, according to the synoptic evangelists (who, however, somewhat corrected
themselves in that very expression of Marcus just mentioned), Jesus is supposed to
have foretold his resurrection — it's precisely in this struggle itself that the actual truth of
a proclamation given by Jesus in general comes glaringly to us. This proclamation
predicts the uplift which, inspired miraculously from above, was imminent for his cause
in the person of his disciples who felt revived and reinvigorated after his death. Just as
unintentional and unpretentious as the stories about the disciples' astonishment at the
realization of what they had unconsciously been foretold are also those hints which,
right where those prophetic words are reported, sometimes give them a twist, letting us
recognize their true nature in a purer light than in which the reporters themselves
seemed to have regarded them. Some of these twists even receive a peculiar validation
by a context, which remained misunderstood by the narrators themselves; a validation
that makes us doubt the truth of what's contained in them even less. We also provide,
we believe, a sufficiently convincing example of this. When in the previously mentioned
passage of Marcus, the Lord forbids his three trusted disciples from speaking to others
about the miraculous vision they had on the Mountain of Transfiguration, until the Son of
Man had risen from the dead, whereupon they, as the evangelist adds, did not
understand what he meant by this "rising from the dead": our interpretation of the
mysterious incident *) almost automatically reveals the meaning which remained hidden
from the disciples at that time.

*) Vol. I, p. 534 ff.

Along with it, however, arises the truth of the words which Jesus might have spoken at
the place relayed by the evangelist. This is due to their indispensability for the
completion of the meaning of the rest of the story. Clearly, the Lord refers the disciples
to a time when they would be capable of holding onto that ideal transfiguration, in which
his form appeared to them alongside the figures of Moses and Elijah, more accurately
than was the case then, and to share it in explicit doctrine with others. He instructs them
that this time would come only after his death, and he demands of them that only then
should they proclaim the thus resurrected in spirit and truth to the Israelites as their
Messiah; however, even this proclamation spoken in riddles by the Lord of a future
clarity must have appeared as a new problem to the disciples. Thus understood, not
only does that expression, which is indeed strange in its literal formulation, receive a
thoroughly corresponding inner truth and probability in the context in which it occurs, but
it also coincides most surprisingly with the prophecies mentioned earlier in John and
with the promise of a Paraclete so explicitly pronounced by this same evangelist, whose
assistance will also only be given to the disciples after the Lord's death. Both
proclamations, the synoptic one and the Johannine one, are narrated entirely



independently of each other and, despite all the conformity of their meaning, are so
completely different in word, expression, and conceptual context, each so original in
character and with such intellectual connections, that we can rightly say of them, just as
above regarding the death proclamations *), that they need no further external validation
but sufficiently validate themselves through their own inner truth.

*) Vol. I, p. 422 ff.
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The same sublime confidence concerning the endurance and progression of his work
undoubtedly also manifests itself in those prophecies which have been understood by
the disciples as a promise of a future personal return of the Lord for the purpose of a
Last Judgment over the living and the dead, no matter how one might interpret them. As
we have tried to demonstrate above **), the core of these prophecies is, in fact, a view
of a more general ideal content rather than one specifically related to Christ's personal
work.

**) \fol. |, p. 593 ff.

That future (Parousia) of the Son of Man — which is famously the image under which
the final separation of good from evil, and the victory of good over evil has been
proclaimed, the certainty of which constitutes one of the essential tenets of Christian
doctrine — is juxtaposed in the synoptic main passage which deals with it ***) with the
proclamation of suffering and tribulations that his disciples expected to encounter
immediately after the Lord's death.

***) Mark. 13, 24 and parallels.

However, this proclamation essentially contains the assumption that the disciples will
hold firm to their master's work and will not shy away from confronting even the gates of
Hell in representing this work — an assumption which, as we demonstrated, was hardly
sufficiently justified by the emotional state and behavior of the disciples at that point in
time. Thus, even this proclamation, which seems to contradict the more hopeful
perspectives Jesus otherwise offered his disciples, leads us to assume that Jesus must
have had another kind of guarantee for the survival of his work through his disciples.
Similarly, in the figurative prophecy about the ultimate outcome of this battle, there are
elements hinting at another hidden meaning, other than the general and impersonal
one. The disciples themselves famously understood these words to be referring to an
imminent future return of the Son of Man during their earthly lives; and Jesus' own



words, as reported by the evangelists, contain statements which explicitly proclaim this
catastrophe to that then-living generation *).

*Y Mark. 9, 1. 13, 20. Compare our explanation on the first of these passages Vol.
I, p. 533, which improves the not entirely appropriate remark on the second, ibid.
p. 597. A review of that earlier passage reveals that the connection of v. 30 with
v. 29, which we wanted to label arbitrary (due to an oversight, what was meant to
be said about v. 30 seemed to have been said about v. 28-30), is not merely
arbitrary, but indeed reflects Jesus' intention to announce the coming of the Son
of Man as imminent to "this generation”.

— Others have speculated that perhaps these statements, which are reported as
proclaiming the fact of the resurrection, might not have been different in origin but were
in fact one and the same **).

**) "Since Christ's disciples could not consider the comforting promises of his
return as fulfilled through the days of his resurrection, they expected this
fulfillment at the end of earthly human affairs.” Schleiermacher, The Christian
Faith. Second edition. Vol. Il, p. 527.

This speculation seems more plausible the more we become convinced, on one hand,
of the consistent impossibility that Jesus could have clearly proclaimed his resurrection,
and on the other hand, that he could have proclaimed his future coming in the clouds in
the literal manner that the disciples and the evangelists have attributed to him *).
Nonetheless, we cannot regard the disciples' belief in both the former and the latter as
entirely baseless.

*) Compare Vol. |, p. 594 f.

The steadfastness with which we see the disciples cling to their master's word regarding
that second return, even though the outcome did not confirm such expectations and
even though it contradicts the natural belief in the unchangeability of daily natural
events, is proof to us that the disciples were not in the habit of inventing such
proclamations only after they had come to pass. On the other hand, the genuine
surprise expressed by the disciples at the appearance of the resurrected one suggests
that, in this case, the words of this proclamation as handed down to us could only have
been established after the event. Admittedly, if we consider both proclamations as one
and the same, we must acknowledge a double-sided error on the part of the disciples.
However, this error, which has been so strikingly proven on one side by steadfast faith
and on the other by a historical fact, must surely be based on some factual truth. When



we inquire about the nature of this foundation, what seems more likely than to assume
that the disciples, after experiencing a partial fulfillment of the Master's prophecy in an
unexpected way, without finding its content completely exhausted, mentally divided the
prophecy and looked forward with even greater anticipation to the fulfillment of the
remaining part, the more they were gripped by the surprising realization of the other
part? A division that could have easily occurred since the Master himself, in his
frequently repeated statements on this mysterious subject, did not use the same words
and phrases but rather, consistent with the habit of his rich spirit, pointed out in diverse
and varied expressions the multiplicity and diversity of the relationships contained in
one and the same idea *).

*) There is, however, a hint that initially the disciples were inclined to consider the
appearance of the resurrected one as the promised return for the establishment
of the Messianic kingdom in Acts 1, 6.
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From the preceding consideration, we believe we can confidently conclude the
following: Jesus spoke of the future of his work and his teachings in such a manner that
it encompassed the awareness of an enduring or recurring personal activity even after
his death. It embodied the realization that this activity would protect his teachings and
work from perishing and ensure their eventual triumph. Without a doubt, this
phenomenon of consciousness is extraordinary and marvelous. However, we feel
justified in declaring it as an essential aspect, an inseparable part, of the Messianic
self-awareness, which has manifested itself throughout the historical appearance of the
Redeemer. To suggest that, without this self-awareness, without the inner certainty and
confidence of an eventual success, or a future acknowledgment of his divine dignity and
mission among humankind, Jesus would not have spoken of himself as we have
repeatedly heard in the historically irrefutable statements, or that he could not maintain
his demeanor that we see him uphold towards his disciples and the people — this is
evident. Given our previous discussions about his life's history, we believe we can
dispense with further proofs of this fact. This is not to say we take this conclusion lightly;
the weight of such a revelation is indeed tremendous! For when in the course of world
history has there been a mortal who dared to anticipate something so monumental
regarding himself? But the astonishment at this wondrous fact of Christ's
self-awareness coincides with the acknowledgment of the miraculous nature of the
Spirit, as seen in the embodiment of the divine-human spirit in one personality. Without
this self-awareness, which comprehended the past, present, and future of humanity,
and recognized itself as the constant focal point of all times solely through the power of
the idea and its immediacy, without any reflective knowledge — Christ would simply not



have been Christ! This consciousness is nothing but the ideal side of the divine
revelation, the presence of God in the personal Christ, which is mirrored in reality
through his deeds, his spiritual and physical miracles. It is not as immediately clear from
another aspect, which we believe was also contained in the proclamations made by
Christ, specifically regarding how he connected the anticipated outcomes to his
personal activity that did not cease even with death. This particular focus appears to be
more incidental than essential, relating more to the grand course of world history as a
whole. One might easily surmise that it wasn't meant seriously but was merely a form of
expression, especially since, on its own, its content might seem to delve into
superstitious ideas or a completely mysterious realm of miracles. However, based on
everything said so far, we must still advocate a deeper significance for this aspect.
When we consider the circumstances under which Jesus made these prophecies, this
anticipation of extending his personal activity beyond natural bounds, however
extraordinary and seemingly beyond any known psychological law, emerges as an
indispensable link in the chain of Messianic self-awareness. If, as we believe to have
demonstrated, at the moment of Jesus' death his mission lacked any external real
guarantee of its continuation, then something must have replaced this external
guarantee in the soul of the Divine, in which the confidence of this continuation
remained unshaken. We must assume this, especially since we cannot attribute to
Jesus any form of scientific or philosophical consciousness about the causal
connections of that historical developmental process of humanity, in which he was
positioned as the most decisive turning point. Had this latter assumption been the case,
one could imagine how Jesus, through a scholarly insight into the conditions of his time
and the world, could have come to the conviction that his work was essential for the age
and thus could not perish, but even if seemingly lost, would sooner or later be
reclaimed. But, since the Messianic self-awareness in him lacked such scholarly
intermediation, and was present in him only as an ideal immediacy, it is inconceivable,
unless one believes that Jesus was deluded about the obstacles opposing his work's
progression, that this confidence could have any other conceivable motive, except one
included in that same form of subjective consciousness. Just as Jesus, without a
detailed and developed knowledge of the world he came to save, knew only of himself
as its savior, he could also only view the future of his work in the form of an enduring or
recurring personal activity even after his death.
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The perspective articulated in this form by Jesus is what we believe we are justified in
considering as the shared factual foundation of the proclamations, which the disciples
attributed partly to His resurrection and partly to His return for the Final Judgment. It will
not be argued against us that by this we ourselves are committing the error we criticized



earlier in the prophecies understood in this latter sense*) towards the Evangelists and
those who even here wish to strictly adhere to the literal wording of the Gospel tradition:
namely, that they ascribe to the divine Master a misconception and superstition
inexplicable given the clarity and elevation of His spirit.

*) Vol. 1, p. 583 ff.

The form in which He, as we believe, truly predicted His resurrection and personal
return contains neither error nor superstition, for — the outcome has justified this
prediction. Indeed, after His death, Jesus appeared to His disciples; through this
appearance, He won back and strengthened the disciples — both those who had
become so during His life and even others who were only made so by this miraculous
fact — anew for His cause, and only then endowed them with the ability to take up His
work independently and establish it indestructibly for all time. As sure as we must
accept this fact, proven by testimonies of irrefutable credibility, as a historical event and
seek to justify it in a way we are about to determine: it is equally important in this
investigation to recognize that this very fact had been foreshadowed and announced in
Jesus' own consciousness during His life in the flesh. For just as this consciousness has
been vindicated as one elevated above error and superstition by the event and its
outcome, so the prophecy itself, similar to how, according to the use Christ Himself and
His apostles made of them, the Old Testament prophecies in general presented the
appearance of the Messiah, confronts us right from the start with the miraculous event
in its divine necessity and its elevation above chance, external influences, and even
subjective psychological motives, to which modern skepticism often sought to trace it.
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These introductory remarks were intended to lead to the recognition of a high,
mysterious necessity for the common consciousness that also prevailed in this event, by
which the earthly appearance of the Lord has been crowned. — Through them, we have
positioned ourselves in strong opposition to the view that has been predominant among
the majority of those who, like us, aim for a historical, dogma-free overall understanding
of the Gospel history. That extraordinary event, which the Gospel narrators report as a
resurrection of the Lord from the tomb, into which His body had been placed after being
taken down from the cross: this event has also been commonly attributed to the natural
order of events, namely, by assuming that Jesus did not actually die on the cross but
was overcome by a death-like faint, was presumed dead as a result, and in the tomb
regained not so much life itself as the mere outward use of life force. While this view
generally belongs to those we have not explicitly dealt with in our entire work,
considering them sufficiently refuted by recent critical work, the naturalistic error seems



to have taken deeper root in this particular point than most other points of the Gospel
history. Furthermore, the view currently considered orthodox often leaves the door open
to this naturalistic view, so it will not be superfluous to keep it in mind when describing
the true course of the miraculous event we are about to present and to specifically
emphasize the points on which its refutation is primarily based.
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The main circumstance on which the aforementioned hypothesis tends to rest is, as is
well known, the historically confirmed fact that Jesus died earlier than those usually
crucified, and was taken down from the cross. The reason for this removal is narrated
differently in the Synoptic Gospels and the Fourth Gospel. According to the account of
Mark, which the first and third Gospels only reproduce somewhat abbreviated, Joseph
of Arimathea, a respected member of the Sanhedrin and a believer in the doctrine of the
approaching kingdom of God*), comes to Pilate on the evening of the day of the
crucifixion and asks him for the body of Jesus.

*) euoXAMWY BOUAEUTAG, O¢ Kai QuTog AV TTPoodeXOUEVOS TNV BaoiAgiav Tou Beou.
Mark 15, 43. Luke reproduces these words quite precisely, only with the
self-evident addition that he did not take part in the proceedings of the Sanhedrin
against Jesus. The author of the first Gospel, however, seems to have been
moved by the same consideration which Luke tries to dispel with these words, to
call Joseph not a councillor but merely a rich man; otherwise, he adds, letting
Mark's words still clearly shine through: og kai autog epadnireuce 1w ‘Incou. The
Fourth Gospel calls him plainly a disciple of Jesus, but a "secret one, out of fear
of the Jews"; this is consistent with the favored view of this Gospel but in
apparent contradiction to the action just reported about Joseph. How much truer
and more characteristic is Mark's simple ToAufjcag.

When the evangelist parenthetically adds the words, because it was the preparation day
or the day before the Sabbath (Friday), it is unmistakably his opinion that Joseph did not
want to wait for the following day because he wouldn't have been able to perform a
burial on a Sabbath (as also hinted at in the Fourth Gospel *)).

*) John 19, 42.

It seems, therefore, as if the evangelist assumes the Roman custom of crucifixion,
according to which the bodies were left on the cross "as food for ravens" **).

**) Horace, ep. |, 16, 48.



This is also consistent with Pilate expressing his surprise at how Jesus could have
already died, that he calls for the centurion on guard to inquire about the time of death,
and only after hearing his report does he grant Joseph his request. Clearly, it is
assumed here that the procurator regards the early removal from the cross as an
anomaly, and only consents to it on the condition that death had truly already occurred.
However, this is contradicted by Josephus ***) who generally states it as a Jewish
custom to take down the crucified "before sunset” and bury them; undoubtedly, to
comply with the Mosaic law concerning the bodies of the hanged t).

***) War of the Jews |V, §, 2. Such was the care of the Jews about burial, that
they even took down those who were condemned and nailed to crosses and
buried them before the setting of the sun.

T) Deuteronomy 21, 22-23.

That this custom, even without Joseph's intervention, would have been observed
regarding Jesus and the co-crucified, seems to be indicated by the fact that the other
two Synoptic Gospels omit both Mark's notes, both the one about Joseph's hasty
request 11) and the one about Pilate's surprise and his conversation with the centurion.

T1) The note that the day was preparation day is brought up later by both
evangelists: Luke 23, 54 and Matthew 27, 62; the latter in very peculiar terms,
which undeniably suggest that when he wrote them down, he must have been
under the impression that he had already called that day preparation day, making
the omission appear accidental.

However, one might consider this fact—beyond doubt—established by the narrative of
the Fourth Gospel concerning the removal from the cross, which differs from the
Synoptics. There, before Joseph of Arimathea, "the Jews" come to Pilate and ask for
permission to take down the crucified and break their legs *).

*) John 19, 31.

However, the fourth evangelist seems to know as little about that Jewish custom as the
second one. Instead, he explicitly cites another reason for that request, namely the
concern that the bodies remaining on the cross on the following day would defile the
Sabbath, whose celebration at that time, undoubtedly due to the Passover, was
supposed to be particularly distinguished. He therefore views the early removal in much
the same way as Mark does, as an exception to the norm. And all the evangelists either



clearly contradict the assumption supported by the testimony of Josephus, or at least do
not explicitly confirm agreement with it. Hence, we too probably cannot avoid
abandoning this assumption; even if, concerning the narrative of Mark, there might
remain the possibility to assume for this evangelist, who is said to have written his
gospel in Rome, an error caused by familiarity with Roman customs. However, a closer
interpretation might be to understand the words of Josephus in such a way that he is
only speaking of those who had truly died, while those who were still alive were left on
the cross until their actual death, even overnight. **)

**) This report by Josephus is also contradicted by an occasional note from Philo.
Philo (Opp. ed. Mang. I, p. 529) reproaches Avilius Flaccus, governor of
Alexandria, for his treatment of prominent Jews and remarks on this occasion
that he has even seen crucified individuals taken down from the cross on festive
days. If this was such a rare exception in Egypt, where the Jews also usually
lived according to their law, it is hard to assume that the Romans in Judea would
have acted much differently.
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If the Gospels dispel the favorable prejudice that one might want to base on the
previously mentioned circumstance, then a closer examination of the details of this
portrayal, which has generally been considered as unquestionable and inviolable until
now, will hardly lead us to give it preference over the simpler synoptic one. Already,
regarding the person who took down the body, there's an obvious confusion. First, the
Jews request this permission along with the associated breaking of the legs, but then (V.
32) it's not they who perform this task, but the Roman soldiers. Finally, the same
expression is used again by Joseph of Arimathea, which in the earlier context meant the
taking down from the cross *); the latter seems to have originated from an involuntary
rising memory of the true sequence of events, as reported by the Synoptics.

*) Apwtnoey, 'iva apn and: npe 16 cwua V. 38.

Even more suspicion arises concerning the treatment of the crucified bodies
themselves. Breaking the legs as a means to hasten death **) is a completely
unheard-of measure, implausible in itself due to its apparent inappropriateness and
absolutely not testified by any ancient sources in similar cases ***).

**) Some interpreters admit that this couldn't bring about death and therefore
assume the addition of a deadly blow. But if breaking the legs was a general



practice, without the specific intention of causing death: why then wasn't it
practiced on the one already dead?

***) The only passage that one can cite for this, Lactant. Instit. Div. IV, 26, is
entirely unconvincing, since the words siollt eoi-nm was ksi-ebat have apparently
been extracted from the Gospel narrative.

The Evangelist himself shows us the path, how he, or the tradition he follows, came
upon this strange fiction; he cites (V. 36) the Mosaic law regarding the Passover lamb *),
which, as commanded there, should have no bone broken.

*) Exodus 12:46. Numbers 9:12.

To seek in this command a mystical prophecy about the Messiah might have been
prompted by a similar prophecy that appeared to be contained in another of those legal
regulations, which could truly be deemed fulfilled, namely the prohibition against leaving
anything of the Passover lamb until the next day **), supposedly allegorically referring to
the burial that took place on the day of death.

**) Op. cit. and Exodus 12:10. Admittedly, this alleged prophecy isn't expressly
cited by the Evangelist, but the interpretation in the stated sense seems so
closely aligned with the mystical allegorical inclination, which is evident in other
interpretations, that I'm surprised it hasn't been found by any interpreter.

Perhaps the Evangelist or his source had also heard something about the Roman
punishment of crurifragium, which had absolutely nothing to do with crucifixion; and
thus, in the manner of those narrators, the adventurous idea, without further historical
critique, was transformed into a fact; the legs of those crucified with Jesus had to be
broken, so it could appear as a special divine providence when they weren't broken for
the one referred to as the "Lamb of God".

—Likewise, it's very likely the same with the even more adventurous tale attached to it,
of the lance thrust into the side of the already dead Jesus. Here again, we have a
double mystical reference, one explicit to a prophet's passage ***), and another not
explicit, but hardly deniable, regarding the sacramental significance of the substances
that are said to have flowed from the wound caused by this thrust.

***) Zechariah 12:10.



Undoubtedly, the latter is what, as we already hinted at in an earlier context *), but now
want to prove in detail, has also caused this strange invention, completely unknown to
the credible narrators and even in direct contradiction to their report.

*) Vol. 1, p. 102.
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The account of our evangelist is well-known to be as follows: after the soldiers had
broken the legs of the two who were crucified alongside, and came to Jesus, they
realized that he was already dead. Therefore, they refrained from breaking his legs but
instead, one of them pierced his side with a spear, whereupon water and blood
supposedly immediately flowed out from the wound. — We bypass here the less
significant objection that, according to the synoptic account, the centurion had already
noticed the actual death earlier. This has been attempted to be neutralized by assuming
that these soldiers were from a different detachment, whereby the earlier one might
have been replaced in the meantime. But we cannot, with the same readiness as
modern interpreters usually do, accept the utterly unnatural and unheard-of fact that
blood and water flowed from a recently deceased body as a naturally occurring event,
or even as one that could serve as evidence of actual death. — The evangelist himself,
it is believed, clearly regarded it from this latter viewpoint. He adds the following oddly
worded assurance to his narrative: "And he who saw it has testified, and his testimony is
true, and he knows that he tells the truth so that you also may believe.” It is believed
that these words can only be interpreted to mean that the narrator, introducing himself
as an eyewitness, wanted to confirm the reality of Jesus' death for those who might
have doubted it. But this interpretation is certainly wrong, as surely as no one in ancient
times had thought of doubting the fact of that death, nor of seeing in that event, the
contradiction to the regular course of nature, which could not remain hidden *) from the
healthy, albeit less systematic knowledge and observation of nature in antiquity,
anything other than a miracle.

*) Consider the words of Euthymius, often quoted by interpreters, but often
thoughtlessly: "From a corpse, even if you stab it ten thousand times, no blood
comes out."

Thus, the wondrous, mysterious nature of this appearance is what the evangelist wants
to affirm with that assurance. To our knowledge, all his ancient interpreters understood
him this way; none of them ever dreamt that this passage could be a rebuttal to doubts
about the reality of Jesus' death. What kind of audience would it have been, to which
the evangelist wanted to retract a belief, presenting a fact that would have, on the one



hand, proved the exact opposite of death, and on the other, appeared to them, as well
as to us, as utterly anomalous and puzzling? And how could it be that there is not the
faintest trace of such a doubt, which would have attacked the essential and inviolable
foundation of apostolic proclamation, neither in the other gospels nor in the apostolic
letters, which already speak of so many other heresies, nor in the authors of later
times? — Moreover, there is no trace in the ancients that they found in this passage, as
others want, a direct intention **) of refuting Docetic errors.

**) An indirect, unconscious reference to Docetic views is indeed present in this
passage, as we will soon see.
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And indeed, whoever was not persuaded by the entire life and death story of the Lord to
regard him as a flesh-and-blood human being would hardly have been convinced by the
account of this mysterious event! — Generally, as we previously reminded with explicit
reference to the fourth gospel, one should finally refrain from presuming relationships
and intentions in these ancient writers, whether in their overall or individual depiction,
that they do not openly express and reveal. It is entirely not their style, especially not the
style of such a verbose writer, inclined to explanations and all sorts of side remarks, like
the author of this gospel shows himself to be everywhere, to combat a mistaken opinion
only covertly, with cryptically expressed assurances, instead of confronting it openly and
directly.

Given the accumulated difficulties in which the recently almost universally favored
interpretations of the questionable passage are entangled, we believe we can declare
the opposite of them as evident and find ample justification for returning to the
interpretation given by the ancients. However, here too one should not stop halfway. It
might seem most obvious to relate the evangelist's assurance only to the fulfillment of
the prophecies, which he subsequently explicitly cites himself as the reason for what
happened and what he narrates. However, the assurance too closely follows the note of
blood and water flowing out, making one feel compelled to relate it first and foremost to
this — which is not mentioned in those prophecies cited by the evangelist himself —
especially since the solemn tone in which it is expressed obviously points to a miracle
(and we have to seek a miracle in that alleged fact, as stated), and would be
inexplicable if it could not be related to one. But for the evangelist, it's not just about a
miracle in general but specifically about a miracle of sacramental, mystical significance.
The ancient interpreters noticed this very correctly and, in part, have already pointed to
that remarkable passage in the first epistle of John *) in this sense, where we found the
key to the current passage, as mentioned above. Just as there Christ is named as "He



who came by water and blood, Jesus Christ; not only with the water, but with the water
and with the blood," so the current passage is intended to depict the body of Christ as
the source of life from which the sacraments of the church — not only the blood, but
also the water — flowed, without which no one can truly reach life **).

*) This is he who came by water and blood, Jesus Christ; not with the water only
but with the water and with the blood. | John 5, 6.

**) "So that in a certain manner the gateway to life might be opened there, from
which the sacraments of the church flowed, without which one cannot enter into
the life which is truly life." - Augustine. — It is a mystical sanctification of the
water for the sacrament of baptism, which was intended through this peculiar
combination of the water with the blood of the Lord; a similar kind of
sanctification, as according to Ignatius, had already been accomplished by the
baptism of Christ by John (He was baptized so that he might purify the waters
with his passion. Ign. Eph. 18).

— It goes without saying that we will not make the same use of the interpretation we
have thus found for our passage as those ancients who wanted to see in the water and
blood supposedly flowing from Christ's corpse an actual, mysterious miracle. We, on the
other hand, confidently reaffirm our belief that the epistolary passage not so much
coincides in meaning with our gospel passage, but rather that it is the authority upon
which the narrator expressly wished to base himself in those strangely phrased words
commonly interpreted as a witness referring to his own testimony. Indeed, this authentic
statement by John contains nothing of the fact recounted here; as undoubtedly this
apostle, just like any of the other disciples of the Lord, knew nothing about it. The true
meaning of that passage in the letter, misunderstood by both the editor of the Gospel
and later interpreters, probably lies in its opposition to the doctrine of the Gnostic
Cerinthus—contested throughout the Apostle's letter. As it's well-known, Cerinthus
claimed, among other things, that the divine Logos, the true Christ or Messiah, did not
unite with the human Jesus at birth, but only at the moment of baptism by John.
Contrary to this, the apostle there emphasizes the complete humanity of the true Christ,
noting that the element through which this Christ came to humanity and shared himself
with humans is indeed the water of baptism, but not only this water, but equally the
blood of the living human in which he had embodied himself *).

*) | put forth this interpretation with some confidence, even though, to my
knowledge, it is not yet supported by any external authority. It is based on a
presupposition to which | will return further below, that the entire letter contains a
(by no means hidden, but openly pronounced) refutation of Cerinthus's doctrine.



Given this presupposition, the passage, which remains foreign to the context
under any other assumption, fits seamlessly into the context. This interpretation
also appears to match the immediate wording far better than the common one.
According to the latter, the eABeiv 01 aipaTtog or ev Tw aiparTi is supposed to
denote the atoning death of Christ, a meaning wholly unjustified by linguistic
analogies. In contrast, the expression is unmistakably formed in analogy to eABeiv
ev oapkki (Cap. 4, 2) and therefore undoubtedly denotes something
corresponding to this. And what a strained contrast, according to that
interpretation, to the eABeiv &1 udarog! Be it that one, following the majority of
more discerning older interpreters, refers this latter to Christ's baptism by John,
or with most moderns to the baptism instituted by Christ himself—where the latter
(attributing to the wording the same force as the above interpretation of the
eABev 01 aiparog) requires a reference to the Baptist completely alien to the
context, in front of which the subsequent aAAd is supposed to claim a superiority
for Jesus. According to our interpretation, however, the expression of value and
the contrast are both fitting, and the context is perfectly coherent. Previously, the
advantage of faith in Jesus as the Christ (611 InooU¢ €oTiv 0 XpioT6¢ V. 1), in
Jesus as the Son of God (611 'Incoug €oTiv 0 uIdg ToU Beou) was discussed, in
contrast to Cerinthus's distinction between Jesus and Christ. The concept of this
faith is now clarified by this very opposition. The Cerinthian faith was faith in a
Christ who only comes 01 udarog, i.e., who only united with the human Jesus
through the water of baptism. In contrast, the true Christ is 6 eABwv 01 UdATC G Kai
aiparog (the apostle says dia here, not ev, adopting Cerinthus's conception,
according to which only a dia, not €v, could be mentioned). This Christ, the true
one, is the man Jesus; thus the true faith is faith in Jesus as the Christ (the article
between Inooucgand XpioTog is indispensable here and not to be eliminated). For
further clarification, the apostle adds, in his manner of thought, turning the
Cerinthian dia, which refers to the water, into an ev, which primarily refers to the
blood: "not only in water but also in blood" (here meaning essentially "in flesh").
— What is further said about the testimony of the Spirit, which coincides with
water and blood as witnesses, probably aims to refute Cerinthus's claim about
the independent personality of the Spirit that descended upon Jesus during
baptism. The apostle believes the Spirit is to be considered here only as a
witness, just like water and blood; the testimony of these three is one and the
same, namely (V. 9), a testimony of God concerning his Son, Jesus the Christ or
Messiah.

— Consequently, in this passage, we certainly do not find either the fact reported by our
evangelist here, or even the symbolic relationship he attributes to this fact; for
specifically, the blood in it has no sacramental significance whatsoever. However, how



characteristic it was of our evangelist, or of the circle of disciples from which his
treatment of the Johannine records emerged, firstly, to identify such symbolic relations,
and then, to derive facts from these relations. This has been shown to us repeatedly,
and just recently in the story immediately associated with the current one about the
breaking of the bones. Both narratives appear, in fact, as they are externally and directly
linked with one another, to also be internally predetermined to mutually clarify each
other's character and origin, as both, viewed as facts, are equally contradictory, but the
symbolic relationship that gave them their origin is equally unmistakable in both. —
What concerns the present one, insight into its origin is further facilitated by an
incidental note, through which we gain knowledge of a legend that most likely served as
a point of reference for the current one. In the so-called Sibylline Oracles, which
unquestionably contain fragments from very early times, there appears a double
prophecy which, among the other abuses Jesus was to suffer at the hands of Pilate's
soldiers before his crucifixion, also makes mention of a "piercing of his side with reeds"
*). From our evangelical passage, as it currently stands, this prophecy can hardly have
been derived since it aligns so little with it.

*)} mAeupdv vuéouaoi kaAapolioiv. Sibyll. orac. |, p. 184 and VIII, p. 651 s. ed. Dall.

It is therefore most plausible to assume that, conversely, the evangelical legend was
formed from a combination of the circumstance hinted at there, torn from its original
context, with that symbolic reference of the Apostle.
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So then, after all this, we find ourselves here too, as everywhere else in the course of
our consideration so far, induced to return from the unclear, screwed and
self-contradictory account of the fourth Gospel to the simple, natural one of the
Synoptics, especially of Marcus, which is perfectly consistent with itself. But in this way
it may seem that we have arrived at the opposite goal from that towards which, as we
had no secret from the outset, we are striving in this investigation. It may seem that with
the last passage of John's Gospel we have removed a main support of the view which
regards the death of Jesus, which was not merely apparent but real, as an
authenticated and proven fact. Even apart from this assurance of the evangelist, which
is interpreted in this way, the opinion has not infrequently been expressed in recent
times that only the stabbing of the lance is decisive for the fact of the actual death, while
it remains doubtful whether the few hours of crucifixion were sufficient to bring about the
death of the crucified.Of course, it has not been omitted to note that the narrative of this
stabbing, which is assumed to be factual, from whichever side it is viewed, is not
suitable to vouch either for the mortality of the crucified man or for the death that had



already taken place earlier; so that whoever once inclines to such doubt will hardly find
himself led back from it.Nevertheless, previous criticism has usually found itself
completely reassured only by it, but also by it, and it will seem strange to some if we, for
our part, now in all seriousness assert the elimination of this supposed fact as an
essential step towards the elimination of that doubt.- This view of ours is based on the
following consideration.As long as one continues to regard the passage we have
presented in its nakedness as the most weighty authority on the factual course of the
taking down of the cross, so long will one also remain inclined to believe that the
tendency of the same, namely the tendency of the bewitchment interwoven with it, is
directed against the suspicion of a mere apparent death.This has been clearly proved
by the course of the negotiations on it in recent times, in that the evident majority of
scholars, and indeed of the most opposite parties, incline towards this interpretation *),
while the other modes of interpretation, refuted by us, pay only isolated adherents **),
but that of the old interpreters, which we recognised as the only correct one, seems to
have been uniformly abandoned by all.

*} With de Wette and Strau3, Tholuck, among others, also professes it, as does
Winer and others.

**) The one who regards the passage as directed against the Docetes,
Olshausen; but the one who emphasises the reference to the prophecies, Liicke.

However, we admit that from a historical perspective, there is no more significant
argument against the assumption of apparent death than the complete absence of any
such suspicion both within the earliest Christian community and even among its
opponents. We consider this argumeutum a silentio so significant that it seems to us
fully sufficient to quash any and all doubts that the prematurity of the death could, when
viewed in isolation, indeed arouse. For, as has been often pointed out, the matter here
is not so much about whether death had indeed occurred at the moment of descent
from the cross — although this, even if unusual, should not be viewed as impossible or
even improbable, and we readily confess our inclination towards this assumption — but
rather, whether, even in the case of fainting or apparent death, a revival in the tomb was
possible without outside intervention and help, or a removal from the tomb, which, as
we find explicitly reported, was well guarded. This possibility is rightly denied by
everyone who has given this question clear thought. Thus, even for those who find the
aforementioned circumstance more troubling than we might, the thought of a possible
revival from supposed apparent death would be traced back to the suspicion of a
secretive machinery of the sort that must have left some trace of its existence, if only in
suspicious speculations, either from opponents outside or heretics within the
community. — This piece of evidence, which in the present case proves to be so crucial,



indeed decisive upon careful examination, i.e., the absence of such suspicion
throughout the subsequent age, would be irretrievably lost by the assurance of the
Apostle, misunderstood in the way we have rejected. Indeed, we would feel compelled
to consider and accept this assurance, if we really had to understand it in that way, as
evidence rather of the opposite of what it is meant to prove. In fact, had the Apostle
John (for we would have to consider him the author if the passage was to maintain its
authority in that sense) found such doubt about the reality of Jesus' death within the
community he addressed his Gospel to and had he — undoubtedly devoid of any more
cogent proof — had to resort to such an argument to dispel this doubt, it would appear
evident to us that Jesus could only have been seemingly dead. The blood flowing from
the wound, probably only lightly scratched and not deeply incised, would be a manifest
sign of life not yet departed from the body. The perception of having also seen water
must be based on some deception*), as well as the belief that this could be regarded as
a sign of death.

*} Perhaps, as Hase suggests (L. J. §. 141), due to a confusion of the lightly
colored "blood water," which a wound exposed to open air typically bleeds out
with, with actual water.

But above all, the view, then recognized as factual within the apostolic community and
by the Apostle only in passing and superficially, challenged with apparently insufficient
evidence about the nature of the crucifixion and the resurrection of Jesus, would provide
the most significant testimony that the manner and overall character of Christ's
appearance after that catastrophe were such that they gave room to that suspicion, and
that the detailed accounts the Apostles had to offer about it were by no means suitable
to refute it.
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Now, the exact opposite emerges for us when, following our interpretation of the
discussed passage and our attempted explanation of its origin, we can consider the
possibility of a trace of such an early existing naturalistic view hidden within it as
eliminated. In this way, we are able to assert the fact of the absence of this view at that
early time in its full weight; a fact that, as mentioned, is decisive for us regarding the
falsehood of the view, just as it has been posited in more recent times. — Let it not be
objected that, if we just now considered the actual presence of such suspicion under the
given circumstances as decisive for the factual truth of this suspicion, then, reversing
the premises, only the possibility, not the necessity, of the falsehood of such suspicion
would follow according to the rules of logic. This is not about an abstract logical
operation, but about the nature of a widely proclaimed and attention-grabbing historical



fact, which, given the vehement and prolonged opposition it faced, certainly could not
have remained hidden to everyone who discussed it. — This would indeed have to be
the case, apart from that misinterpreted passage, concerning the resuscitation of Jesus
who had apparently been taken down from the cross in a state of apparent death. For
where in any document of the apostolic or subsequent era, whether among friends or
adversaries, can even the faintest hint of suspicion be found, which would have led to
the allegedly true sequence of the miraculous event? To convince oneself how far even
the most astute opponents of Christianity were from such suspicion at that time, one
only needs to review the polemic of Celsus against the fact of the resurrection, as we
can read it in detail in the second book of Origen against this pagan skeptic. This
polemic is directed exclusively against the factual truth of the appearances of the risen
one,; these are treated as deception and empty fantasy, but nowhere is there even the
remotest suggestion that the supposedly resurrected one might indeed have interacted
with his disciples, not as one returned from death, but only as one recovered from
apparent death. Similarly, the Jews of the apostolic era must have been far removed
from this suspicion, if the note given in the first gospel is correct, which states that there
was a rumor among them that the disciples had secretly taken Jesus' body from the
tomb to fabricate his resurrection. — We would, however, give special weight, for the
proof of the factual absence of such suspicion, to the way Mark recalls the astonishment
of Pilate about the early death of Jesus. This astonishment is clearly as naive and
unbiased as it could never have been if the evangelist had had any knowledge of such
doubt, or even if the mere possibility of it had occurred to him *).

*) It is incorrect to interpret, with Strauss (L. J. Il, p. 575), the waAai (Mark 15:44)
too strictly: this is evident from the fact that this word is found in Pilate's question,
not in the centurion's answer.

Also, his two paraphrasers, had they known the slightest about such doubt, would have
been compelled to explain that report of their predecessor in a way that would have
served to eliminate the nourishment that this doubt could draw from it, instead of
bypassing it as insignificant and irrelevant. However, despite this circumstance, which,
as it appears to us now, came so close to arousing and nurturing doubt — we mean not
only Pilate's expressed astonishment about the rapid death of Jesus, but this early
death itself — no doubt arose. After a thorough examination of the documents of the
apostolic and post-apostolic era, we can conclude that such doubt remained completely
foreign and unknown to that era. Thus, the very circumstance which, viewed
superficially, inevitably arose and nourished doubt among us, is transformed into proof
of the baselessness of this doubt. Upon careful consideration, we cannot help but
confidently conclude that an era that this circumstance showed to be incapable of
leading to doubt, while it was so close to the fact at hand and had ample means to



examine it — an examination that certainly took place from various sides — that this
era, due to its understanding of the event, must have been prevented from giving room
to such doubt from the outset.
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And thus, we have now brought the investigation to the point which we had in mind from
the beginning as the actual focal point, even if we had to pursue it through seemingly
far-off detours and twists. The factual absence of suspicion, which was so closely
implied by a circumstance completely independent of the fact of the resurrection itself,
that Christ had not truly died on the cross during the apostolic age, proves that the
appearances of the Risen One, both in themselves and in the disciples' narratives, must
have had a character that did not allow for such a suspicion. This character distinctly
and unambiguously excluded such doubts. As for what this character may have been:
anyone who is familiar with and takes into account the view on the nature of the
miraculous fact, which has been explicitly presented and defended by a significant and
honorable part of its teachers at all times in the Christian Church, and which the Church
as such has never rejected, can have no doubt. Namely, this view suggests that Christ
rose in a glorified body; not in the earthly body made of heavy matter, of flesh and blood

*).

*) This view, which indeed, due to a literal belief in the Gospel reports, could not
always be consistently pursued, was decidedly predominant in the earlier times
and the Catholic Church. With the emergence of Protestantism, it became a point
of contention between Lutherans and Calvinists, after the latter, led by Calvin
himself, zealously began to champion the opposing view and blackened it as the
only one recognized as orthodox. How little this succeeded can easily be seen,
for example, by referring to the relevant passage in Suicer's Thesaurus (in the
article avaortaoig, Tom. I, P- 311 s.). After the zealous Calvinistic author initially
attempts to depict the view that the body of the Risen One was a glorified one as
a Manichaean, Eutychian, Origenist heresy, and does not fail to cite passages
from the writings of these heretics for this purpose, he is later forced to
acknowledge that orthodox church fathers, Jerome, Theophylact, Epiphanius,
and others (see the same p. 1413) held and expressed the same opinion. Clearly
embarrassed, he eventually accuses the "Papists” (Pontificios)—apparently the
entire previous orthodox Church—of this supposed heresy. To protect his own
party from the charge of sectarian heterodoxy, he takes the following strange
escape: "The orthodox doctrine does not deny that the body of Christ, after the
resurrection, was spiritual and heavenly in its qualities (sine qualitatum), but it
does resolutely and decisively deny that it was so in its substance.”



From this view, it's only a short step to the assumption that goes beyond the boundaries
of traditional dogma and literal belief in the Gospel tradition: that Jesus' resurrection is
solely a fact pertaining to the realm of spiritual and mental life, not external corporeality,
and that the earthly body laid in the grave played no part in it. This view, which
philosophical observers of the Gospel story have long embraced and cherished **), has
recently been expressed as the result of criticism. However, in the manner in which it
did this, it too often incurred the criticism of reducing the spiritual truth and reality of this
fact, still wondrous and extraordinary in the highest sense, to a mere illusion, just as it
previously seemed to have stripped the actual life activity of the Lord of its essential,
divine content.

**) Consider the well-known statement of Spinoza, also quoted and evaluated by
Strauss. Clearly in the same sense are the words of Hegel (Lectures on the
Philosophy of Religion II, p. 250): "The resurrection is essentially a matter of
faith. After his resurrection, Christ only appeared to his friends; this is not an
external history for disbelief, but only for faith is this appearance.”

Now it is our task to historically substantiate the truth of this view more fully than, in our
opinion, has been done by that criticism, and at the same time, to prove, to the best of
our ability, that in recognizing this form of the fact, religious faith in the Risen One need
not relinquish any of its substantive content. Rather, it is enabled to preserve and assert
it in a nobler and purer form than before.
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As we now prepare ourselves for this enterprise, we first encounter a narrative which
seems to stand in the most direct contradiction to it, since it speaks most explicitly of the
emptying of the tomb in which the body of Jesus had been laid by Joseph of Arimathea.
This narrative in the Synoptics is directly connected with the account of this burial,
which is traced back to two spectators, Mary Magdalene and that other Mary, who is
usually called the mother of James and Joses—the same who also, together with
Salome, the mother of the Zebedal brothers, had named the first two Synoptics as
distant spectators at the crucifixion. These two, according to Marcus, to whom the
author of the first gospel faithfully retells all the main points, watched as Joseph took the
body down from the cross, wrapped it in linen and laid it in a tomb, which (like the Jews
of use) was carved into a rock; He rolled a stone in front of the entrance to the tomb (—
the other evangelists, not Marcus, describe it, probably not without a symbolic
secondary idea, as a new, hitherto unused one). Also Luke, who in the preceding as a



witness of the crucifixion, probably only thoughtlessly called "all relatives of Jesus", but
besides these (undoubtedly only on the occasion of the original passage in Marcus,
since otherwise he would hardly have emphasized them as already included among
those have expressly thought of women, mentions here, but without naming them by
name, expressly only the latter. We draw attention to this circumstance intentionally, first
of all because, taken together with the content of the following story, it provides new
confirmation for the factual correctness of that statement of the first two synoptics,
according to which already at the crucifixion only the women, but none of the other
disciples, were eyewitnesses, for what reason could these latter have been able to do,
not likewise, if they were present beforehand too to take part in the burial, or what
reason for the narrator to keep quiet about her eyewitnessness here? However, the fact
that none of the disciples knew the burial place from their own experience: this fact, as
we shall soon see more clearly, is of importance for the further sequence of events. -
Also in the fourth gospel we find no trace of the presence of the disciples at the burial;
but women are not expressly mentioned there either, but Nicodemus is added instead to
Joseph. For he is said to have brought the enormous quantity of a hundred pounds of
spices for the embalming of the body, which—for the sake of speed, as it says
there—was buried in a nearby garden. This puts this evangelist in an open contradiction
to the Synoptics, who, far more likely, reserved the business of embalming to women,
and named this business as the reason for the visit to the tomb that they undertook two
days later.
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While the two central evangelists connect the story of this visit directly to the previous
one, in the first [Gospel] we find an interjected account of how the priests and Pharisees
asked Pilate for a guard to be placed in front of the tomb. This was done to prevent the
disciples from getting the idea of stealing the body and claiming, in accordance with the
proclamation spoken by the living [Jesus], which the opponents here also want to recall,
that Christ had risen from the grave. — This account, along with the subsequent one *),
about how after Jesus' actual resurrection the guards were bribed by the priests and
elders with the promise that they would represent and excuse them before Pilate, to
claim that they had slept while in the meantime the body was stolen by the disciples,
has been recognized by modern criticism with rare unanimity as apocryphal. After being
convinced of the impossibility that it might have been inserted into the text of the Gospel
by a foreign hand, it has been regarded as one of the main indicators of the
inauthenticity of the so-called Gospel of Matthew.

*) Matth. 28, 11 ff.



Especially after the succinct summary of all the elements of this critique by Strauss **),
we believe we can refrain from further polemics against it and would rather continue to
highlight the significance of the factual element that underlies it, and probably not just it
alone.

=) L. J. II, p. 582 ff.

This particular point, as Strauss has also correctly noted, is evidently the suggestion by
the evangelist 1) (who, of course, wants to derive it from that incident), which, based on
the explicit and also by other traces found in Jewish writings about it ***), confirmed that
during his time, there was a widespread rumor among the Jews that Jesus' body had
been stolen by his disciples.

***) See Eisenmenger's "Neuentdecktes Judenthum. |, p. 189 ff.
1) Matth. 28, 15.

As will become clearer in the further course of our investigation, we have absolutely no
reason to consider this rumor to be based on factual truth or even prompted by the
actual removal of the body.However, we do see in it, given our provisional opinion on
the true nature of the appearances of the risen [Christ], a close and indispensable
starting point for explaining what mainly opposes this view.What if the aforementioned
Jewish rumor, instead of arising from the disappearance of the body, rather conversely
gave rise among Christians to the belief that the Lord had risen not just in spirit or in a
glorified body, but in His earthly body? The emergence of the rumor itself over time is
not the least bit surprising when, once the belief in the resurrection of Christ was
explicitly proclaimed by Christians and contested by Jews, even without any factual
basis. Even less surprising is when Christians believed a fact that, in such a way,
through the voluntary testimony of their adversaries, seemed beyond all doubt, and
when, based on this foundation, those legends were formed which seem to indeed
presuppose the emptying of the tomb.

344

In this consideration, then, we believe we have found the key to the narrative of the
emptying of the tomb by the women, which, as we read it in our Gospels, and not
without the most frequent contradictions between them, bears the most unmistakable
trace of an inventive and fictitious activity of the legend. In examining it more closely, we
again turn first to Mark. Here, too, the account of this evangelist is obviously based on
the other two synoptic accounts, however much liberty the latter have taken with their
original, and in several traces, which are increasingly blurred in the latter, the original



facts can be discerned. - After the Sabbath, as the Evangelist tells us, Mary Magdalene,
Mary James and Salome bought some spices to anoint the body; very early the
following day, at sunrise, they went to the tomb. Then they doubted who would roll away
the stone they had seen placed before the entrance to the tomb, but when they looked
up, they saw that the stone, large as it was, had been rolled away. They entered the
tomb and saw a young man sitting there on the right side, dressed in a white robe; they
were seized with terror. But he said to them, "Do not be alarmed; you are looking for
Jesus the Nazarene, the crucified one; he has awakened, he is not here; see the place
where they laid him. But go, tell his disciples and Peter that he is going ahead of you
into Galilee; there you shall see him, just as he told you!" Then they went out and fled
from the tomb; they were beside themselves with terror, and for fear told no one. - This
is the oldest and most original of the stories that have come down to us about the
miraculous event. Its type, as | have said, can still be clearly discerned in the other two
synoptic accounts, which admittedly already differ in detail, together with the reasons for
this difference. The author of the first Gospel, once he had inserted the account of the
watch, could not help but give a more definite account of the way in which, in spite of it,
the stone had been rolled away; also, this event must have had other withesses besides
the watch, so that the false testimony of the latter could be given the lie. For this
purpose the evangelist uses the visit of the women. He is silent about the intention of
the anointing and only allows them to come with the general intention of seeing the
tomb; mainly because he assumed that the guard had made access to the corpse itself
inaccessible to them, but perhaps also in order to make the surprise when they actually
saw the stone rolled away seem all the greater. With regard to the time of the visit, there
is no deviation, for the somewhat unusual words *) are, as recent commentators have
correctly shown, also to be understood of the morning after the Sabbath, not of the
preceding evening.

[Correction added at end of volume:

In the second volume, p. 344, the attempted explanation of the origin of the legend of
the empty tomb should have taken info account the influence of passages of the OT that
are understood as Messianic, such as Ps. 16, 10, which Ap. Gesch. 2, 27 by the apostle
Peter, may have had. But by no means is it to be concluded from the fact that this
quotation of Luke is put into the mouth of the apostle on the day of Pentecost, that the
apostolic proclamation at that time was already directed to pronounce the body of Jesus
as resurrected and taken from decay.]

*) 6ye capparwy, T ETEIQWOKOUON €I¢ piav cappaTtwy. Matth. 28, 1.

The evangelist does not go on to describe the rolling away of the stone by the angel
descending from heaven with a mighty earthquake, as he says, directly before the eyes
of the women, but he keeps his account, as it seems, in deliberate vagueness, so as
neither to give the lie to his predecessor nor to exclude the women's eyewitnesses. The
angel sits down after him on the stone, his form like lightning and his robe white as
snow; The guard, seeing him, falls to the ground, seized by fruit, dead, but the angel



turns to the women (whether they have been standing there for a long time or are just
arriving) and speaks to them almost exactly in the same words as in Mark's speech **) -
words which, of course, seem to presuppose that the women themselves had not rolled
away the stone and seen the risen man emerge from the tomb.

**) In order to convince oneself of the identity of the two speeches and at the
same time of which of the two evangelists is the paraphrase of the other,
consider them juxtaposed:

Mark Matthew

un ékBapPeioBe- Uy @opeiode VEIC

‘Ihoovv dnteite Tov Nalapnvov tov oida ydp ot ‘Icouy Tov

€0TAVPWEVOV €oTavpwpévov nreite

NyEpOn, ouK €0TIV WOE- 00K €0TIV W€, NyEPON yap Kabwg
EITTEV-

i0€ O TOTTIOC OTTIOV £6NKaV AUTOV. OeUTe, IOETE TOV TOTIOV OTIOL EKEITO O
KOPIOG

AN\’ OTTAyETE, €iTToTE TOIC pMaBNTOiC Kol ToX0 TtopevBeioal eimate Toig

a0To0 Kot T Métpw du Mpodyel DUAC — padnToiq avtod ot ‘HyépOn Ao Twv

€1¢ TNV MoaNkaiav- VEKPWV- Kal 1000, TIpodyel LUAC EIC TAV
roAAaiov-

EKET a0TOV OYPeaBe, KaBWC eitev Opiiv.  €Kel aUTOV dPeaBe- 100V, €imov Uyiv.

The last words of Mark seem to have remained unintelligible to the author of the
first Gospel, who did not immediately remember the words of Mark 14:28,
although copied by himself (Matth. 26:32), and therefore had the angel say eittov
instead of eirtev, but referred the kaBwg eimev to the proclamation of his
resurrection, which Christ had announced beforehand.

— Until this point, from where both evangelists begin with new, independent additions,
Luke relates similarly to Mark, with less noticeable differences in content, and uniformly
paraphrased in expression. Apart from the minor detail that, just like in the crucifixion,
he doesn't name the women immediately but names them later on *) (where instead of
Salome, whose name the first evangelist also avoids mentioning **), he mentions a
Johanna, perhaps because Salome's name was less known later on) — he has the
women prepare the spices immediately upon their return from the burial. Clearly,



because he noticed the improbability that they had bought the spices so early in the
morning, as it would seem literally according to Mark.

*) Luke 24, 10.

**) In Matt. 27, 56 it says n uitTnpe Twv viwv ZeBedaiov just like in Cap. 20, 20; but
in Matt. 28, 1 only the two Marys are mentioned.

The visit itself on the morning of the third day is narrated as in Mark; however, it's
explicitly stated that they didn't find the body; after which two men in shining garments
approached them and addressed them with the following words: "Why seek ye the living
among the dead? He is not here, but he has risen! Remember how he spoke to you
when he was still in Galilee: that the Son of Man must be delivered into the hands of
sinful men, be crucified, and on the third day rise again!" — Within these words, in
which, by the way, you can still vaguely discern the words of Mark ***), the peculiar twist
that Luke gives to the mention of Galilee is especially noteworthy.

***} ouk 0TIV WOE, AN’ nyepOn. V. 6.

Luke couldn't let the angel say that Jesus would go ahead of the disciples to Galilee,
because according to him, they were supposed to have stayed back in Jerusalem.
Thus, he assumes a misunderstanding in those words of Mark and tries to explain and
eliminate the same by making use of this word for another purpose that matches his
intention *).

*) A very similar artistic technique we had the opportunity to observe above in
Vol. |, p. 609, footnote **) concerning Luke 22, 60, compared with Mark 14, 71.
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Leaving aside the fourth Gospel for now, in which only this is recounted as the first visit
to the tomb: that one of the women, Mary Magdalene, comes to the tomb on the
morning after the Sabbath — and it is not told with what intention — and, finding the
stone rolled away, runs back to the disciples to inform them **), — let us now permit
ourselves to highlight with emphasis, as the result of this comparative exposition of the
three synoptic reports, that in our quest for their credibility and in the investigation of the
factual basis underlying them, we must adhere solely to Mark.

**) John 20, 1f.



The additions and modifications of the other two, if they should be considered at all in
this investigation, can only serve to prove how early this event became the subject of
embellishing and transforming legend. Considering everything we recall about it, it
refutes itself the thought of wanting to use them as historical enrichments for knowledge
of the facts. However, it is certainly noteworthy that in Mark's account there's an
element that almost self-evidently points out to us that we can't believe we have here a
documentarily accurate report, established and confirmed through careful weighing of
testimonies at a time when no legendary reshaping of the events could have preceded.
We refer to the remark at the end that the women, regarding what they saw at the tomb,
remained silent to everyone. — It's incomprehensible why the evangelist would invent
this remark contrary to the truth; and yet it's so general that only an obvious
arbitrariness of interpretation could limit it to a brief moment in time, or exclude the
disciples — they who, as proven by the entirely credible evangelist, had indeed
completely withdrawn from the scene since the night of the betrayal and had likely
already dispersed — from it. Indeed, the other two synoptics evidently modified this
remark on their own because they had not overlooked its significance. — If we then
combine this with the further note, also confirmed by the first Gospel, that the
appearances of the risen one to the disciples were not to take place until after their
return to Galilee: in fact, nothing is more plausible than to assume that nothing of this
incident at the tomb was heard before this return; but rather, only after a considerable
time, after these appearances, which were announced as imminent there, had already
taken place and as a result of which the disciples and friends of Jesus had gathered
again, might it have been told and discussed. Admittedly, this assumption seems to
contradict — apart from the broader narratives of the last two gospels, of which more
shortly — in Mark itself the command given by the angel to the women; as this
obviously contains a mission to the disciples. But given the striking contradiction in
which these words stand to the immediately following note about the women's silence,
one can't see them as anything other than rather hastily written by the evangelist, solely
in relation to the disciples' actual return to Galilee, and by no means conclude from
them that the women actually carried out that mission.
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Another circumstance in Mark's account, which favors the interpretation we are
attempting here, is the explicitly reported doubt expressed by the women on their way to
the tomb, questioning who would roll the stone away for them from the entrance of the
tomb. If, of course, this detail appeared in a narrative that otherwise had a purely
historical character, one would easily accept it as merely belonging to the portrayal
itself, much like many similar touches in other accounts which undeniably serve to
enliven the scene and contribute to distinguishing Mark's account from the others.
However, if one first visualises the overall character of this scene, and then takes a look
at the way in which this secondary point, the pushing and rolling away of the stone, is



asserted and prominent in the synoptic account both of the burial and of the visit to the
tomb - it, which could have been passed over without detriment to the main matter *):
the suspicion is not too far away that this stone may indeed have been a more serious
obstacle to the women's intentions.

*) In Mark's account, nobody would miss it if it had been omitted; in Luke's and
John's accounts, it is indeed absent from the story of the burial. Only the first
evangelist uses the stone to have the angel, who rolled it away, sit on it.

We believe it is justified to consider this utterance in Mark as a remnant of an older,
probably original narrative by the women themselves. In it, they might have reported
their intention to anoint the body and also the reason why this intention was not
realized. Whatever other appearances might have occurred to the women, out of which
the current narrative could have been formed: based on everything said so far, and
even more based on further discussions, we are firmly convinced that there was no
mention of a tomb found empty by them until the rumor spread among the Jews - a
rumor stemming from misunderstanding and meant to counter the Christian
proclamation of the resurrection - which led the disciples themselves to the idea that
Jesus' body must indeed have been removed from its tomb. Our conviction is further
strengthened by the fact that in the apostolic letters, even the slightest trace of this
event is sought in vain, even though there was repeated reference to the Lord's
resurrection, which would have provided numerous occasions to mention it *), had it
been known at the time or had it been of any significance to the apostles’ faith **).

*) For instance, a reference to it would have been apt in 1 Cor. 15:4, after
"eyfyeptai A Tpitn AUEPA” (He rose on the third day) and before "weén Knea"
(He appeared to Cephas).

**) There still remains another conjecture, which would explain the origin of both
the Jewish rumour and the women's story, namely, if one, on the basis of John
19:24, wanted to consider the tomb in which Joseph laid the body on the evening
of the crucifixion to be an interim one, from which the body was taken up again
later, perhaps on the night after the Sabbath, without the knowledge of the
women. This ignorance on the part of the women would not in itself be
conspicuous, since nothing is said of any personal connection between them or
the disciples and the sepulchre-bearer, but rather there is the most decided
reason for supposing no such connection.- But what is quite contrary to this
supposition is that the very circumstance indicated in that passage of the fourth
Gospel would then evidently have had to remain concealed; for otherwise it
would have been all too near to find the true reason for the removal of the body.
This consideration deprives the passage of the credibility which it could otherwise
easily have obtained through this combination. Incidentally, we confess that we
would be very reluctant to give any weight to such an accidental and external
circumstance as the removal of the corpse in this way, in the emergence of such
an important moment as the faith of the apostolic congregation in the resurrection
of their Lord. At least, one would not want to deduce from it the faith itself in its



purity, but only the opinion of the earthly corporeality of the resurrected person;
so that through this circumstance, as according to our hypothesis, which seems
to us to be better founded, through the lie of the Jews, the true faith in the

resurrection would rather have been clouded and contaminated than produced.
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Moreover, indeed, while the disciples had already departed for Galilee, something
extraordinary of a similar nature must have encountered the women who had remained
behind in Jerusalem for the time being. This extraordinary event should soon, or
perhaps even simultaneously, meet the disciples in their homeland: we indeed believe
this, partly already from the previous narrative itself, which would otherwise lack a
substantial background, and partly, and especially, we must conclude that alongside this
story and perhaps independent of it, another has been preserved, which spoke of a
personal appearance of Jesus either in front of all the women or in front of one of them,
namely Mary Magdalene.— Whether this appearance, like the previous one, was
narrated by Mark is something we consider uncertain and, based on the previously
mentioned conclusion of the earlier story, unlikely. As for the remaining part of this
Gospel, starting from the ninth verse of the sixteenth chapter: we must undoubtedly
align with those who, based on significant testimonies from the earliest antiquity,
consider this section as inauthentic. That it is not written in the style and diction of the
evangelist: this could be evidenced by, alongside the striking contrast of the dryness
and brevity of Mark's vivid narratives, the fact that the exclusively used connection of
sentences by "And" in his narrative breaks off suddenly; something that anyone with a
sense for the peculiarity of this writer must recognize as such a characteristic feature
that the rejection of this section could almost be justified based on it alone. But even
more decisively, the obvious lack of continuity and the stark contradiction with what
preceded proves its inauthenticity. In the preceding part, it was announced that Jesus
would appear to his disciples in Galilee; this is not mentioned further here, instead,
Jesus first appears to Magdalene, and later to the disciples, clearly still in or near
Jerusalem. In the earlier narrative, it was stated that the women remained silent about
the apparition they had seen at the tomb; here, on the same morning, Jesus appears to
Magdalene, and she immediately proclaims it to the disciples®).

*) The remarks by which de Wette (Ercget. Handb. z. N. T. I, 2, p. 195 ff.) has
again defended the authenticity of this piece, are all based on the assumption
that Marcus here only continues to use the other evangelists (even including
John) just as he does in all the rest of his Gospel, and to compile his narrative
from them. But precisely because this piece is so obviously compiled from other
accounts, we conclude that it cannot have originated with Marcus.



- In Luke there is no mention of the latter occurrence; this evangelist seems to have had
only the account of the eighth Marcus in mind as far as the incident with the women is
concerned, and to have modified it in such a way as seemed to be demanded by the
further, peculiar communications. In the first and fourth Gospels, on the other hand, we
find narratives that differ from each other, but which point to a common basis for both of
them and for the note attributed to Marcus, just as they are also interwoven in a peculiar
way with the mild narrative of the angel's appearance at the tomb, which is common to
all the evangelists. The first evangelist **) tells us that the women, upon hearing the
words spoken to them by the angel, ran with fear and great joy to tell the disciples what
had happened.

**) Matth. 28, 8 ff.

On the way Jesus met them and called out a greeting to them. They came up to him,
grasped his feet and fell down before him. Then Jesus said: "Fear not, go, tell my
brethren, that they may go into Galilee; there shall they see me!" In the fourth Gospel,
just as in the addition to Marcus, it is Magdalene alone to whom the Lord appears. She
stands ***) (assuming a second visit to the tomb) crying outside the tomb. Stooping
down into the tomb, she sees two angels in white robes, one at the head and the other
at the feet of the place where the body had lain. They ask her why she is weeping; she
answers: because her master has been taken away from her and she does not know
where he has been laid.

***Joh. 20, 11 ff.

Saying this, she turns around and sees Jesus standing there, without knowing that it is
him. He also asks her why she is crying and whom she is looking for. She mistakes him
for the gardener and says to him, "Sir, if you have taken him away, tell me where you
have put him; | will take him!" Then Jesus calls out to her, "Mary!" She turns around and
exclaims, "Rabbuni!" (Master). Then Jesus says, "Do not touch me, for | have not yet
ascended to my Father! But go to my brothers and tell them about me: | am going to my
Father and your Father, to my God and your God!" Then Mary goes and tells the
disciples that she has seen the Lord and what he said to her.
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When we consider these stories with the same impatrtiality as everything previously,
unbiased by the prejudice for the authority of one or the other evangelist, but
acknowledging and considering the likely closer proximity of Marcus to the shared
sources, there is a temptation to view this personal appearance of the Lord, supposedly



given to the women after the angelic apparition, as a later embellishment of the incident.
This is reported to us by Marcus in a simpler form, closer to the original factual basis. As
in the narrative of the first Gospel, this appearance comes across as a superfluous
addition, the words spoken by Jesus here as a pointless repetition of those already
spoken by the angel. This has already been noted by others, and there will probably
hardly be anyone else who would be inclined to hold on to the entire resurrection report
of this Gospel with its many striking contradictions to the others as historically accurate.
In the fourth Gospel, we find the opposite, as the latest critic correctly noted, that the
angelic appearance is almost absorbed by that personal one and stands next to it only
as a useless surplus. On the other hand, the conversation between Jesus and
Magdalena is passed down in a peculiar and striking form *) - one that, as we will prove
again later on, like so many other appearances of the resurrected one, clearly bears
traces of being shaped by dogmatic prejudices and hypotheses from a somewhat later
time.

*} Here | am compelled to a harsher judgment than even Straul® has expressed.
According to him (L. J. I, p. 604), "the embellishment of the scene, with the initial
non-recognition, etc., should honor the clever and emotional manner of the
author." The confusion with the gardener is rather a meaningless twist leading to
materialistic views such as that Jesus' appearance had been disfigured by his
suffering, that he had put on gardener's clothes, and the like. The words that
Maria speaks to the supposed gardener are clearly just gap fillers.

Added to this is the fact that in the soon-to-be-discussed passage of the Corinthian
letter, where the Apostle Paul goes through all the appearances of the resurrected one
in sequence, we do not find any mention of an appearance to the women or one of
them. — As close as the aforementioned assumption is based on all this, there is also
the other side to consider: if what the women experienced at the time should be
explained from a corresponding point of view, as the later appearances before the
disciples, then it would be closest to assume a similar or corresponding form for them.
Unless one assumes (which does not seem objectionable to us) that the form of the
revelations they should receive was directed according to the varying degrees of
receptivity and understanding in individual individuals, and that what the
stronger-spirited disciples recognized as a direct, personal influence of the Lord, the
women could only perceive as the appearance and admonishing address of an angel,
until later, with mutual communication and transmission of what happened repeatedly,
the view formed for this event that, as with the others, the Lord had personally been
present.
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Another addition, which the account of the incident at the grave has received, but only in
the last two Gospels *), is that, based on the news received by the women, according to
Luke, Peter, and according to the fourth Gospel, both Peter and John, also "ran" there
and in the empty tomb found only the linen wrappings with which the body had been
bound lying scattered. The striking agreement in the expressions with which both
evangelists narrate this fact **), suggests in this particular case, as already noticed by
others, a source common to both of them.

*) Luk. 24, 12. Joh. 20, 3 ff.

**) A similar, no less striking, agreement in the account of Jesus's appearance to
the women can be found in certain aspects between the first and fourth Gospels.
In both, the women (at least it is presumed in John) want to hold on to Jesus's
feet; in both, Jesus refers to the disciples (as nowhere else) as his "brothers." But
here again, the account of the fourth Gospel appears more detailed and enriched
with additional elements.

Precisely because of this, the difference that nonetheless exists between the two
becomes all the more suspicious, especially with regard to those aspects of the
narrative that the fourth evangelist has exclusively for himself. Particularly since one
cannot assume with Luke an intention to give Peter precedence over John. Meanwhile,
the contrary suspicion regarding the author of the fourth Gospel is close at hand and
has recently been criticized, not without reason, for his representation in this as well as
other places. However, this lack of agreement in itself corresponds, as an even more
important reason for rejecting the entire account, to the evident contradiction of the
same to the portrayal of the first two Gospels. To this is also added the lack of any other
confirmation of it, e.g., in the apostolic letters, in which, just as here, concerning the visit
of the women, the occasion to recall that circumstance, if it had been historically true or
if any value had been placed upon it, would have often been so closely related. — To
say nothing of Mark, who should have been the first to remember this circumstance
since it concerned the very one from whom he got his accounts: it is also hard to
conceive a reason why this detail would have been omitted from the tradition, as we find
it in the first Gospel, since the testimony of one or two of the most distinguished
disciples must have been considered more weighty than the testimony of the women.
Moreover, at least from a high standpoint of assessing those appearances, for someone
who hesitates to assume a mere coincidence of the encounter, it is surprising that only
the women, and not also the disciples, should be deemed worthy of that dual
appearance of the angels and the risen one. Likewise, it is surprising that not all of
them, upon receiving the message, which according to Luke *) was expressly conveyed
to all disciples, would go to the grave and inquire about what happened.

*} Luk. 24, 9.
How easy it is, on the other hand, to explain the origin of that narrative itself, if it was

invented at the relatively advanced time to which those two Gospels belong, after the
story of the women's visit to the tomb had already become widely spread and found



general belief! Indeed, it bears all too much the hallmark of those apocryphal anecdotes
that were fabricated in abundance about each of the apostles at that time, some of
which have also made their way into our canonical Gospels. In fact, we might suspect
that it was not just conceived solely for the purpose of providing a more complete
validation for the removal of the body from the tomb, but that there might be other,
perhaps allegorical, references to the character and teachings of the two apostles
hidden within it **).

**) Consider what we have noted above about similar anecdotes, especially
concerning Peter (Vol. |, p. 521. Vol. ll, p. 93 ff. p. 97 f.).

— Characteristically for the way of thinking prevalent in the narratives of the fourth
Gospel is the observation *), which wants to trace back the faith of the Apostle John to
such an external factor as the emptiness of the tomb; a faith that would thus have been
based on the barest conclusion of reason.

*) Joh. 20, 4.
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Following our rejection of the aforementioned note, we are now primarily concerned with
an important historical moment which, as we must confess once and for all, forms the
indispensable basis of our understanding of the entire resurrection story. We refer to the
— admittedly in open contradiction to the last two Gospels — once and for all
historically confirmed fact of the departure of all of Jesus' disciples very soon after his
death, if not even before, from Jerusalem. If in this regard the contradiction between the
Gospels was called by Lessing the one he would most like to eliminate among all
contradictions of the resurrection story **): then recent criticism of the evangelical
history deserves credit for clearly recognizing and emphatically emphasizing the truth

***)

**) Lessing's Works (Berlin 1825). Vol. V, p. 182.
***y StrauR L. I. Il, p. 616 ff.

However, could this criticism, due to the uncertainty of its views about the relationship of
the various Gospel writings to each other, here avoid the appearance of a certain
arbitrariness, with which it now preferred the reports of the first Gospel over those of the
others (including Mark, as Straul® does not doubt the authenticity of the end part of this
Gospel): we have gained a firmer foundation through our view of the Gospel of Mark,
upon which we can base that result. The genuine Mark's text ends, as previously
mentioned, with the message the angel gives to the women for the disciples to wait for
him in Galilee; but the women, along with the whole event, are initially supposed to have
kept quiet. One truly does not need to strain these reports anxiously to find in them the
assumption that the resurrected appeared to the disciples really in Galilee, not in
Jerusalem and that what happened in the meantime in Jerusalem and at the tomb was



not mentioned until after these appearances between the women and the disciples. It
seems probable to us that Mark, in the authentic conclusion of his Gospel text (for we
certainly cannot consider the words s@ofovvto ydp, Chapter 16, Verse 8 as such), had
reported this true sequence of events, and that later, after the legends, as we read them
in the last two Gospels, had formed, that conclusion was explicitly altered in the belief of
replacing it with something more accurate. The author of the first Gospel likely had a
different ending to the Gospel of Mark in front of him than our current one; it is possible
that we find it fairly faithfully reproduced in the conclusion of his, from the sixteenth
verse of the twenty-eighth chapter onwards. Admittedly, the conspicuous scarcity of
information about what happened in Galilee is surprising in this conclusion, as one
would have expected more detailed insights into the appearances of the resurrected,
even based on the hints of Apostle Paul, from a disciple of Peter. However, the
disappearance of such an insufficient conclusion can be more easily explained than if it
had been more detailed and content-rich. Had Mark actually provided a comprehensive
and detailed report of everything he could have learned from Peter's accounts, those
very legends would hardly have formed and gained entry, which in the current
concluding section of his Gospel are more presupposed and summarized than explicitly
presented. It's also conceivable that the testimonies of the apostles regarding those
mysterious events, which belonged to a completely different realm of experience than
the incidents of their earlier interactions with the living Jesus, might not have been of a
nature that allowed or invited a portrayal in the otherwise vivid and pictorial manner of
our evangelist. They, which in their general content were indeed the subject of
evangelical preaching and proclamation, far more than those earlier events, were not
suitable in their finer details as the subject of historical narration, which should not be
confused with that preaching itself, but was intended to serve as its foundation and
supplement. We therefore find it very understandable if the first evangelical historian
found nothing but what was already known to his readers about those events and
therefore only engaged in them as much as it seemed necessary to give his
presentation an ending.
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This conclusion itself — if we can indeed trust to have its essential content still before
us in that final section of the first Gospel — speaks, as is well known, only of a single
appearance of Jesus before his disciples. This is said to have taken place on a
mountain in Galilee, to which Jesus had summoned the disciples — as our present
narrator adds, but without specifying how. There they saw him — it says, without having
previously reported how or if he had approached them — a curious turn of phrase
which, when compared to the other stories, seems to suggest that they too did not know
where he had come from. They fell down before him, but some among them doubted.
Then Jesus is said to have approached them and spoken the following words: "All
power in heaven and on earth has been given to me! Go therefore and teach all nations,
baptize them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, and teach
them to observe everything | have commanded you! And behold, | am with you always,
to the end of the age!" — As mentioned, in this account, as inclined as we are to trace it
back to a source whose credibility has been so often proven to us in essence, we



remain far from seeing anything more than just the deliberately concise conclusion of a
historical narrative, the purpose and structure of which did not necessitate going into
further detail of the events on which the faith of the apostolic community in the
resurrection of their Lord was founded. Whether the appearance of the risen one, as
narrated here, was the only one, or whether the reporter could only have known of this
single appearance, could only be deduced from his silence about other such
appearances if we were entitled to assume that the plan of his scripture intended
completeness in relation to this subject. However, from this sparse form of the
conclusion of the oldest and most original gospel writing — assuming that even if Mark's
did not have this conclusion, all indications suggest it did not have a richer content —
certain other conclusions can be drawn; those which we will recognize as proven the
more we find them in accordance with what can be gleaned from other, no less credible,
or perhaps even more directly credible sources upon further examination.

Indeed, right here, where the sources from which we had primarily and almost
exclusively drawn our understanding up to this point start to become scanty and
muddled, another source complements them. This source is the apostolic letters, along
with a few other documents closely related to the canon of these letters. Against the
clarity of this source, no well-founded objection can be raised. Especially here, where
the gospel accounts become scarce and unreliable, this source begins to flow more
abundantly than at any other part of the gospel story for those who understand how to
use it impartially and wisely. This is not just a fortunate coincidence, but a consequence
of the significance the resurrection of the Lord had for apostolic preaching and the
gospel proclamation. The apostles' preaching was, at its core, nothing other than the
announcement of this extraordinary event. Every other aspect contained within it was
centered around this core and pivotal point of the proclamation. Therefore, it's natural
that those letters, which are primarily composed of recollections of apostolic preaching
and occasional elaborations on specific points of this preaching, not only overtly
presuppose this event (like the crucifixion, perhaps the only other event as explicit) but
also frequently revisit it. The hints we find about this subject in the letters are even more
enlightening for us because they, unlike the gospel narratives, are not given with the
explicit intention of conceptualizing those wondrous appearances or weaving them into
a cohesive story. Instead, they candidly and unintentionally reveal the authors'
perceptions of these events. Expressly narrative depictions, especially when, as is
consistently the case with the Evangelists, the intellectual cultivation and expressive
capability stand in disproportion to the subject matter, can easily blend in foreign
elements that tint the subject in a not entirely pure coloration. These occasional remarks
are more distant from that risk. In this respect alone, the accounts from the apostolic
letters would clearly be at an advantage over the gospels, even if they did not, as we
have good reason to believe, stand much closer to the event itself and the most direct
knowledge of it.
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According to that Gospel account, which we consider the most original among those
passed down to us, the Risen One would have appeared to his disciples only once. We



refrain, as already noted, from taking this statement literally; but we do believe that it
reveals a factual circumstance of decisive importance for understanding those events.
This circumstance is further confirmed by other Gospel accounts and is decisively
affirmed by a passage in the epistles. Recently, it has become customary, especially for
devotional purposes, to speak of a communion that Jesus is said to have had with his
disciples for some time after his resurrection. This notion, as evident from that passage,
is based on a fundamentally incorrect perception of the appearances of the Risen One.
While one may not exclude the possibility of other such visits from the story of just one
visit, a prolonged association spanning several days, as one usually understands
"communion,” is undoubtedly ruled out. If such a prolonged interaction had occurred,
the origin of that account, even if deemed apocryphal, would be utterly inexplicable. An
ongoing mutual interaction spanning several weeks would never be condensed into a
brief, single meeting in a tradition that generally tends to amplify rather than diminish the
miraculous. The Risen One can only have appeared to the disciples in individual,
fleeting moments, not walked among them for an extended period: we could conclude
this with utmost confidence from that single account alone. Furthermore, all other
Gospel stories, including the apocryphal ones (which often venture into the realm of the
fabulous, although not exclusively), only ever speak of individual meetings, never of
continuous interaction. One might think this could be attributed to the peculiar style of
those narrators, who often, as we have frequently observed, tend to condense content
spread across longer or shorter periods into individual scenes and moments. However,
the nature of these accounts, which repeatedly present the Lord surprising and
astonishing the disciples with his unexpected, miraculous appearances (often only
being recognized after initially remaining unnoticed), does not allow for such an
interpretation. But above all, it is the well-known passage in the fifteenth chapter of the
First Letter to the Corinthians that dispels any remaining doubt about this matter. In it,
we see the Apostle seemingly listing, with an intent for completeness, a series of
appearances experienced by individual disciples or entire groups of disciples
simultaneously and in a single moment. Here we have a statement of the utmost and
decisive importance in this and many other respects. It is free not only from the
legendary embellishments that we believe are present in the later Gospel accounts but
also from the endeavor to vividly elaborate on the facts it mentions. It provides nothing
more than a simple, sober note on each of the events it mentions, where one cannot
assume a deliberate condensation into a limited number of individual moments, nor any
other intentionality in depicting these moments.
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As already demonstrated by the evidence of those testimonies, the infrequency and
isolation of the moments in which the Risen One appeared to his disciples negates any
likelihood of a typical interaction that occurs among living people. This should have
been clearly recognized and explicitly acknowledged long ago. What plausible
assumption can be made about Jesus' whereabouts in the interim between those
meetings if he truly walked among the living as a living person in his earthly body? Why
is it that none of these stories or references to the fact of the resurrection remotely hint
that they searched for his whereabouts or tried to find him among the disciples or



elsewhere? Why haven’t our evangelists, who otherwise strive for a coherent narrative
and to fill in the gaps between individual reported events, posed these and other similar
questions that would immediately occur to anyone upon hearing of the resurrection of
the dead? These are undoubtedly challenges that anyone asked to believe in that fact
should be entitled to address, and they can't be simply dismissed or obscured by
admitting that "there is much darkness surrounding Christ's earthly existence after his
resurrection.” On the contrary, if all reports clearly indicate that the disciples did not
expect the Risen One to remain among them, that they were as surprised by each new
appearance as by the first, and that it did not occur to them to invite the Risen One to
stay or inquire about his whereabouts or to search for him in any other way; if this
attitude of the disciples has also been transferred to the Gospel narrators of these
events, who, like the disciples themselves, did not raise these questions and
considerations: then it is clear that the nature of the appearances themselves must have
been the reason for this oversight. This very nature is also found in the expressions
used by the apostles and evangelists whenever they speak of them. We find it in a
series of detailed circumstances reported in the story, in the overall demeanor of these
stories, and in the unmistakably indicated and presupposed belief of the apostolic
church about the article of Christ's resurrection. So, with the best intention to be tolerant
and fair to foreign views, especially those intertwined with individuals' religious
convictions, it can hardly be called anything but delusion if even scholarly researchers
still wish to deceive themselves about it.
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In the words commonly used to describe the appearances of the Resurrected One
among both apostles and evangelists, the same pattern consistently emerges. This is
the pattern we have already noted in the phrasing with which the first Gospel reports the
appearance on the mountain in Galilee. Paul, in the previously mentioned passage of
the Corinthians letter, uses the expression "he was seen” or "he allowed himself to be
seen" (weBe) four times in a row when discussing the six appearances, without
alternating with any other term. There is no mention there of speaking, dialogues that
would have taken place between the Lord and the disciples, or commands that he might
have given them. We encounter this same term particularly frequently with Luke, who,
even though his perspective on those appearances is evidently becoming more
materialistic, still remains close enough to the original narratives to let their character
shine through clearly. Not only does he use the same expression to describe the Lord's
appearance to Peter, which Paul also speaks of, in a passing reference*), but
elsewhere**), and specifically from the mouth of Jesus as introduced in that narrative,
the same term is also used in reference to Paul's own Christophany, which is also
among those listed in the Corinthians letter. Thus, when we hear about all the
appearances of the Resurrected One during the purported forty days of his earthly
journey, one time the same expression is used***), and another time an even more
striking expression is employed: "he made himself known to the disciples through many

signs."t)
*) Luk. 24, 34.



**) Ap. Gesch. 26, 16.
***) WeBn M NnUEPAGS TTAEioug Toic cuvavaBdoiv auTtw K. T. A. Ap. Gesch. 13, 31.

T) ev ToAAoig TeEKpNPIOIG OI HPEPWYV TECTAPAKOVTA OTTTAVOUEVOS aUToIC. ebendas.
1, 3.

Another word frequently used by the evangelists is the one we have also provisionally
used: that he appeared to the disciples. The same is used three consecutive times in

the final section of Mark *); likewise in the final chapter of the fourth gospel **), and in

Luke's Acts ***).

*) epavn. Marc. 16, 9. epavepwbn. V. 12. 14.

**) epavepwoev eautov- Joh. 21, 1. epavepwBn. epavipwoev eautov: 3op. 21, 1.
ipavepwiin. V. 14.

***). 14.
***%) edwkev autdv eppavry yeveaBai. Ap. Gesch. 10, 41.

Moreover, where these words so unmistakably point, the phrase found three times in
two different gospels "stood among them" ****) certainly leads back; whereby, in the
fourth gospel, it is repeatedly, certainly not merely as a superfluous addition, noted that
the doors were locked 7).

****) €0TN eV HEOW auTwy. Luk. 24, 36. €1g To y€oov. Joh. 20, 19.26.

1) Joh. 20, 19. 26; two instances which admittedly have not lacked forced
interpretations.

However, in contrast to that "appearance,” the phrase "he disappeared” 11) can be
found in one of Luke's accounts of the farewell, which unmistakably indicates the
ghostly, non-physical presence.

T1) apavrug eyeveto amr autwv. Luk. 24, 31.
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As a circumstance of particular persuasive power regarding the character of those
Christophanies, indicated by the authentic expressions cited here, others have rightly
pointed out that Paul, in the sequence of these appearances, essentially similar to the
rest, lists as the last among them the one that happened to himself 111). It is evident
that this latter did not occur at the same time as the others, not within those forty days,
which, following Luke's account, is customarily considered to encompass the earthly



sojourn of the Resurrected One. For at that time, Paul was, and remained for quite a
while, the staunchest adversary, the most bitter persecutor of the emerging Christian
community. Clearly, that manifestation is the very same one he boasts about elsewhere,
from which he derives his calling and his authentication as an apostle of the Lord *);
thus, it would be unthinkable that he persisted in his earlier disposition after it.

T11) Not to claim a merit of originality for myself, but for the sake of greater
authentication, which arises for a viewpoint when several come to it
independently of each other, | believe | need to note that the interpretation of the
resurrection fact based on this circumstance, and on the entire content of 1 Cor.
15:4 ff. in particular, had been shaped and established in me through
independent source studies, even before the publication of Strauss's work, and
without me being aware of writings in which similar thoughts had been expressed
earlier (e.g., Kaiser's Biblical Theology).

*Y1 Cor. 9:1, Gal. 1:1, 1:12.

To what extent this Christophany is correctly and accurately expressed by that narrative,
which is provided in three different, not entirely consistent places in the Acts of the
Apostles, about the event that resulted in the conversion of the later apostle, which Paul
himself there calls a "heavenly vision" **), we can leave undecided for now; but that it
couldn't have been a manifestation of the personal Christ in his earthly body, from which
even the now orthodox view concedes that he has not existed as such since the
Ascension: this we can consider established and undeniable.

**) oupdviog otrtracia. Ap. Acts 26, 19.

Now, if one wants to assume (as clearly there is no other option for those who adhere to
that view) that the Apostle allowed himself to place, in the series of those visits that
Christ made to his other disciples in his earthly body, without any hint of the difference
from the former, the vision he himself saw: consider the confusion this creates regarding
the most important of all articles of faith, the cardinal point of the faith of the Christian
community, whose utterances one nevertheless does not want to abandon as literally
authoritative! If it was ignorance about the nature of the other Christophanies, different
from his own, that led Paul to this compilation: how could one then place any value on a
fact about which the apostle, in whom we see the faith in a different resurrection of the
Lord than that supposed historical one, could be mistaken without any detriment to his
faith and his work? How could one hesitate, preferring to err with Paul rather than to
grasp the truth with the spiritless historical faith of later times? Or did Paul rather
deceive himself about his own vision, mistaking it for the presence of the Lord in his
earthly body: how was such a delusion possible if he had heard of the long past
Ascension of the Lord; or if it was possible, how then could the other disciples not have
been equally deceived as he was? But least of all is it permissible to assume that the
Apostle, knowing that his Christophany was of a different nature than the others,
nevertheless equated it with the others and demanded for it from the confessors of his
doctrine the same faith as for those. For with this insight, the purely subjective nature of



his (which will probably be understood as purely subjective by those who consider the
revitalization of his earthly body essential for the objective truth of the genuine
appearances of the Resurrected One *)) would have become apparent to him; and that
equating of the call that had only occurred internally to him with the call that had also
occurred externally to the other apostles would be based on the most presumptuous
arrogance; on such an arrogance that, even if one considered Paul himself capable of it,
could in no way have been tolerated by his fellow apostles.

*} The assumption of ancient orthodoxy is indeed rather that Christ also
appeared to Paul in actuality, but in a transfigured body. However, we are not
arguing here against this, which, as noted above, is in no way against also
understanding the other Christophanies as manifestations of a transfigured body;,
but against modern orthodoxy, which wants to know nothing of such
manifestations and insists on the reappearance of Christ in his earthly body
precisely because it only knows the alternative that Christ either rose in this way
or did not rise at all. If, nevertheless, even by followers of this modern orthodoxy
with respect to the Pauline Christophany, that older view is retained (e.g., by
Neander: History of the Planting and Guidance of the Christian Church by the
Apostles |, p. 112, who, however, unmistakably leans towards the view that
considers it a mere vision): then this case of such a Christophany stands
completely isolated, lacks any analogy in other authenticated or conceded facts,
and thus also any scientific justification.
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However, by juxtaposing an apparition of undoubtedly non-physical, spiritual or ghostly
nature with those allegedly material ones, Paul, as well as his fellow apostles, through
their other behaviors towards these apparitions and by the place they accord to them
within the context of their faith and their overall religious mindset, clearly and
consistently demonstrate the notion they must have had of them, without any doubt or
wavering, let alone the thought of the possibility of another way of conceiving them.
When the aforementioned apostle, being led before the Sanhedrin in Jerusalem and in
danger of falling prey to the particular hatred of the Sadducean sect, turns to the
Pharisees and makes it clear to them that he is being persecuted because of their own
doctrine, their own faith, the belief in the resurrection of the dead *); when later, brought
before King Agrippa, he asks him whether among his countrymen it is considered so
unbelievable that God raises the dead? **)

*} "l am a Pharisee, the son of a Pharisee; it is because of my hope in the
resurrection of the dead that | am on trial." Acts 23:6.

**) "Why is it considered incredible among you people if God does raise the
dead?" Acts 26:8.

— In both cases, he must have been aware, unless he wanted to risk being justly
accused of an inappropriate sophistical twisting of concepts, that with his teaching on



the resurrection of Jesus Christ, he was expressing nothing but an assertion whose
possibility was directly recognized in the doctrine of the Pharisees, the genuine Jewish
orthodoxy of the time *), which Paul could still acknowledge from this perspective even
as a Christian.

*) "The most accurate sect of our religion." Acts 24:5.

— It is clear in general that the matter in both cases was not about the belief in
resurrection as a whole, but only about the resurrection of Christ as an already occurred
fact, since only with the latter, but not with the former assertion, did Christians offend the
Jews. This is further explicitly confirmed by Festus's account to Agrippa regarding the
accusations against Paul **) and the further course Paul takes in his defense, ending
with identifying Christ as the "firstfruits of those who have slept". ***)

**) "They had some points of dispute with him about their own religion and about
a certain Jesus who had died, but whom Paul claimed was alive." Acts 25:19.

***) Chapter 26:23.

Regarding the deceased, the Pharisaic orthodoxy, as we are expressly instructed in the
first of the referenced passages t), consisted precisely in not denying the possibility of
their appearance as departed spirits. In the most unambiguous way, the narrator
conveys that in that tumultuous session of the Sanhedrin, where the apostle had to
prompt the Pharisees to side with him, the debate between them and the Sadducees
was precisely about the possibility of whether a departed spirit could have revealed
itself to a living person tt).

1) Chapter 23:8

T1) The Pharisees' speech breaks off in verse 9 with the words: "What if a spirit
or an angel has spoken to him?"... to which, as the context indicates, an
approving statement was to follow. Earlier (v. 8), the difference between the
Pharisaic doctrine and the Sadducean one was described such that while the
latter denies: "there is no resurrection, nor angel, nor spirit," the Pharisaic affirms
both.
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In an entirely similar application, as seen here in the defense of his doctrine to the
outside, we see Paul using the fact of the resurrection elsewhere within the community
itself to establish and reinforce this teaching. This central idea runs through almost all of
his letters, most clearly and decisively expressed in the first letter to the Corinthians, in
the same context in which that enumeration of Christophanies is mentioned, stating that
the resurrection of Christ provides irrefutable proof of the immortality of those redeemed
by him. As to the meaning of this evidence, the assertion, which inverts the conclusion
of that evidence, should have long opened our eyes. We read it repeatedly, directed



against those heretics in the Corinthian community who claimed that the general
resurrection of all, as promised by the Lord, had already taken place and was not to be
expected in the future, in the clearest and most unequivocal words: if there is no (i.e., no
other than the one mistakenly deemed as such) resurrection of the dead, if the dead
truly do not rise, then Christ could not have risen either.

*) € AvACTAOIC VEXPWV OUK £0TIV, oude XpiaToi eyfiyeptal. 1Cor. 15, 13. €1 vekpoi
OUK gyeipovTal, ovde XpIoTog eynyeptal. V. 16.

— In clear contradiction to these words, which express an entirely different context, as
well as in general with the spirit of Pauline and indeed the truly apostolic doctrine of
resurrection, modern Supernaturalism attributes to the Apostle the spiritless reasoning:
Christ taught the resurrection of all, he proved the credibility of his teaching through his
own resurrection, which he also predicted, thus one must also believe in that teaching.
This Supernaturalism itself, however, can't help but infer such reasoning after having
previously conceived the resurrection in a way that characterizes this event, not just in
appearance but also in essence, as an exception to the otherwise regular course of
nature. An exception like this proves nothing for what is under the law; the resurrection
of Jesus, conceived in a supernaturalist way, can't in itself evidently prove anything for
the resurrection of other humans, because it's indeed very different from this eventual
resurrection of all. The Apostle sees it differently. He rather considers, as the cited
words show, the appearance of the resurrected Christ as proving the resurrection of all,
because without presupposing a general resurrection, it couldn't have occurred. But
how could he think this if, to him, it was something other than just a peculiar
manifestation of that substantial being which not only Christ, but all humans, preserve
after earthly death? Not from its deviation from the usual course of natural law, not from
its miraculous nature does the Apostle derive the evidential power of the fact of
resurrection, but rather from its identity with this lawfulness. But where would this
identity remain if the resurrection of Jesus was that which the resurrection of other
humans should not be, an instantaneous, short-lived revival of the body decaying in the
grave, the earthly body explicitly declared by the Apostle as unfit for inheriting the
kingdom of God *)?

*) oapg kal aipa BaoiAgiav Beov kKAnpovounoai ou duvaral. A. a. O. V. 50.

— One shouldn't object that the Apostle seems elsewhere to also promise a rebirth to
this earthly body **), and that, accordingly, the supernaturally conceived fact of
resurrection wouldn't lack an analogy to that general resurrection and would admit the
view that it happened according to the same lawfulness. That this isn't Paul's opinion is
evident from the further course of his contemplation.

**) Romans 8, 11; a passage that probably doesn't even speak of the future life,
but already of the present one; just as Romans 6, 5. 2 Corinthians 4, 10 f.
Colossians 3, 1 and others.

After repeatedly assuring how, with the denial of faith in a general resurrection, all of



Christianity would be abolished, he continues to question the kind of bodies the
resurrected will have ***), describing them as spiritual, in explicit contrast to the flesh
and blood of the psychic body, as heavenly and imperishable.

***) 1 Corinthians 15, 35 ff.

Thus, Christ must have appeared to his disciples in such a body if his appearance was
to have proof of the reality of such corporeality or, conversely, if with the belief in our
eventual resurrection in such corporeality, faith in the truth of Christ's resurrection
should fall. Only in this sense can Christ be called the "first fruits of those who have
fallen asleep” *), that in him, by virtue of his higher nature and divine descent, this
spiritual corporeality, the resurrection body, manifested earlier than in all others, and
through his explicit appearance to those who could bear it, guaranteed the certainty of a
corresponding revival for all. Only in this way is the resurrection of Christ a fact of faith,
in a manner entirely analogous to how the eventual general resurrection is.

*) ammapyn Twv Kekolunuevwy, V. 20. 23. (TTpwTdTOKOG €K Twv vekpwv Colossians
1, 18. Revelation 1, 5. TpwT0og £ AvaoTAoews vekpwv Acts 26, 23.)

But as such, not as an external fact, whose reality could be proven or refuted by witness
and documentary evidence or by the evidence of a missing or rediscovered corpse, it is
clearly treated by Paul, both here and before the Sanhedrin and Agrippa, when he
reminds those who deny a future general resurrection that they inevitably have to
proceed to also dispute the already occurred and proven resurrection of their Lord and
Master. Not in vain does he remind the Corinthians of their baptism, a baptism "for the
dead," which, as he notes, would obviously be nonsensical if the dead weren't to rise

**)-
**) \/, 29,

For we know that the death upon which Christian initiates were baptized was none other
than the death of Christ ***); so it also emerges here how the Apostle couldn't separate
faith in Christ, the one "killed in the flesh, but made alive in the spirit", as another
Apostle calls him *), from faith in the immortality and resurrection of all.

***) Romans 6, 3.
*) Bavatweic pev oapki, {wotroindei! 8¢ rveupar, 1 Peter 3, 18.
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Now the result which emerges from all this, we believe irrefutably, is that the apostles
lived by the faith of having seen the Risen Lord not in the resurrected earthly body, but
in that transfigured form in which he sits, as they love to express it figuratively, at the
right hand of the heavenly Lord. This conclusion is now further confirmed by a
circumstance which, to our knowledge, has hitherto been almost completely overlooked,



and which we have postponed to this point, since it leads most conveniently to a closer
examination of the individual narratives. - The prevailing preconception of an earthly life
of the Risen Lord during those forty days, which Luke tells us was the period of time
during which he revealed himself to his disciples through all kinds of signs, has been
nourished by nothing more than by an account which, in a literal sense, we had to reject
as absolutely unbiblical, than by an account which, in a form in which probably chance
and the arbitrariness of the narrator have much share, is given by the Evangelist just
mentioned of the manner in which, according to him, the Lord was caught up from
among his disciples at the last of those appearances. On the Mount of Olives not far
from Jerusalem, as we know from the narrative at the beginning of the Acts of the
Apostles, after Jesus had promised the disciples the mission of the Holy Spirit and had
solemnly appointed them once more as witnesses of his teaching over the whole world,
he was lifted up before them; A cloud took him from their sight, and as they looked up
into heaven, two men in white robes stood beside them, announcing to them that the
same Jesus whom they had just seen floating up into heaven would one day return from
there in like manner. - This miraculous event is reported in brief words at the end of the
Gospel of the same author, and in the same way also in the probably unremarkable
addition to Mark; here, however, as it seems, under circumstances that do not quite
correspond with that narrative. In the other two Gospels, on the other hand, and also in
the other books of the New Testament, there is the deepest silence *).

*) The apostle Paul can easily provide positive proof that he could not have
known of the Ascension as a perceptible event. He cites the passage Ps. 68, 19
in Eph. 4, 8 (which, referring to the Messiah, as Paul here refers to him, is
undoubtedly one of the reasons for the later interpretation of the legend of the
Ascension), and seeks to interpret this statement by raising the question of how
the words: "he ascended on high" can be said in any other way than by Dem,
who on His part also descended into the lower regions of the earth (10 ¢ avépn
Ti €0TIV €i PR OTI Kai KaTéRN €ic T& KaTWTEPA TAC YIS ; ). Let him who descends be
one and the same with him who ascends above all heavens (o karaBdg autég
€0TI KAI 0 Avapag utrepdvw TTAvTwyY Twv oupavwyv). Who does not see here that
in these words the expression is treated as a problem, the application of which to
Christ was by no means so clearly present as it ought to have been if the apostle
had known anything of his ascension? - The only passage in Paul which can be
referred with some semblance to the visible ascension is the dveAe@On ev doén 1
Timoth. 3, 16. But apart from the doubtful character of the Pastoral Epistles (of
which, however, even after the latest negotiations on the subject, | cannot yet
profess to be really convinced), here also this interpretation is by no means
necessary, but the very composition of such sentences, none of which describes
a single event, but each of which describes a permanent state, recommends a
different interpretation.

- What conclusion is to be drawn from this silence as to the nature of that narrative: this
has for some time now escaped the notice of impartial investigators just as little as the
difficulty, on the supposition of the reality of the earthly body, whose removal from the
earth is supposed to have taken place only through this event, of making the event itself



present in any acceptable way. It is worth the effort, however, to investigate the reason
and origins of the legend of this event a little more closely. This investigation will show
how it actually marks the dividing line between the two different views of the nature of
the apparitions of the Risen Christ, in that they only arise on the basis of the more
spiritual view.
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Perhaps no other note is more suitable to lead us on the right track with regard to this
subject than a little-noticed one in the so-called Epistle of Barnabas. There, in a context
where the Sunday celebration is spoken of, it is said in clear words that Jesus rose on
this day and, after His appearance to the disciples, ascended to heaven *).

*) QYOMEV ThV NUEPQV TNV OydONV €16 euppoouvny, €V A 0 'IncoUg AveoTn €K
VEKPWV Kal QavepwBeIg AveRn €1g ToUg oupavoue. Ep. Barnab. c. 15. p. 48. cleric.

To separate the last sentence from the first, as interpreters have attempted in the
absence of better information, and by interpolating a later time designation for the event
mentioned last, wanting to reconcile the author of the letter with Luke, is a manifestly
forced procedure. Otherwise, why would these words be here if they weren't also meant
to explain the Sunday celebration? If we had nothing but this passage from a scripture
which, even if not from the Apostle's assistant himself whose name it bears,
undoubtedly belongs to a very early age, to compare with that narrative of Luke: the
latter would already suggest to us that it does not report something that happened once,
but rather something that happened repeatedly with each new appearance of the Lord
to his disciples. That the disappearance of each individual such appearance is
described as an ascension to heaven corresponds perfectly to that circle of ideas to
which the aforementioned expressions "he appeared, he was seen, he became
invisible" also belong. It explains the otherwise puzzling fact that no one thought of
tracking down the whereabouts of the one who appeared only for brief moments or
expecting new, similar visits from the Resurrected after a previous appearance. The
way in which Luke briefly mentions this event at the end of the Gospel, and the way the
author of the final section in Mark briefly mentions it, suggests, given the silence of the
other evangelists, on one hand, an expression already assumed to be known and
commonplace, and on the other, a scarcity of what was known about the fact itself. But
when Luke, at the beginning of the Acts of the Apostles, retrieves the detailed report in
his usual, albeit picturesque but cursory and easily glossing over difficult things, style: it
looks very much like he, after that earlier, brief mention — not necessarily gleaned more
precise news, but rather remembered how such an event might be worth a more
detailed description. However, the account of Pseudo-Barnabas is by no means isolated
when compared to the Gospels; rather, with careful consideration of the various
statements found in the Gospels and the letters regarding the resurrection in its
connection with the ascension of Christ, it becomes perfectly clear how, in the
perception of the earliest Christian community, the relationship between these two
articles of faith was entirely different than it later became as a result of Luke's narrative.
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To put it briefly, this notion suggested that Christ's exaltation to the right hand of the
heavenly Father was not an event separate from his resurrection. Rather, both were one
and the same event. Each appearance of the Lord was thus a descent from the heights
to which he, vanishing, repeatedly rose anew. The resurrection, which had occurred on
the third day after the crucifixion according to even the truly apostolic teachings *),
wasn't the body emerging from the grave but the soul of Christ rising from Hades, where
the souls of the deceased are received, to heaven and to the right hand of God **).

*Y1 Cor. 15, 4.

**) One of the sources on which the apostles mainly based their assertion that
the resurrection of the Messiah had already been prophesied in the OT was, as
can be seen from Acts 2, 25 ff. 2, 25 ff., was the sixteenth Psalm. There it says v.
10: "Thou wilt not leave my soul in Hades"; Words which, though spoken of a
living man, the apostles evidently referred to that Hades which was the place of
the soul after death, in accordance with the ideas generally held among the Jews
and the Gentiles at that time, and which were not refuted either by them or by
Christ himself, to that Hades, which also at first received the soul of Christ in
death, but from whence it immediately came forth again as TpwT6TOKOG TWV
VEKPWV Or aTTapXr TWV KEKOIUNHEVWV.

From there, from his seat at the right hand of the heavenly Father, and not from some
earthly hiding place where he would have had to hide according to common
supernatural as well as naturalistic notions, to remain unnoticed by his opponents and
strangers, he visited his disciples. After each of these visits, he returned there, not only
after the supposed last one (which, according to Luke, who knew of the later
appearance before Paul and could tell of it, wouldn't even be the last). To prove these
claims, we want to start with the very evangelist from whom the opposing view primarily
originates, but in whom, as is evident from the expressions cited above, there are still
sufficient traces of the original view. The term that Luke *), and after him, the
supplementer of Mark uses **) to express the exaltation, which according to that
narrative supposedly took place after the forty days, is known to be: "he was taken up."

*) Acts of Apostles 1, 2. 11.

**) Mark 16, 19.
This same expression, however, is found in Luke himself in a context where clearly it
isn't referring to the Ascension as such, but simply to his death, to his departure from

Earth in general ***)

***} gyéveTo O €V T cUPTTANPoUGBal Tag NUEPAg ThHC avaAwews auTod. Luke 9,
51.



This suggests, given the peculiar significance of this expression, which is also affirmed
in the previously mentioned Pauline passage ), a custom of viewing this departure in
the same light in which the later dogmatic development of this doctrine would only view
the Ascension.

1) 1 Timothy 3, 16.

Similarly, we believe that we must interpret the words of the one who appeared to the
two disciples on the way to Emmaus, in which he instructs them: "how the Messiah had
to suffer and enter into his glory.” T1)

T1) Luke 24, 26.

For the assumption here is not that such entry is being proclaimed for the future but is
presupposed as already having occurred: the soon-to-be-provided analogies from the
apostolic letters speak too loudly for this, making us reluctant to assume, by analogy to
a certainly closely related passage 111), an imprecision in the expression.

T11) A similar construction is found in v. 47, where the knpux0Orjvai, however,
refers to the future.

This same way of thinking is also evident in two passages from the Acts of the Apostles,
which clearly enough posit, even by later views, an entirely justifiable but certainly not
immediately derived continuity of Christ's life from the moment of his resurrection: one,
by dating the indestructibility of this life from that moment on *), the other, by discussing,
in a context concerning the fact of the resurrection, the ongoing endurance of Christ's
life **).

*} QvEOTNOEV QUTOV €K VEKPWV, MNXETI MEAAOVTA UTTOOTPEPEIV €1G Dla@Oopdv. Acts
13, 34.

**) ZnmMaTa gixov - mepi Tivog ‘Incol 1eBvnkoTog, ov Epackev O Madiog Cfjv , ibid.
25, 19. - Also in the mentions of Christ's exaltation in connection with his
resurrection, Acts 2, 33. 5, 31, the two are at least not expressly kept separate
from each other.
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Similarly, as with Luke, and even more unambiguously the closer they are to the
manifestations themselves on the occasion of which this notion has been formed, this
notion is also found in the other New Testament writers. For this purpose, let's first
consider the evangelists. Undoubtedly, in the sense of that notion, by Mark, and after
him by the other two Synoptics, the not so aptly placed words are attributed to Jesus:
"You will see the Son of Man sitting at the right hand of power and coming with the
clouds of heaven!” ***)



***) Mark 14:62 and parallels. Luke (22:69) thought it necessary to remove the
oddity that lies in the phrase "You will see."

For in this context, it is obviously closest to think of the death of Christ, not a later event
by which he would only be elevated to this position. Nor are the words to be overlooked
that the Risen One speaks to the disciples in that address on the mountain in Galilee, in
which he announces all power in heaven and on earth as already handed over to him,
not as about to be handed over to him in an impending ascension T).

T) Matthew 28:18.

In the fourth Gospel, there are a series of passages that speak of the elevation or
glorification of Christ after or rather at the time of his earthly death, without a reference
to the ascension in the form, foreign to this Gospel, as Luke tells it. One might want to
find such a reference, if not elsewhere, at least in the words of Jesus in Chapter 6, V.
62. "What if you see the Son of Man ascend to where he was before?" But the context,
assuming any coherent one, indicates that it refers to an offense the disciples will take;
such offense could only be taken at Jesus' death, not his ascension *).

*) Compare de Wette on this passage, who, first among all interpreters as it
seems to us, has given a logically satisfactory explanation of the passage;
though it still remains possible and even probable to us that the Evangelist
himself — all other interpretations point to this, directly or indirectly — might not
have had a clear thought in these words.

When Jesus points out to Nicodemus, with intentional double meaning, the necessity of
an "elevation of the Son of Man," just as Moses lifted the serpent in the wilderness **);
when he repeatedly speaks to his disciples in his farewell discourses of a return to them
from the place where he would prepare a place for them ***), of seeing them again after
the world can no longer see him T); when he states explicitly as the reason that will
make it possible for the disciples to see him again, that he is going to the Father 17);
when he finally, in the high priestly prayer, speaks of his imminent glorification in a way
that forces any unbiased reader to think of the moment of this glorification as virtually
coinciding with the moment of his death *): these statements, which in their present form
belong to the Apostle, not to the Master himself, obviously stem from a basic view that
is compatible with no other than a purely spiritual understanding of the fact of the
resurrection.

**) John 3:14. Just before, V. 13: oudegic AvaéRnkev €1G Tov oupavov, €1 JUn K. T. A.
***) Chapter 14:3.
1) Chapter 14:19. Chapter 16:16. 19. Jesus uses here the term a word, which, as

noted above, is often used for the appearances of the Risen One. In Judas'
response, Chapter 14:22, it says: fjuiv JEAAEIG Ep@aVICEIV OEQVTOV.



1) Chapter 16:16.
*} Chapter 17:1 ff. compare Chapter 12:23.

However one may understand those promises of return, of reunion — we ourselves
believe that their meaning is even more general — the Apostle could not have recorded
them without thinking of the appearances of the Risen One, which he also witnessed. If
the nature of these manifestations had not allowed them to be included in this general
indication without an added explicit distinction, he would not have been able to avoid
attributing such an indication to his Christ in this context, as the speeches of this Christ,
as they are presented, can be understood in no other way than as a tacit denial of that
physical bodily resurrection. After all, even the editor of the Gospel, he who we always
see so inclined to discover or attribute mysterious allusions, did not dare to insert such
an allusion into these speeches as he found them with the Apostle; he preferred, in
order not to let the Christ of his Gospel be completely without foreknowledge of his
imminent bodily resurrection, to interpret that statement about the destruction and
rebuilding of the temple in this way **).

**) Chapter 2:21.
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From the apostolic letters, which, as already noted, contain absolutely no probable trace
of the idea of the Ascension in its later form, we first turn our attention to two passages
from the first Petrine letter. In the first of these passages, it is said of God that "He
raised Jesus from the dead and gave Him glory," ***) while in the second, salvation is
spoken of which comes to us "through the resurrection of Jesus Christ, who was raised
up to heaven and sits at the right hand of God." *)

***) - €16 Beow EyeipavTa auTtov €K VEKPWY Kal dolav autw dovta, 1 Petr. 1, 21.

*) &1 avaoTacewg 'Inocov XpioTtov, o¢ 0TIV eV 0e(Id TOU BedU, TTOPEUBEIS €IG
oupavov. lbid. 3, 21 f.

This last passage is especially noteworthy because of the context in which it is found. It
is the same context in which the contrast was previously stated in explicit words: that
Christ was described as one who was killed according to the flesh but made alive in
spirit. His death is then explicitly described as a descent into Hades, where he is
believed to have redeemed the spirits bound since the time of Noah (a notion that is
hinted at here in rather vague terms but was later elaborated in post-apostolic times into
the theory that Christ, awaited by the prophets in Hades, awakened them upon his
descent **), which undoubtedly means leading them with him to Heaven. Contrasted
with this descent into Hades through his crucifixion, his resurrection is described as an
ascent to Heaven and as being elevated to the right hand of God.

**) Ignat. Magnes. 9.



The same apparent non-coincidental or elliptical combination of the concept of
resurrection with that of elevation or transfiguration can also be found in a variety of
expressions and phrasings in Paul's writings. Here too, it is said of God that he "raised
Christ from the dead and seated him at his right hand in the heavens" ***); a statement
in which those redeemed through Christ are also immediately included, t) as clear
evidence of how closely the two concepts of resurrection on one hand and elevation on
the other had to be regarded as one and the same, since even in an initially improper
use of them, which only arose by analogy, the pairing of both was transferred.

***) éyeipag auTOV €K TGOV VEKPMV, Kai EKABIoEV v BeCIG auToU £V TOIg
gmoupaviolg. Ephes. 1, 20. yepBeig, 0¢ kai £oTiv £€v eIt TOU B€0l. Rom. 8, 34.

T) évrag nUdg vekpoUg OvveECWOTTOINCE Tw XPIOTW KAl CUVNYEIPE, KAl CUVEKABICEV
eV T0ig £TToipaviolg ev XpioTw 'Inocou. Ephes. 2, 5 f. This passage corresponds to
Paul's repeated applications of the concept of resurrection to the moral rebirth
still within the earthly life; from which misunderstanding may have arisen in the
Corinthian church, as if Christianity taught only such an ethical resurrection, but
no other.

Thus also, quite as in the second Petrine passage, the express investiture of Jesus with
the dignity of the sonship of God is placed as a consequence of his resurrection *); the
life of the one risen from death is called, as in the passages of the Acts of the Apostles
cited above, one in which death has no more power **); The expectation of the return of
the divine Son from heaven is directly connected with the fact of His resurrection ***),
and as the resurrection of Christ itself is His exaltation to the right hand of the Father, so
the ethical participation in this resurrection has the consequence in the believers that
they feel drawn to that region where the thus exalted One is.)

*) OpI0BEIC Uiog Beol £v duvapel €€ AvaoTAoEwS VEKPOV. Rom. 1, 4.

**) XPIOTOG £YEPOEIG EK VEKPWY OUKETI ATTOBVNOKEI- BAVATOSC AUTOU OUKETI
Kupiguel. Ibid. 6, 9.

***) AVAMEVEIV TOV UIOV QUTOU €K TWV OUPAVWY, OV NYEIPEV EK TWV VEKPWV. 1
Thessalon. 1, 10.

T) €i cuvnyEpONTE TW XpPIoTW, Td Avw {NTEITE, OV 0 XPIOTOG £0TIV £V OEEIA TOU
BeoU kabruevog. Coloss. 3, 1.

— Another scripture in which this perception of apostolic times emerges in a very
remarkable way is the Letter to the Hebrews. The more the contrast between the
humiliation and the exaltation of Christ forms the actual central theme of contemplation
in this letter, the more characteristic it is when this contrast in it appears everywhere as
a completely direct one, entirely equivalent to the contrast between death and
resurrection t1). Nowhere does it remotely hint at a period that might have lain between



the two, or an event distinct from the resurrection that would have marked the point in
time from which Jesus' re-elevation to heavenly glory would have been dated.

T1) Compare e. g. E. g. passages, as Heb. 1, 3: kaBapIocpdv TOINCANEVOS TRV
AUapTIQV, €KABIoEY €v 01 THG MEYaAWOUVNG £v UYNAOIS. Cap. 2, 9: BAéTTopey
Incolv 81 1O TaBnua 100 BavdTtou 66En Kai TR €oTe@avwpévov. Cap. 12, 2:
UTrépeve oTaupdv, aioxivng katagpovioag, £v Oe€It Te To0 Opovou 100 Beol
KEKAOIKEV.

This contrast is equally direct in the Apocalypse *), whose entire composition, by the
way, attests to the inclination of the first Christians, undoubtedly derived from those first
Christophanies, to receive revelations of the Lord in visionary form. — In the later
linguistic usage of the Church, 50¢&lecBal remained the solemn expression for
martyrdom **), which might ultimately be traced back to the glorification of the Lord in
his death, the model for all the sufferings endured by the martyrs.

*) For example, Revelation 1:18: "l was dead, and behold, | am alive forever and
ever." Chapter 2:8: "was dead, and came to life."

**) See Suicer. thes. |, p. 949. The do&aleobal is not only transitive from the
00&aceiv Tov Bedv (John 21:19), but undoubtedly is to be understood from the
reciprocity of glorifying and being glorified (John 17:1).
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Now, however, if from all of this, our preliminary conclusion emerges clearly and
indisputably not only about the nature of the appearances of the risen Christ in
themselves, but also about the consciousness the disciples had of this nature: this
conclusion cannot be considered scientifically established until a satisfactory
explanation is found for those circumstances in the reports of our sources that seem to
contradict it. Notably, the more detailed accounts given by the last two Gospels of some
of these miraculous scenes are partly explicitly designed to put beyond doubt the
tangible corporeality of the Risen One. Contrary to the statement of the first two
Gospels mentioned by us earlier and deemed credible, which state that Jesus first
intended to and did appear to his disciples in Galilee, the authors of the two
aforementioned Gospel writings tell of an event that allegedly took place in Jerusalem
on the evening of the day the tomb was found empty *).

*Luk 24, 21 compare with 24, 36. Joh. 20, 19.

Jesus enters, — with doors locked, adds the fourth evangelist, — into the middle of a
room where the disciples are gathered. He greets them and when they, in shock, think
they are seeing a ghost, he shows them his hands and, according to Luke, his feet,
according to the fourth evangelist, his side, and asks them to touch him; a ghost cannot
(he adds in Luke) have flesh and bones as they see he does. The conclusion of this
scene is narrated differently by both evangelists; in Luke, the apparition asks for



something to eat and eats in the presence of the disciples, but in the other Gospel, he
breathes on them the Holy Spirit, sends them out into the world, granting them the
power to forgive and retain sins. Furthermore, the latter evangelist adds an anecdote to
this story of which Luke knows nothing **).

**) Luke specifically mentions (24:33) "the eleven" as being present during the
initial appearance, suggesting that Thomas was also presumed to be present.

Thomas, who was not present at the time, hears the others tell how they saw the Lord;
he states he won't believe them until he has seen the nail marks in his hands and
placed his hand into the marks, as well as the spear wound in his side. A few days later,
the apparition repeats itself in his presence; he is urged by Jesus to do as he said, to
touch and to believe, and then, after recognizing him as his Lord and God, he is sent
away with the message: "Because you have seen me, you have believed; blessed are
those who have not seen and yet have believed.”
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Anyone who, taking into account the results of our previous contemplation, even if
considering them as still tentative, but properly weighing their content and not bound by
any dogmatic belief, reads the above stories, will most likely see them more as a
confirmation rather than a refutation of those results. These stories themselves explicitly
express doubt about the reality of what they intend to prove, a doubt that was actually
present at the moment of the apparition. And indeed, this doubt itself argues as strongly
for its basis, as, according to our earlier note, the actual absence of doubt about the
reality of Jesus' death proved the groundlessness of that doubt! Imagine for a moment
Jesus in his earthly body, recovered from a seeming death or even from actual death
which, according to modern supernatural views, is easily mistaken for a mere swoon,
appearing before the disciples. Ask yourself honestly, would there, despite all shock and
astonishment, be any room for doubt about the reality of his presence, even for a
moment? Even Thomas's doubt in the narrative seems entirely inexplicable. It
unmistakably does not question the fact that his fellow disciples believed they saw the
Lord, but only the reality of the apparition. How could there still be doubt about this after
the assurances of the disciples? Thus, after all we've considered, we do not hesitate for
a moment to see in that doubt, which these stories first attribute to all the disciples and
then specifically to Thomas, the doubt of those for whom these stories were created to
refute. This assumption is strengthened by a detail that is indeed very capable of
providing insight into the origin of this and all similar legends, of which many were later
invented. We encounter a narrative, the content of which we can very well consider the
same as our gospel, even with its slight deviations, although it is clearly independent of
them, in the letter of Ignatius to the Smyrnaeans. This narrative is presented there
expressly to counter a heresy which, following the example of the bishop of Antioch, is
commonly referred to as "docetism," but which we, for reasons that will become clear
and which are important for understanding those gospel narratives, have good reason
to consider, like the one combated in the letters of the Apostle John and already
recognized by several as identical to it, as none other than the Gnosis of Cerinthus and



his followers *).

*) It is highly improbable in itself that such a fanciful view as the later Gnostic
docetism, which regarded the body of Christ as a mere semblance, would have
taken hold so close to the apostolic era and even during the lifetimes of the
apostles themselves. No one could easily dare to assert such a thing in the face
of eyewitnesses to the real life and death of the Lord; whereas, on the other
hand, Cerinthus' system could develop organically and without a doubt did
develop from the Logos doctrine introduced into Christology by John and his
fellow apostles. But one need only examine the expressions of both John and
Ignatius more closely to see that they not only can be related to Cerinthian
docetism without any coercion but hardly allow another interpretation.
Concerning John (of whose struggles with Cerinthus a historical account has
been preserved in Iren. c. Haer. lll, 11, which should not have been exclusively
referred to the Gospel based on the words of that Church Father, though he
erroneously does so). we have already interpreted 1 John 5:6 in this sense
above, a passage which has not yet been used to elucidate the polemical
motives of this letter. But one need only consider the words in 2:22, "Who is the
liar, but the one who denies that Jesus is the Christ?" and in contrast, 5:1,
"Everyone who believes that Jesus is the Christ has been born of God" to be
convinced that the opponents John combats in this letter are not those who deny
the reality of Jesus's physical person, but those who wanted to distinguish
between the person of Jesus and the person of the Messiah. In line with these
passages, also 4:2 and 2 John 7 should be explained, from which one has mainly
wanted to conclude a different kind of docetism. To confess that "Jesus Christ
has come in the flesh" or "is coming in the flesh" in both passages doesn't mean
to recognize a Jesus Christ who appeared in flesh (if it were so, linguistically it
would rather say "has appeared" and "will appear"”, which in the former case is
also a reading, albeit with too little critical authority), nor, as others have
interpreted it: confess that the Jesus who appeared in the flesh is the Messiah;
but rather, as | believe it must be understood due to those analogies: confess
that Jesus is the Messiah who appeared in the flesh. As for Ignatius's docetists
(assuming the authenticity of the shorter version, which is again confirmed here),
| can't recognize them as any others. In his letter to the Ephesians 7, when it
says, "There is one Physician who is both fleshly and spiritual, born and unborn”,
it clearly combats the Cerinthian duality of a fleshly Jesus and a purely spiritual
Christ. But where Ignatius explicitly describes his opponents as saying "to seem"
(16 dokeiv AcyovTag), it's not the supposed illusory body they predicate this
"seeming" of, but only the suffering. For example, in his letter to the Trallians 9
and to the Smyrnaeans 2, "that he only seemed to suffer" — also in his letter to
the Smyrnaeans 4, "it seemed these things were done by our Lord" clearly refers
only to the suffering as such, as can be seen from Ignatius's refutation, which is
the same as in the letter to the Trallians. The Cerinthian docetism did not want to
deny that Christ had only seemed to suffer, not that Jesus had not really suffered,;
rather, the claim was only this: in Jesus's suffering, the true Christ, the divine
Logos, only seemed to suffer with him. Indeed, in this sense, Baur rightly says



(Christian Gnosis, p. 263): "According to both Basilides (for he is ascribed a view
on this point that agrees with Cerinthus) and Marcion, the Redeemer only
seemed to become human or only seemed to appear in a real human body.”
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May we now justly believe to find in the existence of this false doctrine, even in those
early times, a telling proof of the nullity of our view of the fact of the resurrection in
general, inasmuch as it is quite unmistakably precisely the incorporeal nature of the
appearances of the resurrection, which they presuppose to be admitted, (For it was
quite unmistakably the incorporeal nature of the appearances of the Risen Christ, which
they took for granted, that gave the false teachers the pretext for asserting that only this
Christ was the true one, but that the Jesus who suffered the death of the cross under
Pontius Pilate was a distinct personality from that Christ, who was only for a time in his
company *): it is no less obvious to seek in the reaction against this view the origin, as
perhaps of many other dogmas and myths of later Christianity **), so especially also of
those narratives which we find here expressly used for this purpose.

*) That this was indeed the case is illuminated by nothing more clearly than by
the manner in which Ignatius (ad Smyrn. 2 s.) introduces that account. He refutes
the belief that Christ did not truly suffer: "He truly suffered, just as he truly rose
again" (aAnBwg £mabev, wg Kal aAnBwg dvéoTtnoev eautdv); those unbelievers
who attributed only a seeming suffering to him are themselves mere semblances
of people (autol 16 dokeiv '6vTeg), and as they delude, so it will befall them. But
he, the letter writer, knows and believes that Jesus, after his resurrection, was
still in the flesh, etc. Who can fail to see here that the writer of the letter expressly
chooses to combat the circumstance which his opponents used to justify their
view by believing him to be in the flesh?

**) Several traces of the Ignatian letters, in which there is explicit polemics
against those Docetists regarding the virgin birth of the Lord (ad Ephes. 7. 18 s.
ad Trall. 9.), lead me to believe that this dogma, or this myth solidified into
dogma, might belong here. | do not hesitate to mention this as a potentially
significant addition to what was said in Vol. |, p. 174 ff. on this subject. As is
well-known, Cerinthus is among those mentioned who adhered to the Ebionite
view of the natural birth of the Lord and Joseph's paternity. From the statements
of the Church Fathers, one might think that he explicitly attacked the church
dogma of Mary's virgin conception. However, this is indisputably an anachronism,
and the truth is that Cerinthus was the one who first insisted on the supernatural
descent of the actual "Christ", that Christ who, according to him, descended upon
the son of Joseph and Mary during John's baptism. As this Gnostic knew only the
Gospel of Mark among the evangelists, not because he preferred it over the
others, but because no other Gospel existed at the time (indeed, Irenaeus’
statement in c. Haer. lll, 11 needs to be corrected: qui Jesum separant a Christo,
et impassibilem perseverasse Christum, passum vero Jesum dicunt, id quod
secundum Marcum est praeferentes evangelium etc., which undoubtedly



primarily refers to Cerinthus): he knew no other than that Jesus of Nazareth was
the son of human parents; but for this very reason, from his perspective, he could
not immediately regard him as the Christ. In response, orthodox doctrine couldn't
help but claim the title of "Son of God" for Jesus, a title which Cerinthus only
wanted to give to his "Christ", and thus, in the reaction against that heresy, the
view of the supernatural conception, as well as the tangible nature of the
resurrection body, seems to have formed in a similar manner.

In the valued writings of the Apostle John, understandably, we find no trace of such a
reaction. However, it is not impossible that the incidental use of a word right at the
beginning of his first letter *) may have given rise to the creation of one or another of
those stories in a very similar manner **), as we previously found likely, in relation to
another part of the same letter, that it had inspired another legendary narrative of the
Gospel.

*) a1 XeIpeG nUWV ewnAdenoav is what 1 John 1:1 says concerning the human
appearance of the divine Logos in Jesus Christ in general; both Luke and
Ignatius explicitly use this word in relation to the body of the risen Christ.

**) However, it is notable that precisely on the occasion of this passage, an
ancient interpreter of it (erroneously called Clement of Alexandria) mentions a
legend in which John, wanting to touch the body, supposedly touched only
emptiness with his hand because it wasn't a real body of earthly flesh and blood.
Yet, | am far from attributing significant evidence to this apocryphal anecdote for
the view | uphold, and am rather inclined to consider it an allegory on the
character of the Johannine image of Christ, which in another sense lacks so
much in flesh and blood; somewhat akin to the anecdote mentioned in Vol. I, p.
47, note, regarding Matthew.

For Ignatius, however, the assertion of the sensual, fleshy reality of the resurrection
body emerges in a way that clearly reveals the genesis of this claim (which certainly
was not first attributed to him), although he had not yet forgotten the teaching of the
apostolic age that the Risen One had immediately returned to the Father upon his
resurrection and had reunited with the Father *).

*) In the words of ad Smyrn. ¢. 3: WG CAPKIKOG, KAITTEP TTVEUHATIKWG EVWHEVOGS TW
Tratpi, the memory of the teaching we previously demonstrated clearly emerges,
showing its continued acknowledgment. As for the Ascension, as told by Luke,
even the genuine Ignatius knows nothing of it.

— The explanation we provide here for the origin of those narratives is, by the way,
confirmed by a circumstance that sheds light upon it, while remaining enigmatic and
unexplained under any other assumption. This clarification in our current context is
something we cannot help but consider as the main gain from understanding that
connection. Namely, it is striking how, at least in the two Johannine accounts — and the
similarity between them makes it likely that Luke's account should be understood in the



same way **) — all emphasis in proving the corporeality of the Risen One is not on the
tangibility of his body in general, but solely on the appearance of the wounds on it.

**) When Luke 24:39 calls out to the disciples: ideTe Ta¢ X€ipdg pou kai Toug
T6da¢ pou, the evangelist, as the following words show, seems to have referred
only to the sensual corporeality in general; also, with regard to the feet, the
question comes into consideration whether they were nailed on at the crucifixion.
Nevertheless, the mention of only the hands and feet remains striking and seems
to point inadvertently to the analogy in the fourth Gospel.

In Ignatius, of course, this is different; there the Risen One simply invites the disciples to
touch his body in general, in order to convince themselves (as it is said in similar words
in Luke) that he is not an incorporeal ghost ***).

***) NABeTe, YnAa@rRoaTte Je, Kai IDETE, 0TI OUK €11 daipoviov acwpaTov. Ignat. 1.
1.
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Nevertheless, we do not hesitate to look for an explanation of this circumstance in that
connection which appears more explicitly in Ignatius than in the Evangelists. Those
narrations were intended not only to demonstrate the corporeality of the risen Christ in
general, but rather to expressly prove the identity of his body with the crucified body of
Jesus, since Cerinthus had denied the identity of the person of the risen Christ with the
crucified Jesus.

If we now look at the results we have obtained so far in context, we will find in them the
only permissible interpretation of another strange trait, with regard to which all previous
attempts at an explanation have turned out very unsatisfactorily. We mean the call of the
Risen Christ to the Magdalene, already mentioned above: she should not touch him, for
he had not yet gone up to the Father *).

*) Joh. 20, 17.

Here too, we will not delve into a critique of the various interpretations; the most
unfortunate among them is undoubtedly the one, presented in various ways by notable
interpreters, according to which the still sensitively affected body of the one who had
just emerged from the grave supposedly could not bear any touch. However, those
interpretations, which posit these words to mean either a call for haste, a rejection of
premature worship, or a warning against indulging in untimely emotions, introduce
something foreign to the meaning and context of all these accounts, something that, if it
were to be conveyed (but even in itself, it sounds too much like modern pragmatism),
would certainly have been expressed in clearer, less ambiguous words **).

**) The weakness of these attempts is also evident in the fact that other equally



renowned interpreters, rather than adhering to them, prefer to resort to the
drastic measure of transforming pr} you &mrou into o0 pyou drrrou in order to
attain a meaning that earlier, more economical interpretations sought to achieve
through a punctuation after pn.

The words: un pov amtdy, in such immediate proximity and neighbourhood to the
express invitation to the disciples to touch him in order to convince themselves of his
corporeality, cannot be understood in any other way than in the corresponding sense:
namely, that the touch is forbidden because the body is still intangible. This is how the
old commentators have all understood it; they, who, where it is only a matter of simply
determining the meaning of the writer, are almost everywhere so much in advantage
over the newer ones. - However, those interpreters were prevented from correctly
interpreting the difficult relationship of these words to the following ones by their
dogmatic prejudice, which did not allow them to see clearly the relationship between this
evangelist and the doctrine of the Ascension. For one is mistaken if in the following
allusion to the Ascension to the Father, an allusion is made to the event of the
Ascension in the Bible. One is mistaken if one thinks that the following reference to the
Ascension to the Father is an allusion to the event of the Ascension in the form in which
Luke tells it. The evangelist would certainly not have omitted to report this event if it had
not been completely foreign to him; moreover, the message that Jesus tells the
Magdalene to give to the disciples, "he is going to his Father and their Father, to his
God and their God," literally understood as it wants to be understood, says something
quite different: namely, that he is now going directly to the Father. For what is the point
of this whole message if the Lord intended to visit the disciples repeatedly even before
that catastrophe? And how could he, at the first meeting with the disciples, if this
meeting had taken place before his going to the Father, give them the Holy Spirit, as our
evangelist, differing, of course, from Luke, tells us *), since, according to the express
remark of the same evangelist **), there was no Holy Spirit before the exaltation of
Jesus?

) V. 22.
**) OUTTW AV TIVEUHA dylov, '0T1 6 'Incoug oudeTrw £d0EAaaOn. Cap. 7, 39.

Thus, as is unmistakably evident, especially from the last-mentioned circumstance, the
present passage aligns with the notion we have identified as prevalent among all writers
of the apostolic age and partly also of the subsequent period; the idea that the
Resurrected has only just appeared to his disciples from his seat at the right hand of the
heavenly Father. The evangelist likely had in mind the statement found in the authentic
John, Chapter 16, Verse 16, where the promise of reunion is explicitly conditioned upon
the ascension to the Father. The message entrusted to Magdalene here, when
interpreted in this manner, similarly contains, like the corresponding one in the first
Gospel *), a promise of reunion to the disciples — clearly the only content that such a
message could appropriately have.

*) Matth. 28, 10.



That the attainment of the body, in which he wishes to appear to the disciples, is made
dependent precisely on the ascension to the Father, can hardly be surprising,
considering what we noted earlier: that according to this conceptualization, even that
tangible body bearing the marks of the wounds was still regarded as a glorified body,
transcending the conditions of earthly corporeality. More puzzling, and indeed highly
curious, is what we must describe here as the peculiar notion of our evangelist: that, so
to speak, on the way to heaven and to the eternal Father, the one who has just risen
from the grave (or rather from Hades) encounters Magdalene. While announcing to her
his imminent ascension and reassumption of the glorified body, he designates his
current state as a bodiless one. This notion, as well as the peculiar fluctuation between
visibility and invisibility, recognizability and unrecognizability of his form — which this
account shares with the story of the disciples traveling to Emmaus — seems to have
arisen from the difficulty in reconciling different accounts of the appearances and
events, such as the removal of the body from the tomb. It seemed impermissible to
have the body emerge from the tomb already glorified; nor did it seem right to have
Jesus ascend to heaven in his earthly body and then return glorified. Moreover, there
was the enduring memory of the ghostly, intangible nature of at least some of those
apparitions. From these circumstances, which suggested a miraculous disappearance
of the earthly body immediately after or during its awakening, appears to have emerged
the strange twilight in which this first appearance of the Resurrected is cast in our
evangelist's account, oscillating between corporeality and incorporeality, between its
own and another's form. — The most comprehensive explanation would be if we were
allowed to assume that the story of the encounter between the Resurrected and
Magdalene was originally independent of the account of the empty tomb, and rather
emerged from the idea that Jesus rose not from the tomb, but from Hades, so that he
truly encountered Magdalene on his way from Hades to heaven. We see nothing that
could oppose this assumption; on the contrary, it could even be confirmed by the fact
that in the aforementioned passage of Barnabas®), if we may adhere strictly to the
words, even the visit to the disciples is portrayed as having occurred after the
resurrection from Hades, but before the ascension to heaven, which took place on the
same day.

*) Ep. Barnab. 15.

— We wish to note, particularly concerning our evangelist's presentation, that outside of
the original narrative itself, other prototypes may have influenced it. In these prototypes,
some features, which, we must admit, have been emulated in a somewhat clumsy
manner, had another meaning that remained misunderstood.
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For in all detailed narratives of appearances of the Risen Lord, both the canonical and
the apocryphal, it must be taken into account that a symbolic element plays into them,
an approach to the formation of myths in a different, truer sense than in which one could
also call the alterations of the factual in the resurrection event mentioned so far



mythical, following the usage of language that has now become common in this field.

In all the detailed accounts of appearances of the Resurrected, both canonical and
apocryphal, it is essential to consider that a symbolic element plays into them, a
tendency towards myth-formation in another, truer sense than the term might be applied
to the previously mentioned alterations of the actual events of the Resurrection,
following the now common terminology in this field. These are resonances of the kind
that we have occasionally noticed in the actual life story of the Lord; however, they did
not lead to the actual formation of a cycle of myths as seen in the nativity stories. The
character of these mythic resonances is most purely found in the aforementioned
narrative of Luke, which we want to juxtapose with the recently discussed Johannine
account. What might have remained unsatisfactory in our interpretation of the latter may
best be complemented by referring to the former. Also, in Luke, this account occupies
precisely the corresponding position as it does in the fourth Gospel, since this
evangelist is entirely unaware of an appearance of the Resurrected to the women. His
account, which he allows to follow directly after the note of Peter's visit to the tomb,
reads as follows™).

*) Luk 24, 13 ff.

Two of the disciples (as it seems from the subsequent mention of a name, not from the
number of the twelve) were still walking on the same day to a place sixty miles from
Jerusalem, called Emmaus. And they spake one to another of all that had happened:
and Jesus drew nigh unto them, and went with them: but their eyes were straitened, and
they knew him not.He asked them about the content of their conversation and the
reason for their gloomy appearance; one of them, named Cleopas, answered: "Thou
alone dwellest in Jerusalem, and knowest not what hath happened there in these
days?" He asked them what it was; and they said, "That of Jesus the Nazarene, who
was a prophetical man, mighty in deed and word before God and all the people; as our
priests and rulers condemned him to death and crucified him? But we, we hoped that it
was he who should redeem Israel. But with all this, it is three days today since this
happened. But some women among us astonished us; they had been early to the
sepulchre, and had not found his body, when they came and claimed also to have seen
a vision of angels, who said that he was alive. Some of us went to the tomb and found
as the women said, but they did not see him themselves.” Then said he unto them, "O
ye thoughtless, and carried in your hearts to believe all that the prophets spake! Did not
the Messiah have to suffer this and enter into His glory?” And taking up from Moses and
from all the prophets, he expounded to them what was written of him in all the
scriptures. They arrived in the place towards which they were going, and he pretended
to want to travel further. Then they urged him to stay with them, because it was evening
and the day was drawing to a close. He decided to do so and went in with them.When
they sat down together, he took the bread, said a prayer of thanksgiving, broke it and
gave it to them. The scales fell from their eyes and they recognised him, but he
disappeared before them. Then they said to one another: "Did we not feel our hearts
burning when he spoke to us on the way and opened to us the understanding of the
Scriptures?
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Thus far the account of Luke, which clearly bears a different character from most of the
other narratives of appearances of the Resurrected. If we had nothing but it and similar
ones, we would hardly hesitate to consider the entire cycle of these accounts as a
series of myths, whose meaning and content would be to depict the genesis of the
profound consciousness of the apostolic community regarding the Messiahship of their
Master and the world-historical significance and necessity of his death, in a form entirely
consistent with the mythological narratives of all times and peoples. This appearance in
a strange, unrecognizable form, this recognition only upon disappearance *) is so
strikingly reminiscent of the manner of Homeric gods, who also prefer to dine with their
favorites and accompany lonely travelers **), that we, — especially given the complete
impossibility to explain this naturally without resorting to the most blatant
inconsistencies, — would get the impression that we are in the realm of myth, even if
the analogy to the most satisfactory mythological interpretation did not lie so close
within the field of Gospel history itself, as it indeed does.

Y IXvid, yap YETOTICOE TTOdWV NOE KVNUAwV PE Eyvwv ATTIOVTOS- dpiyvwTol O
B¢eoi ep. 1. XIII, 71 s.

**) daivuvTai 1€ TTap’ AU KaBnuévol, £vBa Trep nUEIG, €1 0 apa TIC Kal POIVOG 1wV
EvupBAnTal 68iTnG, oUTI KATAKPUTITOUGIV, ETTEN 0QIOIV £yyuBev gipev. Od. VII, 204
SS.

Such an analogy is given to us here, first and foremost, by the story of the
Transfiguration ***), which we could not recognize as a myth in the strictest sense of the
word, but still as a tradition of the kind that, in a manner analogous to true mythological
poetry, has clothed an ideal content in a symbolic shell.

***) Cf. Book IV, p. 534 ff,

There, it was the genesis of the insight into the Messianic dignity of their Master, as it
had been imparted to his three chief disciples by the living Master himself, which was
clothed in the image of a celestial transfiguration of this Master and an appearance of
those prophetic figures, whose true relationship to the Messiah had been revealed to
the disciples' understanding at the same time. In a very similar way, we see here the
genesis of the same insight, only slightly modified according to the circumstances,
symbolically expressed and depicted in other disciples after the death of the Master.
These disciples were still entangled in the sensual and earthly Messianic expectations
of the Jews at that time; in them, through the impression they had received from the
lofty personality and miraculous deeds of their Master, from his occasional expressions
and enigmatic words, and from the hints of the already more deeply initiated fellow
disciples, the belief or intuition had been awakened that Jesus of Nazareth was this
Messiah; but the unfortunate outcome of his life seemed to contradict these
expectations. Then, either through one or another from their midst, or through one of



those disciples who had already advanced further in this insight because they had been
closer to the teachings of the living Master, the thought was inspired *), as indeed the
indications in the Scripture, in the prophecies of the prophets, are given of the necessity
of the suffering and violent death that would befall the Messiah.

*) The allusion to what happened at the tomb in vv. 22-21 does not belong to the
original, legendary narrative itself, but to the evangelist, who thereby wanted to
link this narrative to what had preceded it, as would be evident from its not being
taken into account in what follows, even if our view of that incident itself did not
compel us to assume this. Schleiermacher's opposite view, as if the evangelist
had only formed the preceding narrative from this allusion, is refuted by what we
noted above about the dependence of the latter on Mark.

People began to meticulously examine the holy scriptures, from Moses to the most
recent prophets, with renewed attention, and they became increasingly convinced of the
truth of this interpretation and understanding of their messianic proclamations.
Eventually, what had initially been a suspicion turned into certainty, into an impassioned
vision. Imbued with the feeling that the Lord's suffering was nothing more than the
gateway to his glory, they remembered his promises to remain close to his followers and
be among them even after his ascension; they felt re-infused with his spirit and became
aware of his spiritual presence. — This completely natural progression has been
symbolized in our legendary narrative in a straightforward and unadorned manner. With
regard to the immediacy and naturalness of the figurative expression, we could say
exactly the same about this story as we said earlier about the transfiguration story, if it
were not for the fact that here, the memory of other appearances of the risen one also
plays a role, giving the whole a hue that deviates slightly from the purely symbolic
character.
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The symbolic element also seems to be predominant in the narrative of the
Christophany by the Lake of Tiberias, which we read in the twenty-first chapter of the
Gospel of John. We connect this narrative immediately here, without delving in detail
into the investigation concerning the authenticity of this chapter. This investigation,
concerning the content of this section, holds only subordinate importance for us,
because, according to our overall view of the fourth gospel, the discussion could only be
about the relatively similar or dissimilar origin of this section compared to the other
narrative parts of the whole, not about the authorship of the apostle himself, whose
name this entire work bears *).

*) In style and writing, | confess | find no essential difference between this section
and the rest of the Gospel. This inclines me to recognize its author indeed as the
editor of the whole, even if in earlier contexts | have allowed for the possibility
that the Gospel was edited by several, and that several in particular worked
towards the end. On the other hand, there is no doubt that Chapter 20, verse 31
already provides a conclusive ending, and that Chapter 21 can only be an



addition by the editor or editors. This very procedure — which, as a fact, is hardly
disputed by anyone, even those who still consider the Apostle John as the author
of this addition — attests, especially given the mythical nature of what was added
in this way, most loudly and strongly to the likelihood of a compilatory method
overall in the composition of the entire Gospel manuscript.

— Simon Peter, Thomas, Nathanael, the sons of Zebedee, and two other disciples,
following Peter's lead, get into a boat on the Sea of Tiberias to fish; but they catch
nothing throughout the night. In the morning, Jesus, unrecognized, calls to them from
the shore, asking if they have any food. When they reply no, he tells them to cast their
net on the right side of the boat, promising a better catch. They do so, and catch so
many fish that they can't pull the net up. Then the disciple whom Jesus loved says to
Peter, "It is the Lord!" Hearing this, Peter puts on his clothes (for he was naked) and
jumps into the sea; the other disciples follow in the boat, dragging the net full of fish,
being only about two hundred cubits from the shore. On landing, they see a fire of
burning coals with fish on it, and bread. Jesus invites them to bring some of the fish they
have just caught. Peter goes over and hauls the net ashore, which contains one
hundred and fifty-three fish. Jesus invites them to breakfast; — it's added here that none
of the disciples dared ask who he was, for they knew it was the Lord. He takes the
bread and fish and distributes them. During the meal, he asks Peter, "Simon, son of
John, do you love me more than these?" Peter replies, "Yes, Lord; you know that | love
you." Jesus responds, "Feed my lambs." The question and response are repeated
shortly after, and upon a second repetition, Peter is hurt and says, "Lord, you know
everything; you know that | love you." Jesus replies, "Tend my sheep. Truly, truly, | tell
you, when you were young, you used to dress yourself and walk wherever you wanted;
but when you are old, you will stretch out your hands, and another will dress you and
carry you where you do not want to go." The narrator points out that this was said to
indicate the kind of death by which Peter would glorify God. Jesus then tells him to
follow him. As Peter turns around, he sees the disciple Jesus loved following them.
When Peter asks what will happen to him, Jesus replies, "If | want him to remain until |
come, what is that to you? You, follow me!" Thus, a rumor spread in the community that
this disciple wouldn't die; but the narrator clarifies that Jesus had only said this
conditionally.
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Just as the story previously considered revealed itself to us as mythical or myth-like due
to the clarity and simplicity of its sense veiled in an easily transparent symbolic guise,
the present one does so through its peculiar composition of very different elements,
some of which also veer into the bizarre and arbitrary. We cannot refrain from attributing
some of these elements as identical with features of other stories, which we have
already identified as legendary and symbolic in earlier contexts where we have already
encountered them. The event with the fish, as Strauss correctly pointed out, is
fundamentally not different from that told by Luke, even though this evangelist lets it
happen at a completely different time and under completely different circumstances. Its
symbolic meaning is made more directly apparent there than here, revealed through its



connection to Jesus' words that he would make his disciples "fishers of men" *). If, as
this connection suggests, we look for the origin of this anecdote in a parable told by
Jesus, then we must judge that in that form of the story the memory of its original
significance is better preserved than in the one presented here.

*) Compare above Book V, p. 139.

On the other hand, if one preferred to regard it as a legend that only arose later, as a
mythical representation of the actual, miraculously abundant and rapid catching of
people which the apostles achieved soon after the instruction of their master and his
departure, then it would seem more likely to consider the form in which we find it here
as the more original one. Admittedly, the way our evangelist presents it, one must
concede that the mythical imprint is even more obscured than in Luke's account of the
meal of the disciples at Emmaus. This may partly be due to the greater ponderousness
and the more materialistic sense of our current narrator, but also because the story is
mixed even more with heterogeneous elements without being connected to them by a
spiritual bond into an ideal unity. In particular, the report of the meal prepared by Jesus
and then actually taken by the disciples is undoubtedly an addition to the story of the
fishing episode, whether the latter was originally a parable or a myth. It's a deviation
likely introduced by the evangelist himself, one which gives the image of the fishing
episode an evident misdirection, making it lose its true meaning. Another
heterogeneous addition, although not so openly distorting its spiritual meaning, is
Peter's swimming towards the call of the Lord. Based on Strauss's account, | also
consider it not unlikely that this is the same as a similar event reported by the author of
the first Gospel on an earlier occasion; just as it could easily have happened that either
that earlier event was derived from the present one, or that this present one was partly
formed from the former in the manner of a reimagined legend *).

*) Cf. vol. I, p. 521 f.

— The conversation with Peter and John, too, is merely superficially appended to the
rest of the narrative; it is, in its intrinsic nature, entirely independent of this, just as it is
independent of the assumption that it is the resurrected one speaking here to his
disciples, and likewise the remainder of the narrative doesn't need it in order to be
self-contained, both in its meaning and in its outer form. It would not be impossible for
this conversation, in its main components, i.e., the contrasting prophecies about Peter
and about John, to actually be authentic — and, if so, undoubtedly taking place before
Christ's death. However, given its inner character, | wouldn't consider this to be very
likely, even if | do feel compelled, as indeed | do, to seek a deeper meaning in the
statements about both apostles than what seems most obvious at first glance and what
seems to be intended by the narrator himself, namely, a reference to Peter's crucifixion
on one hand, and John's long life on the other. It has already been noted by others that
the words spoken to Peter, if we disregard the explicit interpretation added by the
evangelist (which is all too reminiscent of several other similarly strikingly misguided
interpretations of Jesus' speeches by the same evangelist *), seem more to pertain to
the frailty and infirmity of old age; to which the contrast of eternal youth, at least



conditionally promised to John, might very well seem to fit.
*) Cap. 2, 21. Cap. 12, 33. Cap. 18, 32 and others.

Now it would not be too far-fetched to believe that this contrast is not, or not only, meant
in an outward, bodily sense, but also in a spiritual sense; so that Peter would be
prophesied an early solidification and withering away of his all too one-sided positive
and dogmatic direction, while John, on the other hand, would be prophesied the eternal
youth of his more ideal, sensibly speculative way of thinking. Only thus conceived does
the legend, which, as we learn in passing, had already become the faith of the
congregation at the time when this story was written down, appear to be truly significant.
It would appear even more significant if one were to find in both prophecies not only the
person of the two disciples, but rather the ecclesiastical tendencies and directions that
began in their person and were represented by them for the time being. After all, Peter
has always been regarded as the apostolic prince and founder of the Roman Catholic
church building, to which this prophecy indeed has a most concise meaning.
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We have discussed these mythical echoes, even though they, as partly evident from
their position in our Gospel documents, form more of an appendage to the actual core
of the resurrection narrative rather than an integral part of this core itself. We wanted to
preface them before what we now conclusively have to say about the core itself in order
to, through contrast, highlight the completely different, non-mythical, but historical
nature of this core in a clearer light. As already conceded, some of these echoes are of
such a nature that they can easily be perceived as beginnings or fragments of a larger
mythic cycle (as one has actually formed in the numerous apocryphal writings about
appearances, deeds, and words of the resurrected), and it's not so far-fetched to think
that the end of the Savior's life, much like its beginning, has been glorified through a
coherent or at least uniformly composed fabric of mythical narration, becoming what it is
in the Gospel tradition and in the dogma of the Christian Church. In other words, the
resurrection and ascension would be as purely mythical events as, for example, the
virgin conception of the Lord, his birth in the city of David, or the adoration of the
shepherds and the visit of the Magi. This suspicion, which is hard to reconcile with our
general assumptions about the nature of the Gospel reports and hard to substantiate in
interpreting specific details, fails utterly when considering the testimony we previously
cited as the most undisputedly weighty and comprehensive of all regarding the fact of
the resurrection: the testimony of Apostle Paul. It's remarkable how this testimony,
which clearly intends to comprehensively list a series of appearances of the risen Lord,
remains silent about those events whose either legendary nature in a more external
sense or their mythical and symbolic nature in an internal and ideal sense we did not
want to be deceived about. Paul mentions neither the visit of the women to the tomb
and the associated visions of angels and the risen one, nor the journey of the two
disciples to Emmaus, nor finally the incident with the seven disciples at the Sea of
Tiberias. The Christophany of the eleven, which is commonly narrated by the third and
fourth Evangelists, is perhaps rightly thought to correspond with the one Paul names as



the second of these appearances®), but the Apostle does not mention the adventurous
circumstances described in the Gospel reports.

*) gita Toig dwdeka. 1 Cor. 15, 5.

However, for the subsequent scene, according to the fourth Evangelist (who, by the
way, with his specific number count**), contradicts the Apostle quite explicitly), which
took place in the presence of the previously absent Thomas, there's absolutely no
corresponding mention in Paul's accounts.

**) John 21, 14.

Paul speaks of a considerable number of other appearances, of which there is no trace
in the Gospels; and he speaks of all of them in the simplest tone, merely reporting them
as facts, without further explaining the manner in which or the circumstances under
which they occurred. According to him, the Lord first appeared to Peter; an appearance
which, apart from Paul, only his disciple Luke knows anything about, and he too
mentions it only in passing ***), without delving into a detailed description, as he does
with other appearances he reports.

***) Luke. 24, 34.

Then, as previously noted, to the Twelve; after that, once to five hundred brethren at
once, of whom most were still alive at the time Paul wrote this to the Corinthians, but
some had already passed away. Then to James—undoubtedly the one referred to as
the brother of the Lord, even if this is not expressly noted—and then to all the apostles;
and finally to Paul himself, who declares himself unworthy of such a distinction, as it
transformed him from an enemy and persecutor of Christianity into its friend and
confessor.
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The divergence of these Pauline reports from the Gospel accounts is a problem which
neither the supernaturalist nor the naturalist view of the resurrection story has ever fully
grasped in its full extent and seriousness; and both had good reason to avoid delving
into it, as it is indeed equally threatening to both. The report of the Apostle, as far as his
own conviction of having seen the risen one is concerned, and speaking of the factual
statement of those others to whom similar appearances had occurred - all the Apostles
and also those five hundred, among whom Paul had certainly personally interacted with
a good number - that this report is completely credible, above any suspicion, be it
deliberate forgery or involuntary, mythological and mystical transformation: anyone
wanting to doubt this would have to deny loyalty, faith, and any documentary certainty
from history altogether. Now, however, we ask: were the appearances Paul speaks of,
which we therefore must recognize as fact, if anything in world history is, - were they
factually of the nature of those we preliminarily described above as mythological or
legendary, of which the Gospels, especially the last two, know so extensively to report:



how could it be that all and every knowledge, down to the last trace, of a large, indeed
the largest, at least the most outwardly striking part of them, could disappear from the
Gospel reports? Consider what it means: Christ appears as a bodily, sensually real
figure, as this individual man, as he walked among the people during his life, in the
midst of five hundred disciples, to converse with them and give them commands (for we
would undoubtedly have to assume this); and none of our Gospel narrators even
mentions this extraordinary event, although they all, each in their own way, albeit indeed
almost nowhere consistently with each other, describe appearances of far less
importance and much more ambiguous nature, as well as other circumstances related
to the resurrection of the crucified, sometimes in the most minute detail! Truly, this fact
alone would be sufficient, since Paul's cannot, to irretrievably destroy the credibility of
the Evangelists in everything they report and what they omit, and to describe them in
general terms as writers who must have found themselves at a completely fabulous
distance from the events they wanted to speak of, if a closer explanation could not be
found for this particular case, how the transformation of some of the facts reported by
the Apostle into the fabulous and mythical, with the forgetting into which another part of
them has fallen, or rather only with their separation from the rest, might have occurred.
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Everything is explained in the simplest and most natural way, if we start from the
admission that Paul, as must be irrefutably clear from all that has been said so far,
speaks in this passage, as in general, only of apparitions of an unbelievable, ghostly
kind, of such, which could be interpreted in different ways by the different people who
saw them, and in which the moment of the real, actual presence of the Risen One was
not based on external, sensual certainty, but on the subjective conviction and belief of
each individual. We have already pointed out above, when we spoke of the apparition
which the women at the tomb are said to have had, the factual basis of which we do not
wish to deny even now, notwithstanding the silence of this our foremost authority, - we
have already pointed out there how it is quite conceivable that one and the same
incident may have been conceived by some as an apparition only of angels, by others
as an apparition of the Lord Himself. We must also assume something similar with
regard to some of the incidents mentioned here by Paul, if we do not want to find the
passing over of them by all the evangelists completely inexplicable. It is indisputable
that the closest we can come to forming an opinion about the nature of all these
phenomena and the relations between them is the one of which Paul himself boasts, the
nature of which we can by no means remain in doubt according to what he himself says
about it and according to the detailed account repeated three times in the Acts of the
Apostles. While Paul himself repeatedly uses the words that he saw the Lord, nowhere
in these three accounts is there talk of seeing a figure in which the apostle recognised
or believed to recognise the figure of Jesus, but rather of a voice through which the Lord
called out to him that it was he. The words which Jesus is said to have spoken at that
time are given in detail by Luke in all three passages, - in the one where Paul is
introduced speaking, even with the addition of being spoken in the Hebrew language *),
- under several and by no means insignificant variations, however, from which it is
immediately evident how little we may think of taking the relation of them for a



diplomatically exact tradition.
*) T €Bpaidl didAekTw. Acts ch. 26, 14.

Of the voice that spoke these words, the evangelist in his first report knows to tell that
the companions of the apostle also heard them, of whom he expressly adds that they
did not see the figure of the one speaking **); but in another place he gives the lie to
himself from the mouth of Paul, by letting him say that his companions did indeed see
the light from heaven, but did not hear the voice of him who spoke to him ***).

**) AKOUOVTEG MEV TNG Pwvng, Undéva 8¢ BewpwvTeg. Ibid. 9, 7.

***) 10 JEV POG £BeacavTOo, TNV OE PWVNV OUK NKouoav Tou AaAouvTog pol. Ibid.
22, 9.

If, moreover, one remembers the numerous passages in which the Acts of the Apostles,
of all things, knows how to tell of voices which are said to have been heard in dreams or
in a state of rapture, the words which they spoke *): there is nothing nearer than to
suppose that the narrator may have formed these words arbitrarily, as seemed to him
most appropriate to the situation, while the apostle heard neither these nor any other
definite words, but only generally felt thoughts of the kind stirring in his soul, which he
later, in communicating this incident, sought to express by these or similar words.

*Ap. Hist. 9, 10. 18, 9. 32, 18. 33, 11 and others.

- In his writings we see Paul himself not only generally tracing his apostolic ministry
back to the call of the Lord which had gone out to him, but also, according to their
particular content, deriving his teaching, his "gospel" from the revelation of Christ to him
**); so that, if one were to take the words of the Risen Lord that were allegedly spoken
to him literally, one would obviously be obliged to presuppose that the teaching had
been communicated in detail at that time, which would obviously contradict all other
circumstances that are reported to us about that miraculous appearance.

**) ou yap eyw TTapd dvepwtrou TrapéAapov autd ouTte £d1daxbnv, aAAd Ol
dmmokaAuyewg 'Incou Xpiotou. Gal. 1, 1.
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If now from all this for that event experienced by Paul himself, which he places in the
same series with the other appearances of the Risen Lord, such a great diversity of real
and possible conceptions already results from those who were closest to the apostle, -
If, with regard to this one, the whole scale can be gone through, from the assumption of
a detailed instruction and teaching received in continuous intercourse with the still living,
down to the assumption of a purely spiritual and subjective vision and ecstasy, stripped
of all objective moments: it is permissible to conclude that it would have been similar
with regard to all other Christophanies. Between such moments of excitation and



rapture, in which one believed to feel the immediate nearness and personal presence of
the Lord, and others which one interpreted in a different way, be it as angelic
appearances, or as testimonies of the parallel promised by Christ, or however else,
there was certainly no fixed boundary, but what could be grasped by one in one of these
guises, the same could be grasped, as well as narrated and reported by others in
another such guise. None of these individual phenomena could become articles of faith
in the real and true sense of the word, articles and determinations of the content of the
evangelical proclamation, but only the general proposition: That Christ rose from the
dead on the third day, that is, in the original sense, which was only changed after the
apostolic period into the idea of a bodily emergence from the grave on the third day and
an ascension into heaven on the fortieth, as shown above, nothing else than that his
soul was caught up on the third day from Hades into heaven and to the right hand of the
heavenly Father. - In the address to the Corinthian congregation, in which he gives this
list of the appearances that came to his knowledge, it could perhaps seem as if Paul
wanted to assert each one of them as a component of the proclamation, which he here
brings to the Corinthians' remembrance as one that had already taken place through
him *).

*) mapEdwka, yap udiv ev TTpWToIS 0 Kai TrTapeAaBov’ ot XpioT1ég k. 1. A. 1 Kor. 15,
3.

But this must not mislead us. As Paul himself in this passage only casually gives these
statements as an occasional further elaboration of the one theme that Jesus has risen,
so they undoubtedly already bore this character in his earlier treaties, to which he refers
back here. If this had been otherwise, how could those striking deviations of the
evangelical accounts from his own and among themselves have arisen; deviations so
significant that even those who otherwise think the whole of evangelical history included
in one type of evangelical preaching cannot avoid the confession that here all uniform
adherence to this type ends? -

415

- Inasmuch, however, as in the preaching of the resurrection the appeal to a fact could
not be avoided, it seems that the apostles had agreed to refer to an apparition, which
had for itself the common witness of the eleven, as the actual decisive and proving fact,
instead of all others.This we conclude from the way in which the first evangelist
remembers this one instead of all others (with the sole exception of the one before the
women), since we have already tried to make it probable above that he got the report of
this one from Marcus, with whom it probably stood quite alone.We consider this
apparition to be the second of those mentioned by Paul, since we cannot decide to
believe that it happened only after the apparition before the Five Hundreds, which is the
case with the fifth of these, which would otherwise also coincide with it in the other
conditions.It is also not improbable that the authors of the third and fourth Gospels
meant the same apparition in their accounts of a visit to the Eilfen, which they, of
course, place on the evening of the day of the resurrection and in Jerusalem, just as this
incident also appears to them to have been transformed into a legend. Even in his



account of the gathering of the disciples on the Mount of Olives, where the Ascension is
said to have taken place, Luke would hardly have had another apparition in mind than
this one; according to the account in the Gospel, it would seem to have taken place on
the same day, just as it does in the Epistle of Barnabas, while in the Acts of the
Apostles, as is well known, it takes place forty days later.- In Paul, it is true, there is no
indication of the time, neither in relation to the one in question here, nor to any of the
other apparitions. However, since we know that the event concerning the apostle
personally belongs to such a considerably later time, there is at least no reason to
interpret his words as referring to the immediate proximity and succession of these
apparitions, in the way that the evangelists like to place the events they relate so closely
together. That event, of which the first Gospel speaks, undoubtedly took place in
Galilee, as it is expressly said there, not earlier than after the disciples had gathered
again from their flight and dispersion. But this themselves, that the disciples gathered
together again in such a manner, for which there seemed to be little prospect at the
moment before their Master's death, may have been the work of individuals among
them, perhaps especially of Peter, whom we may believe to have been spurred on and
encouraged by a call of the Lord made to him personally beforehand - the same one
which Paul and Luke remember as the earliest of all individual appearances of Christ to
His disciples.)

*) By this supposition, which is especially recommended because of the analogy
which would then take place in the effects of both between the Christ appearing
to Peter and the Christ appearing to Paul, there is at the same time an
acceptable connection for the narrative of Luke in particular. For Luke (Cap. 24,
34) has the disciples, who had seen the Lord at Emmaus, afterwards receive the
news from the sticky ones that he had appeared to Peter; whereupon they relate
what they themselves had encountered, and then that appearance takes place
before the apostles together ("and those who were with them", Luke adds). This
would be explained as follows, according to the presuppositions we have
presented above, especially according to our interpretation of the incident at
Emmaus: The Christophany of Peter coincides with the conviction of other
disciples, gained through deeper reflection and higher intuition, that their Master,
in spite of the ignominious death he had suffered, was nevertheless the Messiah,
and that this very suffering of his had formed a necessary part of his
Messiahship, and that even now the foundation of the Kingdom of the Mass was
to be expected through him. Thereby the disciples are moved to gather again
and unitedly await the return of the Lord in the spirit, which then (admittedly not
exactly in the manner reported by Luke) really takes place.
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But as far as the appearance to the five hundred is concerned, which Paul first of all lets
follow the appearance to the hurried ones, or, as he expresses it, probably only for the
sake of the typical number, to the twelve: we are unable to explain the mystery as to
how this could have been so completely lost from the Gospel tradition, in any other way
than by the presupposition that it was not recognised by all for that for which Paul, from



his thoroughly spiritual and immaterial standpoint, indisputably rightly recognised it, for a
manifestation of the Risen One in personal presence. It seems that especially in the
post-apostolic period, the more the view of the earlier Christophanies became coarse
and materialised in the struggle against Gnostic Docetism and under the influence of
the recently developed rumour of the emptying of the tomb, the more problematic
became the later ones of these Christophanies, to which the more material view could
no longer be extended. Thus, as we have seen above, Luke finds himself in obvious
embarrassment with regard to that event which Paul repeatedly describes quite
unambiguously as a personal appearance of the Risen Christ that had become a reality
to him; he avoids, no doubt intentionally, describing it in the same way as the earlier
ones, as a real appearance of the living, bodily real Christ, and keeps his narrative in a
strange twilight that fluctuates uncertainly between vision and external reality. With
regard to that other event, however, which had such a large number of witnesses, to
whom the opinion of a bodily reality of what they saw and experienced could not easily
be impressed or disproved, he, since it could undoubtedly not remain unknown to him,
preferred to incorporate into his account of the foundation and destiny of the apostolic
congregation a quite different conception of it. As bold and paradoxical as this opinion
may seem, we are nevertheless almost certain that this event is no other than the
outpouring of the Spirit on the Feast of Pentecost, of which we read such a detailed
description in that historian, but which, as is how generally admitted, is strongly mixed
with legendary elements *).

*) Acts Hist. 2.

Clear traces, especially in the writings of John, the author who, next to Luke, among all
the New Testament writers, most explicitly remembers this "mission of the Paraclete" as
an event impending for his disciples after the Lord's death, point us to how this
wondrous event, just as the supposed Ascension event, did not from the outset occupy
the same dogmatic and historical place in the belief of the apostles as it later did, due,
we might say, solely and exclusively to Luke, in the ecclesiastical doctrine. Just as the
Ascension was one and the same with the Resurrection as such: it was certainly, in the
originally apostolic view, one and the same with the appearances of the Risen One to
his disciples. This is most evident from those passages where, as in the account of the
main appearance in the midst of the disciples in the fourth Gospel, it is explicitly
reported that the Appeared One imparted the Holy Spirit to the disciples by breathing on
them *), or where the same, as in the appendix to Mark, explicitly names those grace
gifts, which with Luke are derived from that outpouring, as the blessings that should
accompany their faith **).

*y John 20:22.
**) Mark 16:17-18.
Also, the assurance from the Risen One at the end of the Gospel of Matthew, likely

derived from the genuine Mark, that he is continuously with them from now on,
undoubtedly has the very same meaning ***).



***) Matthew 28:20.

However, almost even more convincing for us, though not as explicitly as from those
passages that are problematic in terms of their origin but not their sense, the same
result is revealed to us from considering the manner in which, in the genuine John, the
Lord announces the sending of the Paraclete to his disciplest).

1) John 14:16, 26; 15:26; 16:7 ff.

This proclamation, in the genuine Johannine Christ discourses, occupies the same
position as, in the synoptic gospels, the proclamations of His double return, first at the
resurrection and then at the last judgment. Several times, directly and explicitly, the
promise of personal return and reunion is linked to it*), which here carries more the
character of a pronouncement of a more general, purely spiritual content than the
announcement of a single miraculous event. But one must assume that the apostle
thought of the appearances of the Risen One and wanted to include them in it, unless
one directly wants to see in them a silent denial of these appearances.

*) Chapters 14:18, 28; 16:16.

Especially considering that in the letter of John, Jesus Christ, the Transfigured and
Exalted, is explicitly designated with the name of the Paraclete **), while on the other
hand the concept of Christ's resurrection in the manner as we otherwise find it in the
New Testament, notably recedes in this letter and equally in all parts of the Johannine
Gospel recognized by us as genuine: we can hardly doubt that those prophetic words
were intended to express the cause in its effect or together with its effect, in a deliberate
ambiguity conditioned by the purely spiritual, ideal conception of the resurrection event
by the same apostle.

**) gav TIG AUAPTN, TTAPAKANTOV EXOMEV TTPOG TOV TTaTéPA Inoouv Xpi1oTdév dikalov.
1 John 2:1.

— The Apostle Paul, concerning his own person after the appearance of the Lord that
had come to him, apparently knows of no second event that would have endowed him
with the gifts of the Holy Spirit. Instead, the latter was given to him immediately with that
former event, just as we do not see him making any distinction regarding his fellow
apostles between the revelation of the Lord they had received and a later
communication of the Paraclete. Therefore, Luke, with his explicit separation of these
two events in the New Testament, stands as isolated as we have seen him stand
concerning his separation of the Ascension from the Resurrection; but the former
separation appears as the necessary consequence of the latter, as it was an
established truth in the apostolic community that the Holy Spirit could not be shared with
the disciples until after the transfiguration and exaltation of Christ *).

*y John 7:39. This view can also be found in the previously mentioned passages



of Jesus' farewell speeches, although it is not expressed there in such explicit,
unambiguous terms.

It was one and the same process of dogmatic disintegration of the components that had
been united as fluid moments in the apostolic faith of resurrection (a process, however,
that we by no means find completed and concluded in Luke), in which, after the
embodied and materialized form of the one presumed to have risen not only from Hades
but from the grave had settled as the "main focus", the concepts of the Ascension and
the appearance of the Paraclete — the heavenly and the earthly elements of the original,
genuine concept of resurrection, so to speak — separated from each other and their
original carrier in the form of two fleeting gases and sought to become independent and
expansive.
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Between this appearance in the presence of the five hundred and the last one that
happened to him, Paul mentions another to James, and another to all the apostles.
Regarding the latter, since the author of the letter doesn't add "at the same time" as with
the earlier one, | consider it uncertain whether it really occurred in a single moment, or if
it's merely meant to say that after those significant moments, all the apostles individually
had special appearances. However, the note regarding James is particularly noteworthy
and, upon closer examination, also serves as an important confirmation of our views on
the nature of these appearances in general. Namely, that this James can be none other
than the one we later see as the "brother of the Lord" and the "Righteous," holding such
a significant position in the community: this is evident from that apocryphal account of
the Gospel of the Hebrews **), the only one where we find this appearance mentioned
outside of the Pauline passage.

**) Hieronymus de vir. illustr. 2.

However, this James, as we have previously found likely, was probably not among the
apostles or even his followers during the Lord's lifetime; instead, we have every reason
to believe that he, much like Paul himself, was only converted to faith in the Lord
through this appearance *).

*) Compare Vol. |, p. 241 f.

This assumption fits well with the timing we have to assume for this event, based on
Paul's statement, which is supposed to have occurred after the appearance to the five
hundred. Admittedly, it would be less easy to reconcile with the fabulous portrayal in the
Gospel of the Hebrews, according to which James, who is assumed to have been
present at the Last Supper, is said to have vowed not to eat bread again until he had
seen the risen Lord. — When we elsewhere found James, along with Peter and John,
named as those who supposedly received gnosis from the risen Lord, we have already
pointed out how this note may in part be a remembrance of the revelations the Lord had
made during his life to the three intimate disciples, among whom we find James the son



of Zebedee named at that point, and on the other hand, how it primarily speaks of that
gnosis which was probably first introduced into the Christian church by the apostle
John, though not without the cooperation of those other two "pillars of the apostolic
community", among whom James the Just was soon counted **).

**) Compare Vol. |, p. 400. Vol. II, p. 191.
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Just as with regard to this so-called Gnosis, we have also repeatedly indicated with
respect to all other teachings, commandments, and promises that are put into words in
the gospel accounts and elsewhere, attributed to the Risen One, how, based on our
overall view of that event, we indeed find ourselves unable to believe they were truly
spoken by Him. What the spirit, communicated to them or stirred within them through
these appearances, inspired them to think or feel; what they, following such an inspired
intuition, knew to view and proclaim in a higher sense as the statement or command of
the Lord, the disciples clothed in the form of a message given to them by their Master in
explicit words; the inner voice that spoke to them became in tradition an external one,
the voice perceptible to the spiritual ear became one also heard by the physical ear.
That's why we find among the reported speeches in such contexts absolutely none that
bear that distinctive stamp of the individual spirit of Christ, which we have everywhere
considered the decisive criterion for the authenticity of such speeches; in fact, we find
none that we could attribute significance to, in the form they have as spoken speeches,
not just in content separable from the form. Most of them contain only either those
general reflections on the significance of Christ's suffering and death coinciding with the
messianic prophecies, and on the power and glory impending for His person and His
teachings, which we can't help but think occupied the disciples mainly at the time
anyway (as in the conversation on the way to Emmaus, according to Luke's account in
the Gospel, especially the last conversation *), or the simple command to preach the
gospel throughout the world, along with the promise of miraculous gifts serving as
equipment for this calling, and, as explicitly connected in the concluding speeches of the
first two Gospels **), along with the mission to baptize those they would find faithful in
the name, as it is said there (in the letters only a baptismal formula on the death of
Christ is mentioned), of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.

*) Luke 24, 46 f.

**) In the words that Luke has Christ speak during the farewell in Acts (1, 5),
instead of the command of water baptism, we find the promise of the baptism of
the Spirit, which was to be given to the disciples shortly.

- Concerning this last point, the command to baptise, we have already indicated in an
earlier context *) how we must take it for nothing other than a veiled note of the factual
circumstance that the introduction of the use of baptism stands in essential connection
with the creative process of movement and formation which the appearances of the
Risen Lord called forth in the congregation of the Lord which was only then, and through



them, becoming and being formed.
*) Vol. |, p. 409 f.

There we had to declare ourselves most decidedly against the opinion which was only
prompted by a narrative of the fourth Gospel which proved to be quite untenable, while
it otherwise has everything against it, as if Jesus had already had his disciples perform
the act of baptism during his life.But while we could not avoid declaring this opinion to
be a pure misunderstanding, the news that the Risen Lord sent out his disciples to
baptize has a more substantial reason and content.It has this in the real, not merely
imagined meaning which baptism as a symbolic, sacramental act, as a magical,
mysterious act of impartation and awakening of the Spirit had already had for Jesus
personally when he received it from John **), and in a completely corresponding way
after his death for the circle of his disciples.

**) See Vol. |, p. 274 ff. p. 471 ff.

This meaning of baptism, in a word, that which makes baptism a sacrament, in that real
and substantial sense which distinguishes the concept of sacrament from that of merely
arbitrary symbolic use, is connected with the element of the magical and miraculous in
the personal existence of the Saviour in a way which remains mysterious to rational,
scientific observation. Hence, undoubtedly, its relation to the appearance of the Risen
One, which is expressed in the note about the command which the Risen One is said to
have addressed to his disciples. An express institution, which the Lord Himself had
pronounced, was not necessary to make baptism a sacrament in this real sense, after
the far more powerful consecration which Christ had conferred on it by His reception, in
such a way that at this reception the power of spiritual magic, which it was henceforth to
exercise on His disciples, was exercised on Himself *).

*) This is the true and great meaning of the words of Ignatius already quoted by
us above (Ephes. 18): eBammoBn, va tw Tabel 16 Vdwp Kabapion.
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Similar to baptism, we would like to assert in a certain sense also of the sacrament of
the Lord's Supper, although we do not deny, as far as this is concerned, an express
institution of the same by the still living Christ, or at least an act of the latter which could
be regarded as such an institution **).

**) Cf. vol. |, 605 ff.

We do not find such an institution or a command for the continued celebration of this
memorial meal in the mouth of the risen Christ; but from other traces a connection of
this celebration and its sacramental meaning with the appearances of the risen Christ
seems to emerge. - According to Luke, he is said to have asked to eat at his first
appearance to the disciples and to have enjoyed what was offered to him before their



eyes; at the appearance at the Gaulish lake in the fourth Gospel, he likewise eats with
the disciples and offers them the food. It is common to understand these narratives as if
they were intended to prove the real physicality of the Risen One, similar to the
narration of the showing and touching of the wounds. However, there is no trace of such
an intention in the second of these narratives, and even the first, although presented in
connection with the one just thought of, does not extend the intention clearly expressed
in the latter, at least not with explicit words, to the fact it reports. There can be even less
talk of such an intention in the narrative of the supper at Emmaus. Here, on the other
hand, there is an unmistakable secret meaning in the doubly emphasised *)
circumstance that at the moment of the breaking of bread the eyes of the disciples are
opened and the Lord is recognised by them.

*Luk 24, 30 f. 35.

If we try to unravel the meaning of this mythical anecdote in the context of our above
interpretation, we are offered the natural conclusion, without any coercion or artificial
interpretation, that it was a communal meal where, in mutual sharing and discussion of
the great problem, the true insight into the purpose and necessity of their Master's
violent death and the continuation of His work dawned on the disciples, even in spite of
this death. - What an important moment in the community of life of the apostolic
congregation the common meals constituted is known from the Acts of the Apostles **),
in which at the mention of them the expression "breaking of bread" (kAdoig Tou dpTou),
which is used repeatedly by all the evangelists, as well as by Paul in his account of the
institution of the Lord's Supper ***), and by Luke in his account of the meal at Emmaus,
also occurs as a symbol to denote the solemn moment of communion.

**) Acts 2, 42. 46. 6, 2.
***) Mark 14, 22 and Parall. 1 Cor. Il, 24.

It is not improbable that the sacred custom of these communal meals, the sacramental
significance of them, just as little as the introduction and sacramental significance of the
baptismal rite, had its actual origin in an express command of the Lord while he was still
alive, but rather in the fact that it was at such meals that the appearances of the Lord
occurred, not only what is symbolically or mythically called such, like the event at
Emmaus, but also those appearances which we must call miraculous and magical. -
This and nothing else seems to be suggested to us in those legendary stories, just as
the apocryphal story of James can hardly have any other meaning than that this
disciple, newly converted by the Christophany that had become his, was moved by it to
participate in the community of life with the other disciples. - The Lord's Supper, which
Jesus celebrated with his disciples on the last night, would therefore relate to the
ecclesiastical sacrament as such in a similar way as the ritual of baptism received from
Christ, as a foundation by deed, not by word and commandment, while in another way
the actual institution of both sacraments could be traced back to the Risen Lord with the
same right, although we only see this explicitly in the case of baptism.
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This, then, is what we have been able to ascertain by way of historical criticism
concerning the actual nature of that mysterious fact by which alone it has been effected
that the fruits of the doings of Jesus Christ in life and in death have not been lost to
mankind. All this, of course, does not answer the question which, as far as the religious
interest, the interest of faith, is concerned, seems to be the only one that matters: the
question whether those extraordinary phenomena which took place soon after the
Lord's death in the bosom of his discipleship are actually and undeniably based on truth
or on deception; That is to say, whether in them the departed spirit of the Lord, which
the disciples thought they heard, was really present, or whether they were produced by
natural causes of another kind, physical and psychological. But this question is one
which can no longer be answered by historical means, and our entire foregoing
investigation has no other purpose than to prove that the belief in the resurrection of the
Lord belongs to another sphere than that of external historical fact. To make the bodily
resurrection of him who really died on the cross into a historical fact of external validity
is to contaminate this faith by modern supernarrative; just as it is to abrogate and
destroy it by substituting for it, by naturalism, the delusion of resurrection from an
apparent death. Historical fact is only faith - not the mythical faith of the later Christian
world in the bodily resurrection of the Lord, but the personal belief of the apostles and
their companions in the presence of the Risen Lord in the visions and apparitions they
themselves experienced. What is to be concluded from this belief, whether the factual
truth of its content and object, the real, causal activity of that departed spirit, already
passed over into a state of divine transfiguration and glory, in the visions of his disciples,
or whether a deception of these disciples, a coincidental one, arising from individual
states and mental dispositions, or perhaps also one based on a higher, world-historical
necessity of the process of development of religious ideas, a deception of a similar kind
to that which is more or less contained in every mythical and poetic religious belief: this
can, as | have said, no longer be the subject of purely historical, but only of an
investigation of a scientific and at the same time of religious questions of a quite
different kind.
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However, one task remains concerning this important question for historical
consideration, namely this: to point out the significant, yet still historically relevant,
difficulties faced by both of the latter explanatory approaches, even though they are the
ones that, given how most people think these days, seem closer to historical opinion
than the opposite one which more closely aligns with the apostles' own beliefs. — As for
the attempt to explain purely from physical and psychological causes: consider what it
means to derive an event with such enormous world-historical consequences from mere
coincidence; to trace a belief that arose simultaneously in so many people and rooted
itself in the minds of the first believers with such colossal moral force back to a random
subjective deception! Not to mention what has most likely, if not certainly, been
determined at the beginning of the current book: that in some way, Christ himself must
have predicted this event. Even if this assumption could be reconciled with that



naturalistic explanation, Christ, in his understanding of his disciples’ psychic states,
would have had to foresee these events and, in calculating the future he could expect
for his work, anticipate them. What a stretch to assume this: or rather, when one does
assume it, those very conditions on which such calculations would have been based
cease to be mere coincidences and present themselves as part of a world-historical
necessity clearly laid out before the prophetic spirit of the Redeemer! — In fact, from the
perspective of philosophical-historical research that has elevated itself to the view of the
resurrection fact presented here by us, this explanation cannot really challenge the
interpretation that believes in the real presence of the object of those visions. A
necessity of a higher kind for that miraculous event will hardly be denied by anyone not
entirely trapped in naturalistic views. But whoever subscribes to such views might rather
stick to the concept we've already labeled as naturalistic, however poorly grounded it is
from a historical perspective (a detail which such naturalism doesn't seem particularly
concerned with) — unless they want to resort to the hypothesis of deception and
deliberate fraud, which is just as difficult to justify historically. — As one has to admit
that it's unclear how, without that event which gave the apostles the conviction and
moral strength they needed to carry out the task entrusted to them by the Master, the
complete downfall of this task could have been averted, one feels justified to extend the
consciousness of the world-historical necessity of the task itself to the means required
for its execution. One is inclined to recognize not just the idea of Christ, the one risen
from the grave or Hades in general, but explicitly also the belief of the apostles and their
companions of having personally seen the Risen One and felt his direct influence, as
the form under which the spiritual belief in God's revelation in Christ could alone take
root in humanity, which therefore had to be given simultaneously with the divine
revelation content and in every respect shares the necessity of all other moments of this
revelation. The belief in resurrection would thus, as already noted, occupy in Christianity
a position entirely analogous to the mythical tales of the world of gods in pagan
religions; it would not be attributed direct, but rather poetic or symbolic truth, a truth of
such nature that had to take the place of pure truth for those who were not yet able to
bear the pure truth. — But here it is undoubtedly the place to point out the highly
significant and essential difference between the apostles’ belief in resurrection and any
and every mythical and poetic belief. We have already had to refute the claim *), often
made with great confidence, that the simple form of the gospel narratives from the
Lord's childhood can be used as evidence against the mythical origin of these
narratives; but here we must, with the utmost confidence, not about the gospel accounts
of the resurrection but about the manner in which the apostles' own writings express
and affirm the belief in the Lord's resurrection.

*) Vol. I, p. 151.

What characterizes the myth as the inherently necessary, enthusiastic expression of
religious ideas—such ideas whose spiritual truth remains distinct and independent from
the figurative shell in which it is presented to consciousness; what makes it, as we
previously expressed, the necessary though inherently false form for a simultaneously
true and essential content: it is its pervasive objectivity and detachment from everything
personal, its independence from everything that happened at a specific time and place.



As easily as a myth, once in existence, can become an object of superstition, and as
invariably as it becomes such when used as a vehicle for religious ideas in popular
worship, the subject in the production of the myth (i.e., not the individual as such, for no
single person invents a myth, but the myth-creating generation) behaves absolutely
freely—freely creating and freely imagining, bound only by the necessity of the content it
struggles to express in symbolic form, but conferring or creating the necessity by which
the form is bound to the content through this free activity. The situation would be entirely
different with those visions if we had to recognize them as the necessary but inherently
false shell of the religious truth, intended to be solidified in the minds of the apostolic
age or to be expressed through them. In the bare, utterly poetry-less prose of these
visions—namely, as we know them not from the already mythically transformed
narratives of the evangelists but from the authentic testimonies of those who
experienced them, especially Paul—these events that occurred at a specific time, in a
specific place, in relation to specific people, would have apparently subjected the minds
of the seers to an external, unfree force. Here, they could not have behaved as they do
with myths, freely imagining and creating, but would have had to passively accept the
untrue as true. To discover a concept for this way of embodying a religious idea in a
factual moment of only figurative and symbolic, not immediately real, significance that
elevates it beyond the category of mere error or superstition, the analogy of mythical
religious belief would not suffice. Instead, one would have to look for another law
according to which this phenomenon, as proven to us as a historical fact, could have
taken shape. However, we may well doubt whether such a law will ever be discovered
when considering the nature of that thoroughly ethical religiosity that, in the minds of the
apostles and through them in the entire Christian world, has attached itself to this
foundational fact of Christian trust. As little as this ethical religiosity is utterly
incompatible with certain productive as well as receptive mythical activities—as the
apostolic age provided in more than one respect unmistakable examples; were, after all,
on one side, the belief in the Messianic prophecies and the interpretation of these
prophecies, and on the other, the expectation of the Lord's return and the related
chiliastic ideas undoubtedly of a mythical nature—it's hard to understand how precisely
it, which is fundamentally based on the pure, clear, and unadorned truth of insight and
sincerity of confession, could have originated from a factual deception. A deception of
such a kind, of course, that would have had to exercise all the effects of the truth in all
confessors of Christianity.

431

The physical or psychological phenomena on which the apostolic belief in the
resurrection is based will undoubtedly be classified under that concept of the naturally
miraculous, whose factual truth we have recognized, in contrast to both the
transcendent supernaturalistic belief in miracles and the common naturalistic denial of
miracles. There can generally be no doubt about this, regardless of how one might
otherwise answer the question raised earlier. The states in which the disciples believed
they saw the Risen One were - everything compels us to assume this - states of
excitement of those miraculous powers which, according to the historically credible
account of the Gospels, were conveyed or stimulated in the apostles by Christ himself,



and whose existence in apostolic times, even after the time of these apparitions, is
attested by the most indisputable and irrefutable testimonies of the apostolic letters.
One can call them magnetic states, states of clairvoyance, but with the same caution we
did not fail to recommend earlier concerning the miraculous healings of the Savior: that
one should not assume a real similarity to phenomena and states that are actually given
in the experience of other times and individuals. If one decides, as a result of the moral
and religious considerations just indicated, to recognize the real presence of the
departed Savior in these appearances, the real causality of this personality in them:
then one cannot avoid the demand that an analogy be shown in other authenticated
facts of natural magic regarding such causality and presence, or, if this cannot be
achieved, at least a moment of continuity that would bridge other facts to this
extraordinary and unique fact. Without a doubt, in this context, the question of the
possibility of appearances of departed spirits will be raised, and the universally
widespread and deeply rooted notions about this subject, rejected by the Enlightenment
of our age with such decided aversion, will be recalled. Of course, one cannot call that
belief a rational starting point for belief in the miracle of the appearance of the Risen
One in the same sense as the facts of animal magnetism provide such a starting point
for the miraculous deeds of the living Christ; precisely because the content of this belief
is by no means yet recognized or conceded by science. Rather, the opposite case will
occur, that someone who, having seen the unsustainability of the resurrection belief in
its previous supernaturalistic form, yet still professes this belief in the purified form we
have tried to outline here, such a person, through the same conceptual connection that
led him to this purified form of his confession, will be urged to maintain the continuity of
this belief in miracles with his other worldview, if possible, through the general
acknowledgment of the possibility of an influence of departed spirits on living people.
For in the gospel reports themselves, we find directly linked to the appearance of the
Risen One the legend that other departed spirits of holy men of ancient times also
appeared to the inhabitants of Jerusalem at the same time *).

*) Matt. 37, 52 f. In this passage, instead of the obvious and natural interpretation
of ghostly appearances, people have wanted to see an unheard-of miracle
because the Evangelist speaks of an earthquake and the opening of graves at
the same time. But precisely this passage, if we consider in it, as is most natural,
the apparition of spirits as the original, as its essential content, while the rest
belongs only to the portrayal, is quite suitable to show how the image of such
apparitions involuntarily tied the idea and image of a stirring of graves to the
imagination (we can also observe similar things in the ghostly tales of other times
and peoples), and thus to shed light on the origin of the legend of the emptying of
the grave in which Jesus had been laid.

This legend unmistakably points to a factual connection between the early Christian
resurrection belief and that popular belief in spirits; a connection which is also clearly
stated in a passage from the Acts of the Apostles that we have already cited above *).

*Y Ap. Acts 23, 8f.
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It is not our intention to advocate for this belief in spirits here. However, we believe it is
our duty, in the interest of faith in the truth of the Resurrection event, to point out that for
a significant portion of our contemporaries, the stubborn denial of even the
conceivability or possibility of such appearances, while they still admit some factual
things that could very well provide a basis for explaining them, has already become as
much a prejudgment bordering on superstition as perhaps the belief in such
appearances was in earlier times **).

**) It is permissible here to recall a statement by Lessing that applies just as
much to our time as it did to the time in which it was written (Hamburg
Dramaturgy: Works, Vol. 24, p. 84 f.): "We no longer believe in ghosts? Who says
that? Or rather, what does that mean? Does it mean: we have finally advanced in
our insights to the point that we can prove their impossibility; certain irrefutable
truths, which are in contradiction to the belief in ghosts, have become so
universally known, and are always and consistently so present to even the
common man, that anything that conflicts with it must necessarily appear
ridiculous and distasteful to him? It cannot mean that. We don't believe in ghosts
can therefore only mean this: in this matter, on which almost as much can be
said for as against, which is not decided and cannot be decided, the prevailing
way of thinking has given precedence to the reasons against; a few have this
way of thinking, and many want to seem to have it; these make the noise and set
the tone." In a very similar vein, Kant spoke about the belief in ghostly
appearances in the deeply thoughtful and truly speculative treatise: "Dreams of a
Spirit-Seer, Elucidated by Dreams of Metaphysics". | excerpt the following
passages from it as particularly suitable for introducing the mindset | would most
like to base my judgment of the historical appearances we have discussed
(Kant's Small Writings. Kénigsberg and Leipzig, 1797. Vol. 5, p. 420 ff.): "It is not
unlikely that spiritual sensations can transition to consciousness if they provoke
fantasies that are related to them. In this way, ideas communicated through a
spiritual influence would clothe themselves in the signs of the language that the
person otherwise uses; the sensed presence of a spirit would translate into the
image of a human figure, order and beauty of the immaterial world into fantasies
that otherwise delight our senses in life, etc. However, these kinds of
appearances cannot be commonplace and ordinary but can only occur in
individuals whose organs have an unusually high sensitivity, to amplify the
images of the fantasy according to the inner state of the soul through harmonic
movement more than normally happens and should happen in healthy people.
Such peculiar individuals would be assailed at certain moments with the
appearance of many objects as if outside them, which they would regard as the
presence of spiritual entities affecting their physical senses, although this is
merely an illusion of imagination, yet in such a way that the cause of it is a
genuine spiritual influence, which cannot be directly perceived but only reveals
itself to consciousness through related images of the fantasy that take on the
appearance of sensations. Educational concepts, or some other ingrained



delusion, would play their role here, where delusion is mixed with truth, and a
genuine spiritual sensation lies at the foundation, yet transformed into shadowy
images of sensory things." — "Departed souls and pure spirits can never be
present to our external senses, nor otherwise be in communion with matter, but
they can certainly act upon the human spirit, which belongs with them to a great
republic, so that the representations they evoke in him dress themselves
according to the law of his fantasy in related images and evoke the appearance
of objects corresponding to them as if outside him. This deception can affect
every sense, and however much it may be mixed with nonsensical chimeras, one
should not let this deter one from suspecting spiritual influences underneath."

It may be that the vehement aversion of our era to the concession of the possibility of
ghostly apparitions is largely due to the misuse often seen in connection with belief in
them. However, one cannot deny that, viewed theoretically, this misuse and superstition,
even if it were far worse than it really is in this case, does not provide a fully valid proof
against the truth of the matter. Theoretically speaking, we acknowledge that this is
particularly relevant to those who recognize the truth and reality of magnetic
phenomena to the extent that many of those deniers do, and to those who subscribe to
a speculative, spiritual, or dynamic view of nature (after all, the mechanical and
atomistic physicists have no need for such arguments)—especially given the respect
this mindset tends to afford to folkloric beliefs in all other aspects—there seems to be
little clear and decisive reason for this aversion, other than—as Kant suggested, that the
inclination to believe in ghostly apparitions is primarily motivated by the desire to see
our continuation after death confirmed by them—the disbelief in personal continuity after
death in general, which for many may indeed be the secret driving force behind their
opposition to belief in ghostly apparitions. In this sense, it might not seem far-fetched to
seriously revisit the Apostle Paul's argument in the First Letter to the Corinthians,
asserting that the acknowledgment or denial of the reality of the appearances of the
Resurrected is necessarily intertwined with belief or disbelief in personal immortality. Not
that the truth of this belief could be proven by that supposed fact, which, as mentioned,
is not a fact in an outward historical or even legal sense, but in that (which is solely the
documentary intent of the Apostle) a real presence of the personal Christ in those
appearances can only be recognized under the assumption of personal continuation of
departed souls, while conversely, if one assumes deception regarding these
appearances, one would fear that the same deception might extend to the Apostles'
entire belief in immortality and resurrection. In any case, as previously shown, the
Apostle gives us, in this argument, guidance to view the fact of resurrection not as a
mere exception to the law of all other events, but as encompassed within such a law.
This is undoubtedly a circumstance by which the confessors of apostolic Christianity, out
of respect for the authority of the Apostle, should be cautioned against rejecting the
possibility of such facts in which such a law can only manifest.
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In any case, our opinion cannot be to directly equate the appearances of the
resurrected Christ with other ghostly apparitions, whether perceived as real or possible.



Even more urgently than with miraculous healings, we are advised here to be cautious:
amidst the similarities, we must not overlook the differences, the circumstances that
make this case extraordinary and unique, not having a complete counterpart in popular
beliefs about ghosts. Indeed, in this popular belief, there is absolutely no other example
of a somehow attested assumption of apparitions of departed spirits that would have
served a grand and noble moral purpose like this one. On the contrary, if we can even
admit the possibility of such apparitions, everything suggests we should consider them
generally as a pathological, abnormal, in essence, an unwanted phenomenon; as
popular belief usually tells of the apparitions of tormented and unhappy spirits. However,
it would be premature to conclude that the appearance of the resurrected Christ could
have nothing in common with these eerie phenomena. For we had to say something
similar about Christ's miraculous gift: that it and the miraculous powers awakened by it
in the Apostles are the only historically attested example of such a gift in which
magnetic powers serve a moral purpose and have a world-historical significance. The
simplest expression for the basis of these miraculous apparitions, insofar as we
genuinely feel compelled to think of them as the personally present departed spirit of the
Crucified, might be that due to his world-historical position, the Savior was granted a
magnetic miraculous gift, unlike any other mortal, that fundamentally contained the
ability to continue to magically influence his disciples and certain other individuals
predisposed physically and mentally to such influence after his death, thereby
communicating to them the certainty of his spiritual presence continuing to work actively
within them. It seems he was aware of this ability during his life, through the prophetic
gift associated with this miraculous power, and it gave him that confidence about the
permanence of his work, for which we would despair to find a sufficient explanation
through any other means™).

*} From the standpoint of ancient dogmatics (which might indeed have envisaged
something of this sort in its teaching about Christ's descent into hell), faced with
doubt, particularly about how the purest of all mortals could have associated
himself with unhappy spirits through such ghostly appearances after death, it
would not be far-fetched to consider that perhaps this alignment was part of his
humbling and vicarious suffering. Philosophically, the truth in this thought could
be expressed as follows: The morally and physically pathological nature of
humanity, from which these abnormal excitations of the nocturnal and dream side
of this nature arise even amidst the wakefulness of daily life, finds its contrast
and thereby indirectly its healing in an extraordinary gift of such nature, through
which the moral forces of daily life penetrate these nocturnal realms and
command their organs. Through this route, if not any other, we believe a
philosophical explanation of the resurrection miracle, and to some extent of the
miraculous gifts of Jesus and the Apostles in general, could be possible.
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Eighth Book.

Philosophical Conclusion on the Religious Significance of the
meaning of the personality of Christ and the
evangelical tradition.

As is well known, Strauss's "Life of Jesus" concludes with the posing of a "final
dilemma", the content of which is the question of how a teacher of the Church should
behave towards his believing congregation, in whose spirit "speculative Christology", i.e.
the insight that "instead of an individual, an idea" - the idea of humanity - is to be set as
the subject of the pradicates which the Church attaches to Christ. We see in this
question the expression, too harsh on the one hand, too petty on the other, of a far
deeper and more comprehensive dilemma within which the entire religious and
philosophical life of our time moves, and the solution of which, consciously or
unconsciously, constitutes the sole issue of the entire historical and philosophical
theology of this age. The two links of this dilemma are, of course, just as in Strauss's
case, on the one hand the ecclesiastical, on the other the philosophical concept of
Christ, on the one hand the dogmatically and mythically entangled consciousness which
an earlier age laid down in the ecclesiastical creed, on the other the consciousness
resting freely on itself, through which in our own time this creed has been broken. But
this latter concept, this latter consciousness, is by no means so finished, so
dogmatically complete in itself, as the author of the "Life of Jesus" has presented and
expressed it from the standpoint of a system which is presupposed to be finished and
complete, but which in fact, as it is conceived there, is very particular and limited. If this
view were the correct one, then the dilemma, as it appears in Strauss' work, would only
concern the individual as an individual. As far as the matter itself is concerned, there
would be a ready-made truth opposite the equally ready-made untruth, or, if one prefers,
a ready-made esoteric truth opposite the ready-made exoteric one, and only the
individual would have to decide between the two; he would have to decide, if he had
already grasped the esoteric truth for himself, whether he wished to speak to the
exotericists in their exoteric way or in his own esoteric way. In truth, however, it is a
conflict that concerns not only the individuals who find themselves tossed back and forth
between the two opposites, but the thing or idea itself. It is the philosophical-religious
consciousness's own process of emergence and formation, which is by no means a



finished and completed counterpart to the ecclesiastical-dogmatic consciousness, but is
only now struggling to win and shape itself in this struggle.
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If one attempts to trace the actual content of that dilemma back to its simultaneously
simplest and most comprehensive form, the following expression results for it. The
ecclesiastical system is based on the presupposition of an antithesis of the sacred and
the profane, of blessedness and unblessedness, of which philosophical reason knows
nothing, which, if it is offered to it in the form in which that system does, it cannot
recognize as right. To that system, only the divinity made man in the person of Jesus
Christ is holy, together with everything that has flowed from the self-conscious
recognition of this God-human personality or refers back to it; this system finds salvation
and blessedness for human beings absolutely only in this recognition itself, and under
no condition outside of it. Whatever is not related to the personality of Christ by the
self-conscious faith in the incarnation of God is considered profane; a self-conscious
human spirit, indeed every individual state of a self-conscious being that lacks this faith
and relationship, is considered unholy. - The reason for these presuppositions is
undoubtedly that the system was created by those who were aware that through faith in
the incarnation of God in Christ they had gained peace of mind and the consciousness
of eternal salvation, which they had previously lacked, and who thought it permissible to
generalise their consciousness and, in a positive as well as a negative sense, to extend
it to all mankind. Their success seemed to justify this beginning; for a millennium and a
half, the consciousness, though not of the greatest number, but of the noblest, most
spiritually vigorous and most highly educated part of mankind, has really entered and
remained in this position, which makes salvation and blessedness dependent on the
self-conscious relationship to Christ as the God-man. Even the mighty upheaval which,
in the course of one and a half millennia, tore one part of the Christian Church away
from the other and gave it a new form, was not able to shake this fundamental premise
of the previous church. In this first of all ecclesiastical principles, the Protestant Church
agrees with the Catholic Church that there is no salvation outside of faith in the
personal, historical God-Man. It differs from the latter only in that it is content with the
demand of this faith, and does not at the same time make the salvation of the individual
dependent on the connection to the specific, historically existing form of church
community (which community in its earlier integrity was held by Catholicism alone).
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A fact of no lesser world-historical significance than the ecclesiastical Reformation,
occurring almost simultaneously with it, which is why its spirit and consequences are



often confused with it, is the emergence of a philosophical speculation independent of
the profession of Christianity within the bosom of Christian nations, and its growth into a
power that threatens the downfall of that profession, if not in general, then certainly its
prior, particularistic and exclusive form. The first cradle of this power was the very land
that, being the main seat of ecclesiastical Catholicism, had to fend off the external storm
of Protestantism. There, just before the outbreak of this storm, that intellectual rebirth of
pagan antiquity took place from which, during the century of the Reformation, a
speculative philosophy arose. A daughter of ancient Platonism, it was the first among
Christian nations to speak of ideas of truth, beauty, and good that, based not on special
historical revelation but solely on the self-assurance of the spirit, guarantees a
happiness independent of all historical facts for the spirit that dares to grasp them in its
consciousness and imagines itself within them. Soon after, in the year which marked the
end of that century, when the hero of this philosophy, Giordano Bruno, suffered
martyrdom in Rome for the idea and freedom of the spirit, the philosophical
consciousness migrated from Italy *) and took its seat almost simultaneously in Catholic
France and Protestant Britain and Holland, where it became popular in a much broader
sense than previously in Italy, alienating a part of the people from the ecclesiastical
profession.

*) As a result of that regeneration of Catholic churchdom in the second half of the
sixteenth century, which Ranke so brilliantly described in his "History of the
Popes",

Recently, the designation of the "philosophical century" has often been mocked, a term
which, especially among the French nation, gave that consciousness to the age in
which it first found itself and took root among an educated people; because indeed, the
philosophy that dominated as a science at that time lagged far behind the demands of
true speculation in several respects. However, one should not overlook the truth and
greatness inherent in this designation insofar as it expresses that now, for the first time,
the mature, self-reliant consciousness of the spirit, along with the ideas born out of this
consciousness, how grasped in the form of universality rather than historical
particularity, was elevated to a world-dominating power. Since the middle of the
eighteenth century, even though the aforementioned nations have by no means
abandoned the standpoint of that consciousness, which we can rightly call philosophical
(though in its simplicity it is far from constituting the science of philosophy as such), and
have not returned to that earlier form of ecclesiastical consciousness but have rather
continued to advance in it, Germany, the cradle of the ecclesiastical Reformation, has
become the land where this consciousness most energetically rises, struggles most
powerfully against the limitations posed by the ecclesiastical, and strives with the richest
activation of its inherent creative power to give itself a vibrant, organically shaped form.



Only here, for the time being, has it developed into a real philosophical science, thus
gaining a weapon with which it seems intent on gradually conquering the entire ground
still held by the ecclesiastical principle, while, in contrast, the ecclesiastical principle
also only here has, in turn, donned the armor of science and entered into combat with
the weapons of the idea to dispute the ground the philosophical principle seeks to win,
step by step.
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In no more limited form than that in which we have just conceived it, may that opposition
of religious principles be conceived, if a correct consciousness is to be gained of the
actual nature of the task which we have set ourselves in the present book. We have set
ourselves this task, the task of proving, in a philosophical-religious sense, the
significance of the personality of Christ and of the Gospel tradition - we hardly need to
remind you of this - from the centre of that standpoint which we previously called the
philosophical standpoint. The purpose of our work is by all means to reach an
understanding within this standpoint, while we forego from the outset any possibility of
an understanding or reconciliation with the opposite standpoint, which at present is still
entitled to call itself the ecclesiastical one. It is important, in a dispute of principles of
this kind, in which one is definitely on one side, to clearly and unambiguously renounce
the opposing one, and to have no illusions about the real existence of the opposition.
But it is no less important to conceive of the opposition as pure, i.e. to include in the
definition of the contending principles nothing more and nothing else than is really
directly contained in them; lest a mere difference in the conclusions, on which one might
perhaps be able to come to an understanding on closer investigation, be regarded as a
difference in the principle on which no understanding is possible. We believe that we
have satisfied both requirements in our above description of the ecclesiastical and the
philosophical principle. But it will not be superfluous, with more explicit reference to
certain false positions of opposition, which we not infrequently meet with nowadays, to
set forth the peculiarity of the position which we have here taken, both in relation to that
which is truly excluded by it and in relation to that which is not at all implied in this
exclusion.
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One would indeed be mistaken to think that the contrast we are discussing here,
whether in principle or in consequences, is the same as the contrast usually designated
by the terms Supernaturalism and Rationalism. It may be that the latter contrast has its
roots in the former in one way or another, perhaps arising from a misunderstanding of
the former. In the form it usually takes in the theology of our time, it is by no means to
be confused with the former,; it is only of subordinate importance here, and rightly today
theologians as well as philosophers are almost universally pressing for a mediation and
reconciliation of this contrast, for a union and mutual fusion of the conceptual moments
kept separate here. The situation is different with the previously mentioned contrast.
Here, it cannot be stressed enough that it should be understood purely and absolutely,



in a way that by itself excludes any possibility of reconciling the opposing ideas, making
it clear that it is simply a matter of triumph or downfall, of truth or falsehood of one
principle or the other. If, in the sense expressed by the ecclesiastical creed, there is no
salvation for humans possible other than through faith in Jesus Christ, crucified under
Pontius Pilate and risen again, then the ideas of truth and good that philosophers dream
of are delusions and empty imaginations. The virtues of the pagans — not just the
pre-Christian ones of whom Augustine made this statement, but even more so those
Christian pagans who want to recognize salvation outside of Christ — are shining vices,
and any attempt to understand Christianity philosophically is, if not outright corrupt and
reprehensible, at least pointless and dangerous. These conclusions were openly
acknowledged by the Reformers, even by Luther, who was otherwise so free-spirited,
bold, and magnanimous — as alien as the narrow-minded inhumanity of Calvin, which
subjected Servetus to the fiery death, and the papist narrow-mindedness of
Melanchthon, who could approve of this atrocity - acknowledged these conclusions in
the most unapologetic manner. As long as the ecclesiastical creed does not abandon
this principle and these conclusions, - but it is not able to abandon them without
fundamentally transforming itself, without founding a really new confession of
Christianity, since the previous confessions are fundamentally founded on this
presupposition, - so long is and remains philosophy the natural opponent of this
confession, and it is either dishonesty or self-deception if it pretends, as we have so
often heard today, to persist in perfect agreement with it. Insofar as it is not, as some
adherents of that speculative system might maintain, which recently wanted to present
itself as the scientific representative of ecclesiastical Protestantism, but rather only a
disdain for the ecclesiastical creed, or rather just the opinion that this creed, which is
only of an exoteric nature anyway, comprehends its content only in the form of the
"representation" and not in the form of the "concept”, i.e., the "truth", such assumptions
are not of much significance, and they should be seen only as figurative or symbolic, not
as seriously intended.
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In the face of these and similar misunderstandings, we cannot help but appreciate and
commend the effort to renew the Protestant-church doctrinal structure, which, first
initiated by a recently deceased famous theologian, has already found extensive
resonance and followers in German Protestant theology, indeed has genuinely founded
a school on which the scientific reputation of this doctrinal structure now primarily
seems to rest. This attempt originates from a clear distinction between the religious and
philosophical principles and asserts, regarding the former (as far as it concerns
Christianity), as a fact, that it ties for every individual the consciousness of salvation and
bliss to the awareness of God fully realized only in the person of Jesus Christ. The
originator of this scientific formation of the ecclesiastical doctrine was both a
philosopher and a theologian; hence, he bestowed upon his doctrine of faith not so
much the basic premise itself, which differentiates it as a positive confession from any
philosophical one, but rather gave the explicit reflection on such a premise as its
principle. He places the feeling of being redeemed by Christ merely as it appears as a
subjective fact in the minds of individuals at the forefront of this doctrine of faith, without,



like the earlier doctrine of faith - both Protestant and Catholic - immediately starting with
the demand for an absolute universality of this feeling, this awareness, and thereby
putting such a demand in the place of the philosophical universal concepts of the True
and the Good. Of course, the demand for such universality, the denial of the possibility
of salvation for non-Christians, also emerges from that principle for all who commit to
the principle as such. However, for science, this is only a consequence, not a postulate
in itself; science stands outside those subjective-religious feelings from which it derives
individual doctrines of faith as conclusions. Schleiermacher himself, had he not
deliberately avoided discussing, from the philosophical standpoint that he too
recognized and adopted in other scientific fields, the same subjects he treats in the
doctrine of faith from the Christian perspective, would not have been able to deny that
philosophy, science as such, as willing as it might be to acknowledge the factual
existence of that religious feeling, the concept of which is placed at the forefront of the
doctrine of faith, cannot recognize the exclusive truth of this feeling, the denial
contained in the feeling of the possibility of salvation outside its realm. It would have to
be that he - which, however, according to his other philosophical utterances, does not
seem to have been his intention at all - would have wanted to limit the field of
philosophy to merely logical or negative-dialectical thinking, where there is still no
certainty of a positively true and good, in short, to no idea in that sense which brings
with it the self-assurance and satisfaction of the thinking spirit.
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Thus, this new formulation of the ecclesiastical doctrine, which expressly aimed to
establish it, by basing it on a principle independent of philosophy, provides testimony to
the power that philosophical thought has gained in our time. In this reformulation the
content of the system is artfully linked throughout to non-speculative, but factual and
positive premises: nevertheless, as its author was also well aware, the standpoint from
which these premises themselves are established and elaborated is an external one,
rather a philosophical than an ecclesiastical-religious one. Here, however, the
consciousness of the conditionality of the standpoint taken within the premises has
penetrated into the entire presentation of the system as an element alien to this
standpoint itself. It has exerted the most unequivocal influence on the way in which the
particular content of faith is derived from these premises, and has brought about a
demonstrable deviation from the older forms of the ecclesiastical system of faith,
caused in many cases by the philosophical views of our time in general and
Schleiermacher’s in particular. As decisively as this presentation emerged from the
consciousness of the contrast between ecclesiastical and philosophical principles, this
contrast is not maintained purely within it. On the one hand, while philosophy might
there slacken its claims for spiritual satisfaction freely to be derived from the idea of the
True and the Good, on the other hand, we see the doctrine of faith giving far more room
to the influence of philosophy and accommodating its demands than it could have, had
it been rigorously crafted out of the spirit of ecclesiastical confession. It is not the place
here to detail the deviations of Schleiermacher's doctrine of faith from the evangelical
church'’s, which it purports to represent and expound. But with respect to the principle,
as we've understood it previously, allow us a remark to illustrate how deeply it is



permeated by the influence of the opposite against which it is meant to be upheld. From
within the consciousness wherein salvation in Christ had arisen, church doctrine had,
nonetheless, postponed the actual realization of this salvation to the future, to the
afterlife. It had not overlooked how, in the present life, neither in terms of suffering and
states of spiritual well-being and woe, nor even in terms of ethical action, is the
distinction between believers and non-believers as stark and pronounced as it would
need to be if that salvation was to be considered fully realized here. The old church
doctrine had therefore, with great circumspection, designated the blessing that faith in
Christ grants believers here below merely as the simple certainty of salvation, which
would only be realized in the beyond, far from confusing this certainty with the reality of
salvation itself. The newer doctrine of faith differed. Starting from the external reflection
of that certainty of salvation as a fact of individual consciousness, as a psychological
phenomenon, it couldn't content itself with categorically presenting the content of this
certainty as something beyond the subject in whom such certainty resides, but had to
engage in an analysis of that fact of consciousness in its empirical actuality. It then
emerged that this certainty, lest it be mere delusion, must be based on an experience of
salvation. This led to the doctrine, under its influence, transforming the concept of
salvation from an essentially otherworldly one to an essentially worldly one — an
influence surely also attributable to the nature of the philosophy under whose sway this
structure of teaching had emerged, a philosophy inclined more to focus on the here and
now than on the beyond. With this, however, the true meaning of the ancient tenet of
faith was lost. Where the prospect of a future bliss, emerging from the then transformed
faith into vision, recedes as it does in Schleiermacher's own representation, to the
background, almost as a secondary consideration with its specifics entirely problematic,
even appearing as an afterthought: then even that consciousness, which has found its
temporal satisfaction in faith in Christ, has clearly been deprived of its most powerful,
perhaps its only weapon against all those who dispute or doubt the "truth” of such
satisfaction. The "Christian consciousness” finds itself defenseless, particularly against
the assaults of philosophy which, after first wresting away that weapon — a worrying
sign of its weakness! — which the Christian consciousness could no longer hold onto,
now advances under the banner of the Idea, demonstrating in deed that even under this
banner one can triumph, meaning, one can find in the knowledge of the Idea of the
True, the Good, and the Beautiful the same temporal spiritual satisfaction, the same
peace of soul, which that consciousness had found in faith in the Crucified and Risen
One.
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The successors of Schleiermacher, the current leaders of Protestant church theology in
Germany, have certainly come closer to the original sense of the church's confession of
faith in the aforementioned respect, as well as in many other respects. This may be
generally attributed to two reasons: firstly, that with repeated, continuous immersion in
the old teaching structure, which had become so estranged from the consciousness of
the times, the content and meaning of it became clearer and more complete to
researchers than could have been possible at first attempt; secondly, that the
speculative philosophy from which most of these theologians originate, or with which



they are at least associated in some manner — namely, the philosophy of Schelling and
Hegel — is more conducive to the historical understanding of earlier intellectual
formations than the more abstract and subjective idealism from which Schleiermacher
could never entirely free himself. However, the very fact that such philosophical
influence and encouragement were necessary, and from another perspective, the
necessity of profound historical studies in general, both demonstrate that this school will
likely never fully reconcile with the church system as long as they do not wholly
abandon their peculiar principle: the reflective perception of the church-religious
standpoint from a philosophical perspective. Due to this principle and due to the spirit of
the guiding philosophy, there must always be a prevailing tendency in them towards a
secularization of Christian states of salvation. But in so far as it is impossible to avoid
entering into eschatological concepts, the modern rational way of thinking in this field
has won the most decisive victory over the old ecclesiastical one, even with the dogma
of a final redemption and elimination of all, which is as good as generally accepted by
the new school. This doctrine can only be grounded in the possibly misunderstood
universality of the idea. It directly contradicts the ancient church's consciousness of the
exclusivity of salvation in Christ — and has indeed been decisively and explicitly rejected
by the church at all times — and is in direct opposition to Christ's personal statements
and teachings, as we have repeatedly demonstrated above. The reason that has
secured such universal acceptance of this doctrine in the systems of our time, even
those otherwise very committed to church orthodoxy, is not so much the alleged
difficulty of the concept of rejection and damnation in general - this concept is not as
unthinkable for true philosophy as some claim; after all, independent of any other
religion, Plato in antiquity was already drawn to it - but rather the rightful resistance of
philosophy, or if you will, even the sound common sense empowered by philosophy,
against the demand to conceive eternal damnation as the inevitable consequence of not
believing in Christ in this life.

453

More closely and directly than one might believe at first glance, the contrast discussed
here between the principles of churchly and philosophical faith is related to their
respective attitudes towards the Gospel, as well as the biblical tradition in general. Also,
the self-aware reflective, though incomplete, return of modern theology from the rational
to the churchly standpoint has resulted in a peculiar relationship that hovers between
critical freedom and faithful commitment. The churchly principle, which does not
recognize any idea against the content of Christian revelation that could serve as a
measure for the truth and divine worthiness of the revelation but wants the measure of
any judgment about it to be taken solely from this revelation itself, cannot want to know
about any criteria for the form in which this content is presented, the organ of its
transmission, that isn't solely provided by and with this organ. The concept of this organ
can certainly vary, can be understood more broadly or narrowly, and a relative
independence of the content from the organ can be more or less readily admitted,
depending on how one defines the scope of what is essential for salvation contained in
Christian revelation within the church itself. Indeed, as is well known, there have always
been a wide variety of differences within the church regarding these questions.



However, there can be no doubt about one point: that once a scripture is recognized as
a source of our knowledge of the content of revelation, then this scripture is exempt
from any other measure of judgment except that to be taken from the content itself. This
is the natural meaning of the dogma of the inspiration of biblical scriptures, a sense that
emerges nowhere more clearly than when we hear individual champions and founders
of the church's confession of faith, those who were too spirited and intellectually free to
surrender their judgment like the majority of their successors, e.g., a Luther, judge this
or that particular biblical scripture based on the internal criterion provided solely by the
relative abundance and depth of the specifically Christian ideas *).

*) We already mentioned above (Vol. |, p. 116, note) Luther's characteristic
judgment, logically consistent from the churchly standpoint, albeit erroneous from
a critical point of view, regarding the relative value of the Gospels. Allow us to
quote a remarkable passage about the Gospel of John that we extract from
Luther's commentary on the Sermon on the Mount, especially in light of what we
will soon say about the position that modern theology has taken on this Gospel.
"St. Matthew, along with the other two evangelists Mark and Luke, does not
emphasize his gospel as strongly and extensively on the central doctrine of
Christ as St. John and Paul do; hence, they speak and exhort much about good
works. For it is meant to be in Christianity that both are pursued, yet each in its
essence and dignity, that faith in Christ is primarily and preeminently
emphasized, and then also the works are promoted. Now, since the evangelist
John has powerfully emphasized the main article throughout, and rightly so, he is
considered the most eminent evangelist. Thus, Matthew, Luke, and Mark have
also taken the other part for themselves and emphasized it strongly, so that it
would not be forgotten, thus they are better than John in that respect, and he in
return in the other.”

However, this internal criterion can never develop into a genuine science of biblical
criticism there, because it always stands in an incommensurable relationship to those
cognitive activities from which such criticism would have to start. If human reason is
incapable of independently grasping what is true, beautiful, and good in itself, then there
is no limit to the principle that what appears as folly to men could be divine wisdom. The
most obvious internal contradictions, the most striking ugliness, even unworthiness in
form and content, can prove nothing against the authenticity, against the theopneusty of
a document of revelation: for what is man, that with his imagination of insight and
knowledge he should presume to master God? — For modern Protestant theology, the
point in question here has proven to be one of the most difficult and dangerous; for
precisely here the violence of the presuppositions, which it does not want to openly
confess, unlike earlier church doctrine, but which it would like to hide behind the cloak of
philosophical reflection it has donned, not so much from the eyes of others, but rather
from its own, becomes strikingly evident. — The analysis of the "Christian
consciousness" from which this theology starts, could not help leading to a relative
independence of this consciousness from the particular way in which the facts to which
this consciousness refers are transmitted. Such independence emerges too clearly from
the history of this consciousness for a theory that had returned to it through the



contemplation of history to overlook it. The Christian consciousness is older than the
biblical documents, for it gave these documents their existence; it was preserved and
propagated for centuries in Christendom, while these documents were inaccessible to
the vast majority of Christians and were virtually unknown *); indeed, the Reformers
themselves, who wanted to justify the faith and the church's teaching system so
explicitly and exclusively on external grounds, as we have just shown, occasionally
recoghized a general concept of the Christian as a judge over the particularities of those
documents.

*) As is well known, Lessing was the first to draw attention to these two
circumstances, in contrast to earlier Protestant bibliolatry, with compelling energy.
But it was Lessing who, like Schleiermacher later, placed the essence of
Christianity in feeling. Of course, this does not give modern church theology the
right to count the great man among their own; he did this (cf. the remarkable
statement in a letter to his brother, Works Vol. 28, p. 336) yupvaoTikédg, not
doyuaTikog, the Christian feeling, which he described as the historical principle of
church dogmatics, is not his own; otherwise, how could he have written Nathan?
Lessing differed from common rationalism not by a greater inclination to the
historically positive aspects of Christianity, but by his grand intuition of the
speculative content of church dogmatics. This intuition, when he spoke generally
about it (cf. ibid. p. 223 ff.), might manifest as recognition only of the acumen and
consistency that one should admire in the old system; in particular and in detalil, it
was, as among other things his defenses of the concept of the Trinity against
Wissowatins, of the concept of eternal hell punishments with Leibniz against
Eberhard, of the Lutheran concept of the Eucharist on the occasion of Berengar
of Tours, etc., show, evidently more than this, it was genuine, philosophical
truth-seeking. Thus, Lessing's intention in his undertaking of a gospel criticism
unmistakably aimed at gaining a grand, truly historical image of Christ; although it
is not easy to see how he could have realized this intention through the execution
of his "New Hypothesis on the Evangelists," had he arrived at one.

— With this, the path seemed to have been cleared for philological and historical Bible
criticism in its full scope; and it is well known that the same distinguished theologian,
whom we mentioned earlier as the restorer and founder of Protestant ecclesiastical
theology, raised this criticism to a standpoint of academic freedom through his own
critical activity and the influence his actions had on others, which, since the older
rationalism lacked the historical sense and the historical interest required for it, it had
never reached at any earlier time. — However, even if the right of criticism was fully
acknowledged here in general, and even if an interpretation was given to the
ecclesiastical doctrines of the inspiration and authority of the Bible against which even
the most impartial historical and philosophical research can hardly raise any objections
*): the actual practice of this criticism could by nho means be consistently impartial and
unbiased.

*)} The section "on the Holy Scripture" in Schleiermacher's Doctrine of Faith
(second edition, §§ 128-132), when viewed philosophically, belongs to the purest



and most distinguished parts of the entire work.

The old theology, by renouncing all scientific criticism with the same bold stroke by
which it once and for all drew that stark dividing line between the sacred and the
profane, had made the infallibility of the Scripture an article of faith, without wanting,
properly understood, to prove either this infallibility from the content of faith, or
conversely, the truth of the content of faith from the infallibility of the Scripture's
statements. In contrast, it is in the interest of this newer theology — even if it
recognizes, more explicitly than the old one, the relative independence of the content of
faith from the testimony of the Scripture — to use the Scripture, again more explicitly, as
an organ for the scientific proof of the historical facts to which this faith refers. With
great wisdom, Schleiermacher had endeavored to restrict the scope of those facts that
should be considered essential content of faith as narrowly as possible; he went so far
in this endeavor that he even wanted to downgrade facts, which have demonstrably
been considered at all times as the most indispensable foundation of this faith, such as
the fact of the resurrection, to being insignificant and irrelevant. However, even with the
greatest liberality regarding all historical or mythical adjuncts and accessories — a
liberality that, however, due to its aforementioned tendency, the theological school of
our time shows more inclination to restrict than to expand — the task for this school
remains to vindicate, through criticism and science, a historical existence for the
personal Christ, through which the foundational perspective of this theology, the purity
and perfection of the God-consciousness in the person of Christ, which is clouded in all
other mortals, is justified. But this task, quite apart from the historical truth or untruth of
this conception of Christ, stands in a disproportionate relationship to the pure concept of
historical criticism and science precisely because it is largely of a negative nature,
placing the nerve of the historical knowledge of Christ on one hand in the assumption
that no other mortal had been what he was, and on the other hand in the proof of an
essentially negative characteristic, namely sinlessness; whereas neither this proof can
be carried out in a purely historical way, nor can this presupposition be won through
historical criticism.
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In this circumstance, we have indeed found the explanation for the true reason behind
those peculiar prejudices of the prevailing Gospel criticism of the present, with which we
had to grapple so frequently in our aforementioned books. The preference of almost the
entire modern theology for the Johannine Gospel over the Synoptic Gospels stems
solely from the fact that, for the sake of the system, a different Christ is needed than the
historical one. They require a Christ who, shrouded in an enigmatic, mystical
semi-darkness, or, to put it another way, enveloped in an unapproachable radiance,
does not claim to be a genuinely true, historically comprehensible figure; a Christ whose
deeds and words, attested by a credible reporter, if possible by an eyewitness, depict
him as a being utterly different in quality and kind from all other humans, even the
purest and most exalted ones. In short, they need not a real Christ, but a concept of
Christ, one that, while also authenticated as a historical appearance in the form of a real
personality, combines the qualities which the system of doctrinal theology has derived



for its Christ through abstraction and analysis of the presupposed "Christian
consciousness," not through lively historical contemplation. Where would all this come
together better than in the Christ of John's Gospel, he who, as we believe we have
sufficiently demonstrated, owes his ideal existence to a precisely corresponding
operation of abstract reflective thinking and conceptual analysis, just like that
Christ-concept of modern theology? — The fact that, aside from the incompleteness
and lifelessness of the image of Christ, the historical narrative of this Gospel presents
multiple challenges to unbiased scientific understanding, can hardly be a disadvantage
to this view, since it is not concerned with a clear, entirely comprehensible historical
image, nor can it be. Instead, it is quite content, as recently one of the most meritorious
and at the same time most liberal-minded researchers of this school did, to declare the
creation of such an image as the "most problematic and questionable business" and "to
shake one's head at the zeal with which people have thrown themselves into this field."
The least offense is taken at the contradictions to the historical narrative of the
Synoptics. Regarding these, the school, in line with the tradition hypothesis it so eagerly
adopted, can demonstrate a sincerely meant liberality, especially when some of the
features emerging so clearly, powerfully, and eloquently from the synoptic depiction do
not align with the theoretical prerequisites of their concept of Christ.— Of course,
emphasis is primarily placed on the external, historical evidence for the authenticity of
the Gospel of John; one would like to convince oneself that, yielding only to the weight
of this evidence, they based scientific Christology mainly on this document. However,
with more impartiality, they could not have hidden from themselves the fact that it is not
the strength of the external testimonies — these speak no weaker for the authenticity
and the historical authority of the synoptic Gospels, but on the contrary considerably
stronger, and yet no hesitation is made to admit the impossibility of the authenticity of
the first of these Gospels and to attribute to the second a character which is utterly
incompatible with its composition by a direct apostolic disciple — but solely the
theoretical interest, which could have led to that preference for the fourth Gospel.
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It can no longer be mistaken that the liberation of biblical criticism from inhibiting
prejudices, the bringing about of the possibility of a genuine historical knowledge of
those facts to which the Christian faith in revelation refers, is one and the same act with
the elevation from the standpoint of the previous ecclesiastical presuppositions to the
philosophical standpoint without presuppositions. The current Protestant theology, while
it could not remain alien to this elevation which forms, if not in the full extent of its
consequences, at least in its simple principle, the great fact of the spiritual life of recent
times; it has acknowledged the same through the reflective position it has taken
concerning the ecclesiastical principle, by the manner of its scientific treatment of this
principle, and finally through the acknowledgment, at least formally and theoretically
granted by it, of the free historical criticism and its active application. However, as long
as it wants to maintain the ecclesiastical-confessional standpoint, which it has adopted
again since Schleiermacher in opposition to the earlier Rationalism, it is and remains
compelled to deny the philosophical emancipation more or less explicitly, and the
historical-critical in a considerable part of its most important results and consequences.



A truly unbiased historical view, especially of the Gospel tradition — the remaining
biblical criticism, especially of the Old Testament, has a freer scope in modern theology
due to its more lax principle — necessarily presupposes the recognition that there are
criteria for its truth outside and independent of this tradition, not only in form but also in
content; but ecclesiastical theology can only admit such criteria in terms of form, not in
terms of content, since it recognizes no ideas as judges over the content, thereby
deviating from philosophical criticism. However, criticism that focuses only on the form,
on the external and internal authentication of the tradition as such, regardless of its
content, necessarily remains incomplete; indeed, it doesn't even truly accomplish what it
promises, since at least the inner form of the tradition is inseparably intertwined with the
content and depends on the nature of the content. Hence, as certainly as a
philosophical understanding of the content constitutes the indispensable integrating
element of any philological-historical criticism of a written work or a historical document,
assuming that its subject generally falls within the realm of philosophical contemplation:
so certainly will the criticism of the Gospel tradition have to have its principle in the
assumption of the possibility of a free, ideal standard for the Christian content of
revelation, but its completion will only be found in the thorough, truly scientific use of this
standard.
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The critical examination of the Gospel history, which we have presented in our above
books, has, as we hardly need to remind you explicitly, essentially emerged from the
awareness of this demand to supplement the historical-philological criticism of this
history, that criticism which, when it had completely detached itself from the theological
presuppositions which usually formed the positive core in its previous scientific
treatment, can be solely negative on its own, by the philosophical principle of the idea,
which provides a criterion for the content of the Gospel tradition as well. It has, as befits
a work of historical research and representation, not placed the ideal, speculative
presuppositions, which for it take the place of those theological ones, at the forefront of
its consideration in the form of conceptual, dogmatic universality, but has instead
allowed them to shine through in detail everywhere. For precisely this is the privilege of
the historian and historical researcher over the philosophical systematist, that he can
view the ideas, which the latter has to methodically develop and demonstrate, as a
common property already existing in the general spirit and can suffice to only hint at
them from afar. — As, however, the subject of this work is actually at the summit, and
therefore at the limit of all history, so the scientific representation of it in relation to these
ideal presuppositions, even apart from the fact that as a result of the prevailing church
doctrine the application of such presuppositions to it is generally or largely disputed, is
not entirely in the situation of other historiography. Already in the course of that account,
we could not avoid more frequent and detailed digressions of this content than would
have been deemed permissible or necessary for other historical subjects. These same
circumstances also prompted us here, at the conclusion of the whole, to a more explicit
expression of the philosophical mindset, in the light of which we sought to understand
our subject, both in its double contrast, firstly, as we did above, against the deviating
theological presuppositions; but then, which we still intend to do briefly, against a certain



philosophical mindset, which we will soon describe in more detail, especially against a
particular philosophical system, from whose standpoint the content of the Gospell
tradition has been processed in a sense directly opposed to those theological
presuppositions, but in our conviction no less inadequate for a true philosophical
understanding of it.

463

The requirement that we just set for a genuinely critical treatment of the Gospel, as well
as every historical tradition, that it should have philosophical ideas as its background
which provide a corresponding criterion for the content of such a tradition, just as the
philological-historical criteria are for the formal aspect — this requirement seems to be
expressly met by Strauss's "Life of Jesus". Its author not only acknowledges having
started from philosophical studies in general and owes them "the inner liberation of the
mind and thought from certain religious and dogmatic presuppositions," but also at the
end of his work specifically strives to demonstrate the "ideas" which have determined
both the form and content of the Gospel tradition. Nevertheless, we had to silently and
explicitly judge this work at the beginning and during the course of ours: that it did
indeed conclude that negative and formal criticism, which, in its general principle, is also
recognized by the modern church theology, more purely and completely than the latter
could due to its particularistic presuppositions. But it lacks that positive side of genuine
criticism, which is based not just on the acknowledgment of a dependence of content on
the idea in general, but on the lively penetration of the perception of this content with the
consciousness of the idea. It has posited an entirely skeptical view of the entire Gospel
history; not as if it completely denied the historical foundation which this history has in
the person of Jesus of Nazareth, but insofar as this personality, through its critical
denials, becomes something unknown and unrecognizable, inaccessible to further
scientific research, which, according to it, should rather complete itself in these
negations. — The reason for this can only lie in the nature of the ideas that have been
placed at the forefront (externally at the conclusion) of the investigation. Ve want to try
to illuminate this quality especially from the point of view where Strauss, with his
characteristic presentation of his leading ideas, does not stand alone or has only a small
circle of adherents of his philosophical system as comrades, but where this presentation
can be regarded as the last testimony, as the conclusion of a line of thought on
religious, indeed in a certain way on historical objects in general, which, in contrast to
the ecclesiastical one described above, forms not only the entirely justified opposition of
philosophical research as such, but an opposition of equal one-sidedness, such an
opposition, rather, the balancing of which we must now take up as our task.
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The direction we are referring to here is the same that has been coined with the term
"Rationalism". A name which is usually applied to specific manifestations of this
direction, ones that belong to a lower, external domain of thought and which are denied
and rejected by the philosophically consistent Rationalism itself. The actual Rationalism
— defining its concept purely from a philosophical standpoint is not within the scope of



our current consideration — can be described, in religious terms, as the mindset that
finds salvation in the idea of reason itself, in the abstract consciousness of it, and in
acting according to this consciousness, which when viewed from its practical side, is
often called the moral. By its nature, this mindset cannot grant any religious significance
to history as such, in the strictest sense; for history is the opposite and external of the
idea, the changing, emerging, and vanishing in time, while the idea remains the same at
all times, the eternal and unchangeable. However, there is a more lax and more
indeterminate Rationalism in theological fields, which can very well befriend the
aforementioned modern-ecclesiastical theology to a certain extent and often seamlessly
merge with it. Specifically, that exclusive appreciation of the abstract idea of reason and
the associated disdain for history can easily lead to attributing significance to a historical
phenomenon in which, due to a historical error, one thinks they see the first
breakthrough of the idea of reason in the human race — a significance that, at least to
the superficial observer, shows little difference from what the "Christian consciousness”
attributes to it. This Rationalism, in its aversion to the religious phenomena of paganism,
meets ecclesiastical doctrine anyway, and thus it is easy to find a kinship to include that
consciousness of reason in the name of the "Christian", or to transfer the latter to the
former. If such a mindset, as was the case with Johann Gottlieb Fichte, advances to a
deeper speculative grasp of ethical and religious ideas in the subjective-idealist form,
which is closest to this Rationalism, then we see the very same phenomena of a
half-critical, half-dogmatic return to biblical doctrine, a particular preference for
Johannine Christianity, as in that modernized ecclesiastical doctrine. — Different is that
consistent, strictly scientific Rationalism, which has recently been pushed to its peak in
the work of Strauss. This one does not simply neglect history; it also does not misuse it
to stain its idea of reason under the guise of a historical fact, which is traditionally an
object of religious worship for the masses. Instead, it penetrates history with a clear and
firm gaze, but not to gain something positive of religious significance from it, but to
sacrifice all historical content indiscriminately to the one, sole salvific idea of reason.
The idea itself, for him, is not, as in common Nationalism, a timeless thing in the sense
that its realization within time would be left to chance and the goodwill of individuals.
Rather, it is for him, on one hand, something real at all times, and on the other,
something that evolves to ever higher, more complete realization over time; but
precisely because its realization is a necessity elevated above the individuality and
freedom of individuals, it is indifferent to all individual phenomena of history; the
individual as such can neither give nor take anything from the idea or its reality;
therefore, no individual being deserves a cult similar to what is claimed only for the idea.
The religious worship historically dedicated to the personality of Jesus Christ is not only
traced back by this Rationalism, as by the previous one, to the significance which
Christ's teaching has for the awakening of the consciousness of the idea of reason, but
even more to the significance which his fate has as a symbolic expression for the fate of
the idea in the human race and in world history in general. However, it carefully avoids
making a similar confusion as the earlier Rationalism, and in this fate finds nothing more
than just a random symbol, as in the doctrine itself nothing more than just one of the
many impulses and manifestations of consciousness of reason that also occurred
earlier among other peoples. The more specific, individual nature of this impulse, as
well as the more specific, individual motives and manifestations of this fate, no longer



interest him because the idea as such could not gain any addition from them; at most,
they could be an object for the subjective curiosity or perhaps for that curiosity which is
directed at the historical causal connection as such. The only serious, religious, or
religious-scientific interest in relation to them, for him, lies in stripping them, through
historical criticism, of everything that has adorned them, so that in this way, conversely,
the idea may also emerge cleansed from the disfigurement it has suffered through that
confusion.
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Insofar as we have set ourselves the philosophical task in this current last book,
corresponding to the historical-critical one our preceding books sought to resolve, -
insofar as we would, in the currently popular fashion, which in theology, as mentioned
earlier, mainly seeks to mediate the contrasts often labeled as Rationalism and
Supernaturalism, also describe it on our part as the mediation of a contrast: this contrast
would be the same one, the nature of which has now become apparent to us on both
sides. Not philosophy as such, or the philosophical religion in general, meaning in our
current context any mindset that recognizes an ideal general concept of truth and
goodness and opposes it to the particularism of positive church doctrine, forms a
contrast to church teaching, the mediation of which we would seek - we have rather
silently throughout our work, and explicitly in this book, recognized this contrast as one
of unquestionable or undivided legitimacy; - but solely Rationalism, i.e., as we have
come to understand its concept, the mindset that transfers the exclusive worship, which
the church doctrine dedicates to the historical fundamental facts of Christianity, to the
idea of reason itself. The ecclesiastical theology of Protestantism has for some time
partly already shifted into this direct opposition, and is constantly on the verge of doing
s0; only this immediate contradiction, but not the higher mediation, has managed to
permeate it and secure a place within the area apparently dominated by the
ecclesiastical principle. This may seem strange, but it is nothing more than natural. For
each limited principle is exposed to turning into its opposite within its sphere; but to
permeate with this opposite into a higher unity, in which both parts are simultaneously
preserved and abolished, it must transcend itself and become something different than
it is within that sphere. The principle of salvation doctrine, which places all salvation
solely in faith in Christ, can, without consciously giving itself up, very well find itself at a
point where this faith takes on a completely different content under its hands. We
experience this with many forms of Nationalism, which vehemently claim ecclesiastical
dignity for their teachings, even though they have almost nothing in common with the
original church doctrine, except for the exclusivity with which they assert the concepts,
which have been pushed into place by them in place of the Christian faith concepts, as
the only ones bringing salvation. Even the completed rationalist system, from whose
standpoint the recent negative criticism of evangelical history has emerged, remains far
from detaching itself in a religious respect from the ecclesiastical principle of
Protestantism. Instead, it expressly claims its identity with this principle and sees all the
difference from it solely in the form or the organ of expression, claiming to contain in the
form of the concept or pure thought exactly what it contains in the form of feeling and
representation. - The genuine ecclesiastical consciousness, however, can in the long



run not be deceived about the difference, indeed about the opposition and contradiction
of rationalism in each of these forms; it resists and flees from them, seeking protection,
more and more returning to the old historical forms of church doctrine. However, as we
showed earlier, already thoroughly gripped by the ideas from whose hypostasis
rationalism has emerged, it lacks the strength to actually expel it from the ecclesiastical
community; It sees itself all the more compelled to tolerate it in its midst, the more
Protestantism at the present time owes its undeniable spiritual superiority over Catholic
ecclesiasticism precisely to the free penetration of these ideas, which at the time of its
origin it owed not to these, of which, conversely, the Catholic world was then richer, but
to the rebirth and renewed revival of the Christian original principle.
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The more sincerely and unambiguously we, for our part, depart from the prevailing spirit
of the age, which seeks its salvation from the ever more menacingly emerging isolation
and loneliness of spirits either in reconnecting with the old church doctrine, or in the
philosophical sects, and often enough in both at the same time, confess our
dissatisfaction, which we cannot but feel both with the ecclesiastical and the rationalist
principles: the more pressing becomes our duty to at least generally hint at the nature of
that principle, upon which alone we, acknowledging that we owe only to it the possibility
of a genuinely historical understanding of the historical facts of revelation, also dare to
base the concept of a truly philosophical religiosity for the present, and the prospect of a
future regeneration of ecclesiastical Christianity for the future. We have already
mentioned that it will in a certain way stand in the middle between church doctrine and
rationalism; but not in such a way as if it were eclectically composed of both, but entirely
in the manner in which every higher level unifies the contrasts of the lower stage within
itself and, by encompassing both, seems to form a middle ground between them. What
our principle shares with Rationalism is the recognition of ideas of the True, the
Beautiful, and the Good, which are not first revealed to the human spirit from outside,
but whose seed, originally laid in him, is developed into scientific knowledge through his
own independent activity; it also agrees in the concession that the thus developed ideas
form the only valid criterion both for all human Good, Beautiful, and True, as well as for
every divine revelation as such. With church doctrine, on the other hand, it shares the
conviction that the salvation of the soul and the bliss of the individual, as well as of the
race, do not rest on the ideas as such, on their purely theoretical knowledge or their
self-conscious practical application, but truly rest on the possession of something
higher, which, although to be judged by the ideas, should not be confused with the pure
ideas of reason as such.
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The distinction we have here last expressed, as important as it is to us, since our entire
principle of religious knowledge should be based upon it, appears to many as a
manifest contradiction. They cannot rid themselves of the belief that what serves as a
measure for something else must necessarily be higher and greater than this other
thing. It is evident how from this prejudice all rationalism, both speculative and common,



originates. As we become aware of this ideal measure, by which we know we are
entitled to judge all things both divine and human, a deception arises as if in such a
measure we possessed the truly higher than everything thus judged. And yet, one only
needs to adhere strictly to the metaphor being expressed when calling the rational ideas
a measure of judgement to realize how unfounded this prejudice is. It is true, the
concept of a measure, taken solely as an external quantitative one for which the word
was initially created, contains the infinite possibility of application to any conceivable
objects that can be quantitatively estimated or measured, regardless of their number or
size — implying potential infinite quantitative capacity. However, any individual object
measured with this standard, no matter how vast, is always finite and limited. But, when
viewed as an actual, real size, the measure need not necessarily be larger than what it
measures; on the contrary, according to its true concept, it is not a real size but an ideal
one; and when represented by a real size, it's often found more convenient to measure
something larger by multiplying something smaller, rather than dividing a larger thing to
measure something smaller. Transferred to the validity of rational ideas as a standard
for assessing something given historically, either humanly or divinely, the metaphor itself
provides no reason to set ideas higher than this given thing. The most immediate
interpretation would be, as common sense naturally does, to view this given entity as
the true, beautiful, and good, while considering the ideas merely as the abstract
possibility of truth, beauty, or goodness. However, if one wanted to insist on a strict
separation of concepts and perhaps, in line with Plato, argue that the real body is large
not by its reality but by its participation in the concept of largeness, and similarly, the
spiritually real is true, beautiful, or good not by its reality, or whatever else it might be,
but by its participation in the concepts of truth, beauty, and goodness; and that a part is
necessarily smaller than the whole, hence individual largeness is less large than
largeness itself, the individual truths, beauties, and goods are less true, beautiful, and
good than truth, beauty, and goodness itself: then only with this would the question be
elevated to the domain it truly belongs to, the speculative-philosophical. Yet, we
wouldn't necessarily need to concede immediately. The primary question would be
whether the concept of 'participation’ is correctly applied; whether the relationship
between the existence of ideas in the real and their existence outside this reality can
genuinely equate to the relationship between part and whole. Casting this doubt, we
could refer to the aforementioned thinker (Plato), who, in one of his most profound
works, raises this very objection against the theory of ideas and does not answer how
ideas can be thought of as divisible without contradiction to their inherent nature *).

*) Plat. Parmen. p. 131 s.

Specifically, we might ask if this isn't where an essential advancement of Aristotle's
philosophy, which is more inclined towards the empirical, the natural, and historical
reality, over the pure intellectualism or rationalism of his great predecessor is
recognized. Doesn't Aristotle replace the contrast of part and whole with the higher
contrast of potentiality and actuality, and determines the relationship of reality to ideas
not as "participation" (u€BeEIC), but rather as "activity" (evépyeia) or "fulfillment”
(EvteAéxeia)?
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The fact that in the concept of those ideas, which as pure rational ideas are the object of
rationalist worship [of the rationalist cult], there is inherently a demand for a realization
that goes beyond their conceptual existence; that their true significance lies only in
demanding a reality not yet provided by them: this, upon closer examination, is
acknowledged by rationalism itself when it prefers to present its rational ideas,
especially from the moral side, in the form of an obligation, a command, a categorical
imperative. At least the idea of the Good, if not also other ideas, is grasped by
rationalism as one that demands something outside of itself, namely the action or doing
of rational beings, to realize itself in it; it perceives it precisely as the law of such actions
and dealings, as the moral or ethical law. In doing so, it seems to approach again the
natural consciousness, which knows the concept of the Good only as a predicate of real
things, not as a substance in itself, which, for something to be good, requires that it
simply exists, i.e., that it has a reality or actuality distinct from mere concept. But by
setting its realization of the Good not directly into an existence, but expressly only into
an action, this approximation remains incomplete and reverts back to its opposite.
Doing, acting, as such does not constitute reality; it emanates from an existence and
leads to an existence, it is the manifestation of an existence that lies at its base as its
cause, and it is the relation to an existence in which it reaches its end as in its purpose.
Here, however, is where rationalism, instead of this existence in which all action has its
beginning and end, which would therefore have to be expressed as such substance, as
the Good, if the idea of the Good were to be realized in an ethical substance, inserts
again the pure rational idea or the abstract concept of the Good. The action becomes
for him an action for the sake of the action itself or, equivalently, for the sake of the law;
it has no significance either as a revelation or, as one could also conceive it, as a
process of emergence, as an organic act of the becoming of an ethical substance, one
that would be more than just the ethical law itself, the pure obligation. Or, if this mindset
does decide to acknowledge such a substance — as it has truly done in its most recent
speculative and consistently executed form — it then takes care to dissolve this
substance, as the "objective spirit," in pure cognition as the "absolute spirit," the idea of
the Good in the idea of Truth as its higher form, and thus to return indirectly to exactly
where the moral or idealistic rationalism had arrived by a shorter path.
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However, the sphere from which clarification about the true relationship of rational ideas
to the facts of revelation can most conveniently be drawn, and where, indeed, we have
most frequently witnessed the failure of general, philosophical rationalism in our times,
is the aesthetic one. — The notion that artworks or poetical works cannot be
constructed from concepts or theories, that every work of art, every beautiful, sublime,
or in any sense aesthetically significant object, when one tries to dissolve it into
concepts, always leaves a remainder not accounted for, and shows an utterly
incommensurable relationship to conceptual determination: this is one of the truths that
has most deeply penetrated the intellectual culture of our age and has proved most
fruitful and consequential. However, this does not preclude a general theoretical



understanding of beauty; it does not preclude the existence of a universal concept, an
idea of beauty, which, present in the mind of the observer before perceiving a particular
beautiful object, e.g., an individual artwork, is used by him as a criterion by which he
recognizes the object as beautiful and determines its kind and degree of beauty in
comparison with other such objects. The existence of such an ideal standard is not
denied even by those who doubt the possibility of a strict science of art and beauty; for
they are always aware that beauty as such does not adhere to the individual beautiful in
such a way that it would perish with this individual, or that the knowledge and
recognition of the beautiful as such should depend on the knowledge and recognition of
this or that particular. Here, in the aesthetic domain, there is no particularism of the kind
which, analogous to the particularism of church doctrine in the religious domain, claims
worship for a single empirically given object, worship that only comes to the idea of
beauty in the totality of its realizations, as if there had been no beauty before this object,
or as if beauty had been born into the world with it. Rather, there have been occasional
stirrings and echoes of the opposite extreme, that is, of aesthetic rationalism. Thus, we
already find in Plato a devaluation of individual beauty, especially in poetry and art, in
contrast to the intrinsically beautiful or the idea of beauty, to which, the One,
non-sensory and eternal, this thinker urges us to lift our gaze from the many, the
sensory and earthly beauties. The most recent speculative nationalism, although it,
similar to the previously mentioned in relation to the idea of the Good or the ethical
substance, does not deny the realization of the concept of beauty in the individual and
particular beautiful object, especially in the artwork, but tries, just as there, to dissolve
the idea of beauty itself into the supposedly higher-standing idea of absolute knowledge
or Truth, thereby effectively annihilating the independent dignity and significance of
beautiful objectivity. But, as already noted, in this field less than in almost any other,
rationalism has wanted to take root, at least in recent times, since a higher concept of
art has been gained than the one according to which its essence was set only in
didactic and moral purposes, or even only in convenience and dead regularity (which
view can likewise be described as a kind of aesthetic rationalism, analogous, for
instance, to the common moral rationalism in the religious field). If from any side, we
may therefore cherish the hope that from here the correct insight into the true
relationship between idea and living reality will also be gained for the religious field. We
hope this all the more since it is not just the mere analogy of the respective domains
that entitles the transfer of the insight gained within one of them to the other, but there is
even a direct relationship between them, a direct influence of aesthetic views and
conceptual determinations on the religious conceptual domain, so that without taking
the former into account, the latter cannot be recognized in its actual and full truth.
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However surprising it may seem to both opposing parties, the rationalist no less than
the ecclesiastical, as long as they persist in the strict separation of their respective
principles, we do not hesitate to seriously assert that any genuine historical appreciation
of divine revelation facts must start from an aesthetic perspective of these facts. Start,
we say, not revert to or dissolve into, for nothing could be more contrary to our sense
than a dissolution or evaporation of religious ideas into aesthetic ones; we would have



to describe such an approach as idolatrous and blasphemous. However, the profound
connection of the aesthetic element with the religious, which we certainly assert and
believe we need to elaborate on more extensively here, first presents itself to us in the
pagan religions. With respect to these, according to our deepest conviction, the genuine
philosophical confession of Christianity will adopt a fundamentally different stance than
both the previous ecclesiastical and the rationalist ones; which is why we do not
consider a closer examination of them here a deviation from our purpose. Pagan
religions, especially the most noble and cultivated of them, the Hellenic, have often
been described as aesthetic or art religions; mostly implying that the religious essence
dissolved and disappeared, replaced by poetic fiction instead of religious truth. Such an
opinion can only be based on an inadequate understanding of the aesthetic, the poetic
element in paganism itself; if the latter had been grasped in its truth and totality, it would
have inevitably led to the perception of the underlying religious essence, the religious
revelation. One perceived - even the most ingenious attempts to elaborate on this
concept of the aesthetic or art religion, which our philosophical literature has to offer, are
not free from this error *) - one always perceived the individual rather than the whole;
the aesthetic-religious significance of Greek paganism was placed in individual artworks
and artistic directions, instead of positioning it, where it is given in its entirety, in the
myth and the cult that complements the myth and makes it a living present.

*) We refer here, among others, specifically to the otherwise in many respects
very meritorious section on Greek religion in Hegel's lectures on the philosophy
of religion, as well as to the earlier hints in the "Phenomenology of the Spirit."
The expression "Art religion" chosen by Hegel instead of the more accurate
"mythical religion" indicates the locus of the misunderstanding, just as it also
fostered the frequent recurrence among the theologians of his school to the
rationalistic-Christian disdain for pagan religiosity. Profoundly imbued with the
genuine perspective, including the religious essence of paganism, are our great
German poets, above all, following Winckelmann and Herder, Goethe, but also
Schiller (notably Schiller's "The Gods of Greece" belongs to the most noble and
eloquent testimonies of this perspective), and among the newer ones, none more
so than Fr. Ruckert.
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This is the place to clarify ourselves more precisely about the concept and the general
nature of myth and mythical religions. In our second book, we assumed this concept in
its specific application, which certainly extends to the historical origin and documents of
Christianity, rather than explaining, as it concerns us here, its essence in general from a
broader perspective. — The path by which we have come to this concept in the present
context prompts us to first draw attention to an aspect that has been almost entirely
overlooked in previous discussions, although it might be the most suitable of all to offer
insight into the dual aesthetic-religious nature of myth. The myth is — and this is
generally acknowledged, although details on how its aesthetic element operates are
often overlooked — essentially of an aesthetic, poetic nature, not meant for the
mundane view but for an inspired, poetic vision. A vision that understands its content



not as a fact endowed with external, historical reality but as a figure that speaks of a
spirit, even if it doesn't correspond to any external reality. On the other hand, a myth is
not a true poetic work of art, not a finished, elaborated figure, to which one, with a
somewhat developed sense for artistic perception, can merely approach to grasp and
receive the impression that a poetic work aims to produce. Instead, to be understood in
its poetic significance, it demands a recreative, complementary activity in the soul of the
observer, an immersion into its interior where, it seems, the shaping forces lie hidden,
animating, filling, and imbuing the otherwise dry and sparse seeming outer contour with
passionate movement. Without this activity, the content of the myth will undoubtedly be
taken for an external historical fact or, when historical insight has recognized the untruth
of this supposed fact, for a deceitful fiction, a distortion and falsification of history. —
Modern times, as already noted, have realized that the true nature of the myth is indeed
different and deeper; however, since only a few possess sufficient creative power to
evoke a genuinely vivid perception of myths without the external aids that the Greeks
had in cult and art, so far, few have also theoretically proceeded to explore the true
nature of those spiritual elements laid out in the myth. These elements, which among
the people who invented the myth, elevated the perception of the mythical figure to
aesthetic and poetic vision. These elements are not, as older and newer interpreters of
myths have always somehow concluded, of an abstract intellectual, conceptual nature,
deliberately inserted into myths as into an allegorical image or cryptic word; but they are
essentially of religious nature, elements of divine revelation that have shaped
themselves into the lightly sketched figures and narratives in a way incomprehensible to
common understanding but accessible only to inspired vision.
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Holding onto this viewpoint, the content of mythological religions is illuminated in a
morally different light than the one in which they are commonly viewed. The vehement
accusations still raised against paganism in its entirety - and not merely against its
individual manifestations, whose real misdirection and profound malevolence we do not
wish to deny - from an ostensibly Christian, but in fact more often rationalist standpoint;
the allegation of explicit immorality alleged to adhere to mythological belief in gods; all
these are based on a misrecognition of the poetic element of mythology. They assume
that mythology claims factual historicity instead of poetic interpretation. Indeed, if we
attribute only a literal significance to them, we can find only offense in all godly figures
and tales, whether Hellenistic or barbaric, but no constructive aspect, neither
aesthetically nor religiously or morally. From this perspective, the outright rejection as
pronounced by both early Christianity and later rationalism - positioning pagan religion
against Christian religion as if contrasting the wicked and misdirected with the good and
true - is a purely logical outcome. However, if we understand these figures as they were
perceived by the artists and poets of Greece - who, through their freedom in dealing
with myths, sufficiently indicated that their belief in gods was far different from from a
narrow-minded peasant belief, — as they must have been understood by the Greek
populace during the heyday of poetry and art and even before, in their practice of the
most noble morality and purest humanity, where this people led the way even over
Christian nations; if we further manage to, from a standpoint of advanced scholarly



awareness, illuminate the religious ideas embodied in these poetic symbols to clear
conceptual comprehension: then the phrase "credo quia absurdum est" (I believe
because it is absurd), often applied to the paradoxical teachings of Christian
ecclesiastical belief, also becomes relevant for these godly myths. Earlier in our
interpretation of the gospel nativity story, we provided an example of how genuine and
profound religious content can manifest in such narratives, which the uneducated or
religiously biased mind perceives as real history. We refer those who might doubt such
potential in pagan myths to this example.

*) Additionally, the author wishes to refer to his essay "On the History of the
Belief in Immortality among the Greeks" in the "Journal for Philosophy and
Speculative Theology" by J. H. Fichte (Vol. Il, Issue I). He has previously voiced
his general views on this topic in the work "On the Concept, Treatment, and
Sources of Mythology".

Should we ever be granted the opportunity to undertake such a project, we hope to
demonstrate, through the same historical-philosophical interpretive method we applied
earlier, that the myths, particularly of the Greek world, embody a religious content that in
terms of depth, richness, and moral nobility doesn't lag behind the religious content of,
for example, Judaism, where mythological representation was more confined. In fact, if
we must speak our true conviction, in all these aspects, it almost surpasses Judaism
just as much as in terms of poetry and artistic beauty. The fact that in the latter the
foundational idea and truth of all religions had been distilled into a rational monotheism
accessible even to the common prosaic consciousness remains, of course, a unique
advantage of Judaism which we do not intend to diminish. But just as this monotheistic
consciousness couldn't make the Israelites morally superior or more intellectually gifted
than the Greeks, it doesn't truly have such exclusivity. The revelations of an immanent
deity innate to the human spirit, but not yet manifested in the concrete form of an
individual personality, which the Greeks were privileged to, essentially complement the
first and, even in their temporal separation from it, are not to be seen as lower or
inferior, but rather as even more elevated, as superior.
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What we have noted here about the concept and nature of mythological religions in
general can also serve, as our primary concern here, to clearly articulate how the
aesthetic element in the concept of religion in general, so to speak, steps into the
middle between the rational, conceptual foundation of all religion and that utterly
super-rational element, which behaves entirely incommensurable with the concepts of
rationalism, which we have termed in a narrower sense the religious, the moment of
divine revelation. We see how, in mythological religions, the awareness of religious
content, the understanding of religious ideas, is entirely tied to the inspired poetic vision,
which is manifested in the figures of legend, not in the same way as in actual artworks,
but, precisely because of its connection with the religious substance of the myth, in a
more intimate, mysterious manner. The ability to evoke such vision can rightly be seen
as a criterion for the authenticity of the religious content of myths. Just as the myth,



containing the seeds of such vision, becomes idolatry or superstition in the hands of
unresponsive individuals or generations, dedicating to it a dead historical faith instead of
inspired insight; likewise, the myth that lacks such ability is, from the outset, nothing but
idolatry and superstition. Externally viewed, myths of both kinds can look very similar to
each other; indeed, from a rational perspective, the myths of the latter kind may even
seem to have an advantage over the former, especially if, as is often the case in the
historical reality of mythological religions, they display a conceptual, rational meaning
more on the surface, showcasing allegorical representation. Deceived by this
appearance, some researchers have mistakenly esteemed the mythologies of, for
example, some Eastern nations for their supposed depth, which in reality is but a murky
mix of fantastical exuberance and sober understanding, and in contrast, have
undervalued the mythology of the Greeks as a frivolous poetry devoted solely to beauty,
not religious truth. - Keeping away from such misunderstandings, we see in this
example of true mythological religion how beauty, as an irrational element that can't be
exhausted by any concepts of understanding or reason, yet at the same time, in the
truest sense of the word where an idea essentially also includes the conceptual
generality and absolutely no historical particulars, as would signify divine revelation
according to the ecclesiastical concept, becomes an integral part of religious substance
and becomes a vehicle of divine revelation. It becomes so, not in the sense that through
it the religious substance as a simple and entirely rational one would be pulled down
into the irrational sphere of sensual externalization - (thus it must indeed be
misunderstood by those who make a mere art religion out of the mythological religion,
as if the essential and unique aspect of this religion consisted only in the appearing,
actual beauty, in the beauty of the artwork as individual and specific); - but in the much
deeper sense that the fuliness of divine revelation, which the mere concept of reason is
unable to bear, pours itself into the irrational element of beauty. Namely, that at every
single point of the mythological religion, it is not just the apparent beauty as such, but
the religious substance itself, to which that surplus and exuberance beyond rational
concepts belongs: this is precisely evidenced by the fact that the externally appearing
mythological figure is not beautiful in itself, like the artwork, but only becomes beautiful
through the lively effect of the religious ideas embedded in it on the spirit of the
observer; which would not be the case if, in mythological religion, as the latter want, the
religious substance was lost in beauty and lost itself.
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In a corresponding sense, though not exactly in the same one, we now assert that the
Christian revelation itself, as far as its relation to the rational foundation of all religion is
concerned, should be judged on the one hand by analogy to the aesthetic element and,
on the other hand, possesses the aesthetic view as an inherent aspect of its own. —
The latter would have to be claimed insofar as, as we demonstrated in our second book,
the mythical view and manner of presentation still exists within its scope, not just as an
incidental accessory or as mere decorative embellishment to the religious substance
and truth, but as the indispensable medium of connecting this highest of all revealed
facts to all previous ones, which had the myth as their medium either exclusively or



predominantly. The ideas and views embedded in the myths of the Gospel tradition,
although they did not come from Christ himself or even directly from the apostles, are to
be regarded as facts of revelation. They are so in exactly the same sense as the
genuinely religious content of all pre-Christian myths is, as an inspiration or fervor not
given to an individual, but to the entire association of confessors — a vision that
penetrates through the veil of external historical facts to their inner essence and
interrelation. Only in this way can one both grasp and explain the miracle of the
significance of these myths. The same applies to them as what we said about the
Hellenic myths: they are to be contemplated and fathomed with the same inspired
sensibility receptive to the mysteries of the historical-religious content hidden within
them. They too must come alive as a poetic image in the eye of the spirit for their
content to reveal itself within them; or rather, they become such an image through the
deep engagement with their content, whether initially grasped only in pious, believing
anticipation or in clear, conceptual understanding. Only when regarded merely in the
external belief in history do they remain, like all other myths, lifeless apparent facts,
without a lively, internally true or externally probable connection to their historical
context, indeed even contradicting their own nature, the nature of things, and the laws
of all happenings in an irreconcilable manner.
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However, as already hinted, it is by no means solely the presence of the mythical
element where we believe we must place the aesthetic aspect of Christian revelation. To
grasp the full scope of the validity of this moment even within this area, and even more
to see the full extent of the analogous significance of this moment for the essence and
nature of Christian revelation, we must start from a remark, the content and
consequences of which extend considerably further than the point under discussion
here. — As decidedly as we seem to oppose church doctrine by acknowledging this
aesthetic moment: yet, as we set about assigning this moment its place, we find
ourselves compelled, in another, even more comprehensive and profound respect, to
side with this doctrine and to stand in contrast to rationalism, regardless of the form it
takes. A fundamental difference between these two opposing viewpoints is that church
doctrine places the essential core and content of Christian revelation in the
divine-human personality of the Savior himself, in his deeds, his fates, and his entire
existence, whereas rationalism places it solely in his teachings, in the religious and
moral truth pronounced by him. If the latter were correct, then the aesthetic moment
would unquestionably have no place here. Then the contrast of this "revealed religion"
to the earlier "art religion" would be presented as the latest system of speculative
rationalism has presented it, namely that the "idea," previously submerged in the
sensual externality of art perception, would be raised to a level where it could dispense
with this medium, as it is pronounced not yet in the purity of the "speculative thought,"
but in the spiritualness of the "religious representation” that prepares for this purity. On
the other hand, if the core of this revelation, as we already presupposed for the mythical
one, is a substantiality of the God-spirit born into the world and humanity that goes
beyond the conceptual form as such; if this substantiality here is even more perfectly
united with the spiritual substance of the human, in such a way that the personality of an



individual can be considered the completed revelation of that divine in terms of form and
essential content — then it will not only be possible but also necessary and grounded in
the nature of things to say that this individual also offers an aesthetic perspective from
which the divine in him can be recognized both in its identity with the divine of the
pre-Christian, mythical revelation, and in its distinctive characteristic that sets it apart
from all others.
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The personality of Jesus, as it appears in the synoptic tradition, really has this side, and
it emerges in this tradition with a power and decisiveness by virtue of which its power
has not infrequently been felt even by those who have by no means become clear about
the religious significance of this personality, or, being caught up in rationalistic
prejudices, have by no means wanted to concede a religious significance to the person
as such. Even more than these prejudices, the dogmatic veil of fog which has covered
the pure character image of this divine personality from the oldest to the most recent
times has proved to be an obstacle to the perception and recognition of the aesthetic
moment. The mixing of mythical elements with historical ones in the Synoptic Gospels
is, in a sense, the beginning of this inhibition. For even if the myths told there are in
themselves most completely permeated by that aesthetic element, they can,
misunderstood as real history, by no means merge with the historical image of Christ
into a figure that forms a unity and wholeness for the viewer. But the image that every
reasonably receptive reader still carries away from the Synoptic Gospels, despite this
confusion, is disturbed even more sensitively by the impressions he receives from the
Gospel of John. The Christ of the Synoptics is a plastic figure in the truest sense of the
word, appearing before the spiritual eye of the observer in clear, pure and sharply
defined outlines; in the Christ of John, the solid outlines of this figure appear shifted by
foreign admixture, their vivid colours bleached by reflection. We do not deny that one
could not gain a certain aesthetic, poetic impression from the reading of the Gospel of
John. Such an impression is certainly attainable; indeed, it can hardly be omitted if,
without paying particular attention to the composition of the whole or to the detail of the
narrative parts, one devotes oneself entirely to the effect exerted by the noble, sensibly
inquiring spirit that speaks to us from the speeches. But this impression is then more
subjective, lyrical; it is the involuntary sharing of the noble warmth of feeling for his
Master, alive in the disciple whom Christ loved above all. But not an objective beauty of
form and movement that rests in the image of Christ himself. It is not enough that John's
Gospel cannot itself give the impression of this beauty; so long as his Christ is taken for
the historical one in the same or in a more complete sense than the synoptic one, it
quite unavoidably disturbs and confuses the effect of the synoptic image of Christ,
because this effect is absolutely based on the clarity, decisiveness and firmness of the
features by which the individual personality of the Saviour is presented to us there. -
The vivid, infinitely blurred exuberance of the concept of Christ, which through this, as
well as through some of the traits taken up by the Synoptics, takes the place of the
vividly completed image of Christ, has been sanctioned and upheld by ecclesiastical
dogma. It first gave the most unmistakable impetus to the particularism of church
doctrine, then to modern rationalism, and will not give way to a philosophical-religious



conception of Christianity that rises above both until it has itself been supplanted by a
solid view of the genuinely historical 'image of Christ' that ties in with the aesthetic
moment and takes its starting point from it.
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Our assertion, then, as can be seen, is that a genuine philosophical Christology, and not
merely a theoretical, scientific Christology, but also a faith in Christ compatible with truly
philosophical knowledge, certainly requires a view of the kind we have described here,
such a view as can only be acquired by means of historical criticism guided by aesthetic
feeling; indeed, only on it can that philosophically purified faith be factually founded.
Here, too, however, we find ourselves compelled to protest once more in the most
explicit manner against such an interpretation of this statement of ours as would imply
that we place faith as such exclusively in this view, as if we were confusing in particular
the religious moment of this faith with the aesthetic moment of this view. Faith as such,
the religious moment of faith, consists in general, not in the merely theoretical conduct
towards its object, be this conduct a scientific cognition or an aesthetic contemplation,
but essentially in the practical appropriation of the spiritual substance of this object.
Such appropriation, however, in turn presupposes a theoretical attitude towards the
object as such; it is the nature of this attitude that is at issue when the question is raised
as to how far the aesthetic conception of the object is also necessary for the truth of the
objective knowledge of the object. We affirm this, in contrast not so much to the old
church doctrine, by which the aesthetic moment was in fact presupposed, even if
unconsciously and not in its purity, but rather clouded by the circumstances mentioned
above, as to those views which make an abstract conceptual moment the only criterion
for the divinity of the facts of revelation. Ve recognize such criteria as equally
insufficient, whether they be placed, with modern supernaturalism, which is in part
already based on rationalistic presuppositions, in the alleged historical certainty of the
miracles by which Jesus is said to have documented himself as God's messenger, or,
with inferential rationalism, in certain definite truths spoken by Jesus or in facts found in
him of abstract, theoretical self-consciousness *).

*) We do not say this last without reference to a statement by Straul3,
characteristic of the speculative nationalism of the Hegelian school, in the third
volume of his "Streitschriften" (p. 73 s.). There, in general, "the highest thing in
the religious sphere, and, in so far as it is the highest, the highest thing to be
attained at all," is said to be "that a man should know himself to be directly one
with God. "Whether this union in Christ really took place can only be decided
historically, not philosophically; even that such a man must ever appear in history
cannot be demonstrated a priori. In this sense, it is left to the "newly-stimulated
critical investigations, especially into the origin and character of the fourth
Gospel" whether they will bring us "the result that Jesus really knew and
expressed himself as one with God; "If this were the case, it would then follow
"that he must indeed be called God incarnate, God-man, in a sense like no other
(though by no means in the exclusive sense of church doctrine), insofar as he
had attained the highest level of union in the area of the most intimate



relationship between the divine and the human." — With utmost precision, Strauf?
has presented the alternative here, which really comes down to the Christology
of Hegel's system. However, Hegel himself had not brought this to clear
consciousness, as his statements, as Straul3 convincingly demonstrates in the
immediately following section (p.76ff.), vacillate uncertainly between the
assumption that Jesus truly had such consciousness and the belief that it was
only later attributed to him by church consciousness. But we cannot fail to see in
this the rationalistic fundamental flaw of the system, that the question of the
concrete divinity of Christ's appearance is placed on this very sharp point of the
purely theoretical knowledge of himself as one with God; from which the natural
consequence is precisely this, that, although it is only of a historical, not a
prioristic nature, as Strauss very rightly remarks, - it can nevertheless never be
decided in the historical field, because such a detail can never, like the concrete
totality of a historical image of character, be the object of a solid historical view
that authenticates itself by itself. Here the doubt could only be settled by legal,
not by historical means; in order to remove it, one would have to show us a
protocol, recorded under all legal formalities, in which such a statement of Jesus
as Strauss demands would be recorded. Consequently, however, from the
standpoint of that system, this fact, like all historical ones, is regarded as quite
indifferent, and by no means standing in any relation to the content of
philosophical knowledge.

In contrast, we assert that even the external features, the moments of appearance by
which the Lord's person is to be recognized as divine, must be of an equally spiritual
nature, and, in comparison to the abstraction of the concept, of equally concrete,
irrational nature, just like the inner essence itself, which they are supposed to represent
externally. Only in the fact that we truly consider them as features, as markers for a
recognition enabled by the possession of rational ideas to distinguish the divine from the
non-divine, just as human truth, goodness, and beauty from their opposites — only in
this respect do we indeed align ourselves with the side of the rational confession and
contrast ourselves against the ancient church, which, with that ideal basis for mediating
the content of faith for recognition, necessarily must also deny the existence of external
points of reference for such mediation.
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Especially in recent times, and from very different standpoints, people have tried to sum
up the totality of what the historical Christ is supposed to be for the view of his disciples
in the concept of an archetype; by which they meant to say that in him the idea of
humanity, purified from the stains with which it appears in all other mortals, and raised in
every respect to its absolute perfection, presents itself. WWe must here regard it as our
task to place ourselves in as clear a relation as possible to this concept, for only through
it can a convenient transition be made from the general presuppositions about the
nature of our object, which we have sought to develop in the foregoing, to what further
we have to say about its particular peculiarity as the overall philosophical result of our
historical consideration of it. The close relationship of this concept, at least on one side,



to the meaning we have claimed for the aesthetic moment is apparent. The validity of
this moment seems to be expressly acknowledged by it insofar as pictoriality, as we
have just indicated, is essential for perception, thus for the same mode of apprehension
to which the aesthetic as such also belongs. At the same time, however, there is
another moment in the idea of the archetype that remains alien to the aesthetic
conception, and which can easily appear to be virtually opposed to it and in conflict with
it. Aesthetic perception, however much it may feel satiated and satisfied in its object,
and however unhesitatingly it may recognise it as flawless and perfect within the limits
of its individuality, nevertheless knows nothing of the exclusiveness of the advantages it
ascribes to its object. Not only does it not exclude the possibility that there are other
objects equal to or even superior to it in intensity of excellence, but such a possibility is
even necessarily contained in the presuppositions of that view; if not for the explicit
consciousness of the viewer, then at least in itself, insofar as it includes a feeling of that
creative freedom through which alone the beautiful or the sublime object is essentially
what it is. The idea of the archetype, on the other hand, which in this sense is expressly
distinguished from that of the mere model by those who wish to base their histology on
it *), necessarily includes the consciousness that nothing higher or more perfect can be
given above that which is set as the archetype, indeed that nothing equal to it in majesty
and perfection can be given.

*) Cf. e.g. See, e. g., Schleiermacher's Doctrine of Faith. §. 93.

Here now arises the question whether by this moment the aesthetic is not necessarily
annulled or excluded, whether the conception of the archetype, which is claimed for the
historical figure of the Redeemer, is not one that is specifically different from the
aesthetic conception, and, according to the fundamental nature of both, entirely
separate from it. To answer this question must be all the more important to us in our
present consideration, the greater the weight we have been induced to place on the
aesthetic moment in the foregoing, and the more, on the other hand, almost all the
dogmatic determinations of Christology hitherto seem to hang on the concept of the
archetype, especially for philosophical consideration.
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That the core, the really essential and peculiar content of the concept of archetypal
imagery does not lie in the aesthetic sphere, but only in the moral-religious sphere, is
not to be denied by us in any way, but rather is to be acknowledged and asserted in the
most explicit way. The concept of the archetype, even if it first addresses itself to the
perception of those for whom the archetype has been expressed as an image, or is
conceived out of this perception, nevertheless does not set this perception itself as the
actually essential thing in it, but the essential thing in it is the being which is looked at; to
which it is indeed not indifferent or accidental to be looked at, but which is by no means,
like the aesthetic object, in the perception itself and only for it what it is. That divine
archetype of humanity, which has been realised in the person of Christ, is what it is
essentially in itself and for itself, and only by being this for itself, also for the
contemplation of others, namely of the rest of humanity. It is a subject before it is an



object, a being before it is an appearance, and remains a being and a subject even after
it has become an object and an appearance for others.- All this is said by the concept of
the archetype as such, as it is conceived in abstract thought, independently of the
consideration of the historical form in which we believe we see its realisation. The
concept of the archetype, precisely because it goes beyond the conception as such,
because it has as its content a being-for-itself which lies beyond all conception, must be
conceived in a certain independence of the historical conception in which it is to find its
realisation; just as, as is well known, even at the time of Christ himself the concept of
the divine Logos (for this corresponds in all its main features to that which we now call
archetype) was first conceived independently of the conception of the historical Christ,
and only later transferred to the latter. But this concept is all the more in danger of being
conceived in a one-sided rationalistic way, in such a way that not only its abstract
version appears to be independent of its historical realisation, but also that its content
itself acquires the appearance of being something in itself, independent of such
realisation, and of not needing it. This, we think, is what most of the recent theories,
theological and philosophical, which have sought to base their Christology on this
concept, have in fact encountered, and hence the direction which we have seen the
criticism led by such theories take everywhere, even against the will of its originators, is
to eliminate the figure of the historical Christ altogether or to reduce it to insignificance.
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In contrast to this, we must insist that, even in its abstract formulation, the concept of
"Urbildlichkeit" (archetypal nature), if it is to be applied to the historical Christ at all, must
be positioned such that its truth remains dependent on its historical fulfillment. In other
words, it must recognize itself as empty, abstract, and contentless as long as it has not
been actualized in some historical manifestation which it indeed provides the criteria for,
but nothing more than just these criteria. — The way previous theology has understood
this concept, its truly essential, characteristic element was fundamentally a negative
one: the purity from moral flaws, the sinlessness of the archetypal God-man. The
positive element was always merely that closeness to God, an abstract consciousness
of God, which, in its universality, was not seen as the exclusive possession of the
archetypal human, but was viewed as the common inheritance of all. Only the purity of
this consciousness of God, the absence of all distorting and clouding elements
produced by sensuality and sin in other mortals, was supposed to distinguish the
archetypal human from the others, and only it was to bestow upon the historical image
of the Divine the power to cleanse and strengthen this consciousness for these people.
— Here, people have rightly asked why such effects necessarily require a historical
figure, since it is only the concept, the idea of such a flawless archetype conceived and
retained in the mind of each individual, through which these effects are primarily and
directly accomplished in the souls and minds of individuals *).

*} It is well known that this objection has often been raised, especially against
Schleiermacher's Christology. We refer above all to Baur's criticism in his
"Christian Gnosis" (p. 613 ff.) of Schleiermacher's concept of Christ's
"Urbildlichkeit”. Moreover, the main reason is to point out that the very same



objection also affects the Christology that has recently been attempted from
Hegel's standpoint. Indeed, this Christology has already been refuted in advance
by the founder of that philosophy. Baur goes on (p. 707 ff.) to offer a sharp and
poignant analysis of the Christology presented by Hegel in his lectures on the
philosophy of religion, demonstrating that Hegel's Christ is consciously and
explicitly what Schleiermacher's inherently is: an image of the divine, archetypal
humanity, or the unity of human nature with the divine, produced by the faith of
the community. For Hegel, this image of faith then expressly transitions into
"absolute knowledge," which doesn’t occur with Schleiermacher, who knows no
"absolute knowledge" that stands above "Christian consciousness”; i.e., it is
precisely recognized as such an image, in its distinctness from the historical
personality of Jesus, which is not this archetype, speculatively known and
scientifically understood, while speculation at the same time recognizes the truth
of the content hidden in this image in the form of the concept, i.e., in universality,
in the separation from the historical. Obviously, the same result as presented by
Strauss in his "final treatise.” However, Baur (p. 716) does attempt to rescue the
significance of the historical Christ according to Hegelian philosophy by ascribing
to him the generation of consciousness about that content, i.e., about the unity of
divine and human nature. But here the difficulty of historical proof arises;
especially since the concept of the divine Logos, as noted above, is a
demonstrably older one, and the authenticity of the statements attributed to
Jesus by John remains doubtful.

Added to this is the difficulty of historical proof for negative facts of the kind, like Jesus'
sinlessness, as long as it is not understood as the necessary consequence of a higher
positive. Even if we had much more complete accounts of the Lord's life than we
actually do, they alone would still not provide a fully objective testimony about his actual
freedom from sin. Regarding the missing information, we would continue to rely on his
self-testimony, whose credibility can only be derived from a positive of such nature,
which this view does not recognize. — However, this entire negative formulation of the
concept of "Urbildlichkeit" stems, upon closer inspection, from the unconscious bias that
it must be exhausted in abstract thought; that one must have been able to fully present
the conceptual archetype in the mind even before perceiving the historical archetype.
The archetype is treated as the object of an intellectual perception against which all
empirical and historical reality is supposed to be in a mismatch; if this archetype itself is
to be vindicated as an empirical and historical existence, it can only be done in a
negating manner, by keeping those moments of reality, in which this mismatch is based,
away from it. It is overlooked that this directly contradicts the assumption, which was
also not to be abandoned, that only in the historical Christ has this archetype been
revealed to us as a present and real one, whose nature, if it were an abstract and purely
conceptual one, would have to be present everywhere and uniformly at any time in the
mind.
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Through these considerations, we believe the statement is justified: that even the



concept of the archetype, although by its special nature it is essentially different and
extends far beyond, must still allow within itself a moment of the kind, like the one we
previously described as aesthetic in our consideration. If this concept does not render
the historical appearance of Jesus superfluous or at least one that, like other historical
facts, fades and disappears in the causal chain of events, then the content of this
concept must be the subject of a perception in which there is more than just the mere
thinking of the concept itself. However, the relationship between concept and content,
between thinking and perceiving, cannot be precisely the same here as with objects of
aesthetic perception in the narrower sense. While in these, the concept acts only as the
base, as the species or generic universality that only externally encompasses the
individuality of the object to be perceived without reaching it, here the concept must
rather give birth from and generate from the perception, because it is the concept of
something that exists only once and is not found anywhere else. Added to this is,
however, what is not unique to the subject matter at hand but is common to all objects
of moral-religious perception, its inwardness and subjectivity. Due to this, as previously
noted, in it, the moment of perception is only a transitional moment, only a bridge to the
conceptual insight that grasps the inner and hidden, but not in the same sense as with
aesthetic objectivity, an independent one that completes and fulfills itself. However, if
one wants to avoid rationalism in religious matters, which hollows out every living and
spirit-filled essence to empty conceptual generality, then it is essential to distinguish that
recognition which is based on perception and can only be acquired through perception,
from that abstract and aphoristic conceptual recognition which, even if it does not
always precede perception in time, always looks away from the individual and concrete
of perception and only extends over those general concepts which cannot be the
subject of perception as such.
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The knowledge whose nature we have here indicated in a way that is admittedly very
different from the usual one, is the same knowledge that can be called once and for all
by the name of religious or faith knowledge. In contrast to pure a priori knowledge,
which forms its concepts without the aid of experience only from the innate possession
of the mind, this knowledge stands in line with empirical, with experiential knowledge in
general. It is only rationalism that wants to place it together with a priori knowledge in a
common opposition to experiential knowledge. Of a priori knowledge, but not of it, what
rationalism takes upon itself to assert of both is true: that experience, sensuous
perception and conception are only the shell that encloses the concept, which is still
powerless in itself, but is stripped from the concept as soon as it has won itself in the
form of pure thought and absolute science. - In the case of common empirical
knowledge, the objects of which belong to the realms of nature and finite spiritual life,
even rationalism sees itself compelled to admit that here the concept can never be
completely cleansed of the elements of the imagination and sensuous perception that
cling to it from its origin. However, since the aforementioned mode of thought wishes to
vindicate all truth only for the concept or the purely spiritual idea, it consequently
declares, as it has developed in a recent philosophical system, this indelible empirical
residue to be a shortcoming of experiential knowledge. For this purpose, it invents the



category of "externality" or of the "outside-ness of the idea," and asserts that no
adequate knowledge is possible of this externality precisely because it is not true, but,
like the Platonic sophist, hides itself in the night of non-being. Rationalism, on the other
hand, does not dare to deny the full truth of the objects of religious knowledge; for this
very reason, however, it demands of this knowledge that it completely strip off the
empirical element and conclude and complete itself in the form of pure thought.
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The experience, which, in contrast to these rationalistic views, we must assert is not
merely a fleeting, but a lasting element in every religious knowledge, just as in any other
empirical knowledge, is not akin to ordinary experience, not a sensual one, and equally
not in the common sense, psychological or even externally historical. It is, without a
doubt, an experience of a higher nature, precisely the kind which we believe we cannot
describe more clearly than by the term "aesthetic" used by us previously. This term most
poignhantly designates that absolutely spiritual nature of the object of contemplation and
the contemplation itself, which is elevated not only above ordinary sensuality but also
above common understanding, even above reason itself. However, this term, as already
hinted at, only pertains to the moment of external, objective contemplation or
representation, with which such an experience certainly begins, but in which it does not
yet fully realize or complete itself. Aesthetic experience becomes moral, and specifically
in the higher sense, morally-religious (for there is also a lower moral experience, one
that strictly belongs to the realm of finite, historical spiritual life) when the contemplator's
sense is drawn from the appearance, from the sensually perceptible or historically
handed down exterior of the object of his contemplation into the inner nature of this
object, and, insofar as this inner remains forever inaccessible to him, is thrown back into
his own inner self, to search there for the complement to what is missing and externally
unattainable. Only here does it become clear why the object of such an experience
must possess a reality independent of the observer if the experience itself is not to be a
mere illusion. Only the real, that which exists for itself and is independent of the thinking
or imagining of another, can exert a real and vivid effect of this kind on the spirit seeking
to penetrate its depths, whereas that which is merely an object for foreign cognition, but
not a cognizing and acting subject itself, vanishes impotently into mere cognition. —
With this, we have described the practical side of faith-based knowledge, which,
according to our earlier indication, is as essential to it as the aesthetic-theoretical
aspect, and through whose union with the latter the formation of religious concepts and
ideas comes about. Faith in a morally-religious substance, the recognition of such a
substance, always presupposes a revelation of this substance, its emergence into
objectivity and appearance; but genuine faith does not remain fixated on the
contemplation of this objectivity but instead penetrates into the inner nature concealed
behind it, that is, for there is no other conceivable way of appropriating this inner, it
molds the substance of the faithful spirit into the nature of this religious substance.
Nothing else can be meant when Christianity speaks of the merit of faith, or when it
makes the validity, the imputation of every other moral service dependent on faith; on
that faith which, based on the revelation of the one and supreme God, yet not
contenting itself with a theoretical understanding of what has become objective in this



revelation, dedicates heart and soul to the substance of the Divine that has revealed
itself to mankind. Just as this faith arises on one hand from a vision, namely from the
vision of divine revelation, without which neither its object nor its goal could be given, it
is equally correct to say that it precedes the true and highest vision and forms the
precondition and precursor to it. This vision, the vision of the divine substance, not just
as appearance and object, in its everywhere only particular and externally accidental
manifestation, but as it is in and for itself, can only arise for the believer as a fruit of
molding his spirit into the substance, which thereby transforms from an inherently inner,
and therefore external and foreign to him, into one that is also inner and present for him.
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These brief remarks on the general nature of moral-religious cognition, which would
require a very different context to achieve a scientific exposition, we felt we had to insert
here in order to give a somewhat more detailed account of the sense in which,
according to our conviction, the step must be taken from a purely aesthetic-historical
view of the personality of Christ, as we described it previously, to the moral-religious
view of this personality as the divine archetype of humanity. — From all that has been
said, it follows that we can admit no possibility of arriving at the latter except from the
former, as we cannot avoid declaring faith that does not start from the perception of
something objectively given to be empty and without content. With this, we expressly
contrast the idea, repeatedly suggested in modern theology and philosophy since
Lessing (who first sought to guide in this direction), that Christianity could well exist
even without the scriptures, without the image of its divine founder preserved and cast
into permanent form in the scriptures. Indeed, we believe that by this turn we open up a
new perspective on the significance that has rightly been claimed for the holy scriptures
of Christianity since time immemorial. If the essential content of Christianity lay in a
doctrine, then this could certainly be preserved just as well without any written record or,
taken from such a record, after its destruction, through oral tradition. If the memory of
certain events, perhaps a series of signs and wonders, were required to authenticate
this doctrine as stemming from divine revelation, then one could also think of preserving
the memory of these events in a traditional way, whereby the factual truth would be
attested no worse than it is now by the written records. But the written records were and
still are absolutely essential for that purpose, the continuous realization of which we
cannot avoid recognizing as the true essence of Christianity. Only through them could
the image of the divine personality of the Savior be preserved in such a way that the
possibility remains open for all time for each individual to bring it into his mind as that
vivid perception from which, according to our previous remarks, true faith can be
produced. As certain as this perception should not disappear in the concept, in the idea
of the archetypal personality but should remain present in it with all its immediacy and
vitality; as certain as faith in the God who has revealed himself in Christ presupposes
the sight of the personal form which was the thoroughly inspired instrument of this
revelation: so indispensable it remains required that not only a concept of Christ, which
is constantly expanded and transformed in the spirit of the community, but also the
individual, historical form of the personal Christ be fixed by an external, intrinsically
indifferent means in the presence of the disciples, so that every individual's faith can be



kindled, nourished, and constantly rekindled by its perception. The tradition that
preserves this form must not lack even the apparently most trivial, individual features,
for it is only in such that the concrete reality of personal existence, which is what
matters here, reveals itself; the presence of these features in a completeness sufficient
for the re-creation of the living image of Christ from inspired perception is what has
expressed itself in the dogma of the theopneusty of the biblical records. On the other
hand, the purity of this tradition from any foreign admixture cannot be considered as a
necessary requirement for the integrity of this tradition. It cannot be considered as such
because these records are not meant to be a work of art, the purpose of which is
already fulfilled in perception as such, but because, on the contrary, they are meant to
lead the observer into a hidden interior beyond them, which he cannot reach without a
vigorous mobilization of his intellectual and moral powers. Their content, by its nature, is
a problem that each individual can only solve by the highest elevation of spirit and mind;
it cannot hurt but, on the contrary, will further stimulate that effort, which is indispensable
here if, externally, the records also present themselves to scientific observation as a
problem that requires an ever-renewing and ever-improving art of solution.
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Regarding the task posed by the nature of the content of the holy scriptures to the
observer wishing to internalize this content, it must not be forgotten that its solution
must also be effected in a different way from that in which one is accustomed to acquire
a purely theoretical content from writings which are expressly devoted to the
transmission of a doctrinal concept. Who Christ was, and in what way we are made
partakers of the salvation which he has brought to men: these two things, and whatever
else one may place the essence of Christian doctrine in, are not communicated to us in
their full extent by clear, unambiguous sayings of such a kind, the authority of which
would be outwardly authenticated in the personality of the speaker. It is not sufficient for
us to merely collect these statements externally and arrange them into a systematic
context, as the supernaturalist school of thought suggests. Rather, just as the general
conviction of the divinity of the biblical revelation can only be gained by seeing the
historical personality of the Lord, so also the further penetration into this content
depends on the increasing familiarity and, so to speak, on the uninterrupted personal
intercourse and contact with this sublime historical figure. The significance of the Lord's
teachings and sayings lies essentially in the fact that through them and in them his
essence, his personality, is revealed. Separated from this personality, as conventional
dogmatics and moral teachings often do, they are neither inherently understandable nor
suitable for direct application as didactic general concepts or moral commandments in
foreign life and knowledge domains. The same applies to all other parts of the biblical
revelation, insofar as they have Christ at their center and derive their divine authority
and authentication solely from their relation to him. Neither the Law and the Prophets,
nor even the teachings of the Apostles, mean anything to us when separated from the
historical context, the comprehension of which forms an inseparable whole with the
understanding and contemplation of the person of Christ. Despite the reluctance of the
traditional Church to explicitly acknowledge this, where the inclination has always been
and remains to derive a system of Christian doctrine and morality from all theoretical or



hortatory statements of the Old and New Testaments, separated from their historical
settings and motives, the actual doctrinal structure of the Church is evidently different
from what one could derive through such a method. That view of the whole of Christ's
personality and of the world-historical context into which this personality entered, that
familiarity with the inner, moral nature of this personality, of which we maintain that only
it can grant that which one seeks in vain to attain by abstract analysis and compilation
of the individual, has indeed already had a determining influence in the foundation of
that doctrinal edifice, and has, far more than the individual biblical doctrinal sayings and
commandments, also given the Christian faith its ecclesiastical form. - It is the
awareness that the biblical tradition can only be considered a source of ecclesiastical
faith in spirit and not in letter that led, in the Catholic Church, to the relegation of the
authority of the written word behind the authority of tradition and the spirit living actively
within the community. This, over time, unfortunately led to a real alienation from the
divine source. Protestantism reopened access to this source, but it cannot be absolved
from the criticism of consciously and expressly adopting, as the principle of its doctrine,
the letter of the scripture instead of the spirit. Of course, unwittingly, it retained from the
early Church much that does not originate in the biblical letter and rejected much that,
strictly speaking, would indeed derive from this letter.
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Given all this, it is essential to recognize a significant correction to the principle of
Protestant teaching when, in recent times, there has been a move to set aside earlier
formulas and place the essential moment of Christian faith in the recognition of the
archetypal dignity and significance of the historical, personal Christ. By doing this,
instead of the abstract concepts and doctrines that form the content of expressly
composed creeds for didactic or symbolic purposes, faith is provided with a concrete
subject for both aesthetic contemplation and moral striving. The archetypal nature of
Christ is indeed a matter of faith, in contrast to mere objects of knowledge, in that it
cannot be deduced from given facts through rational conclusions, but can only be
attained solely through inspired contemplation of what is presented and through moral
elevation of the spirit, which penetrates beyond the appearance of what is presented to
the inner core and essence of what is revealed therein. While it cannot be uniformly
demanded of every confessor of Christianity to acquire this conviction in a thoroughly
independent manner, through their own observation and research and to possess an
image of Christ, of which they are conscious in an inherently lively contemplation as the
divine archetype of humanity. In the majority of those who make up the Lord's
community, this faith, like previous confessional doctrines, will always have to retain the
character of an external authority-based belief, since the breakthrough to the freedom of
that insight into faith remains dependent on conditions of a higher, scientific education,
which can only be fulfilled by a few. However, as a result of the religious freedom
achieved through Protestantism, access to the sources remains open to everyone from
the community. This provides at least the possibility of an unlimited approach to that
independent insight for every individual. Each individual can and should, through their
own engagement with the holy scriptures, gain an image of the Lord that is sufficiently
clear for the needs of their intellectual education, even if not perfectly clear in all its



worldly relations. But the fact that the recognition of the divine archetype of humanity in
the person of Christ can be established as the principle whose confession provides the
point of unity for the Christian community as such is sufficient: it only requires that the
form of this personality be openly presented for the contemplation and critical research
of all. In whichever individual the image of it gains a clarity and firmness that can also
be communicated to others, that individual, through the communication of what they
have perceived and inwardly experienced, as well as externally tested through scientific
research, will become a guide to Christ in the truest and most direct sense, as in which
he could become through mere transmission of the general concepts, which one will
also never cease to derive as dogmatic and moral teachings from the statements of the
Lord and his Apostles.
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The immeasurable importance, which cannot be replaced by any general concept of the
kind by which both speculative and common Rationalism seeks to displace it, that we
too cannot help but ascribe to this view of an archetypal yet historically real personality
— as indeed world history itself testifies to it, which has been given a new shape by this
view — essentially rests on the significance which its subject has as a divine revelation,
in a far truer and livelier sense than the way in which common Supernaturalism
expresses this word. It is so certainly true, and Rationalism in all its forms and variations
is so certainly false, that, just as all human good and beauty, so too God Himself cannot
be known in the pure concept stripped of contemplation or shedding contemplation as
something to be overcome, but only through vivid contemplation and experience. The
experience through which He is recognized is precisely that ethical-religious one which,
as shown above, must start from a moment of objective, spirit-filled contemplation to
advance from this external side to the inner essence and self of its subject, which
everyone can only appropriate and recognize to the extent that he shapes his own self
into the nature of the object. Therefore, God can never reveal Himself to mortals in a
didactic or dogmatic way, through the communication of abstract concepts or pure forms
of thought in which His essence is to be captured. The formation of the concept, the
doctrine as such, is always left to the believers who have already appropriated the
revelation. After all, in the Christian Church, the doctrine of faith, not only the one
currently accepted but also any possible future form of it, was not pronounced by Christ
Himself and not even by His apostles, but was left to a historical process of formation,
purification, and completion within church life itself. What we, on the other hand, really
call the revelation of God in the immediate, true sense is always a being, not a concept;
a form presented to concrete representation and contemplation; but not one in which, as
in the aesthetic form, in the artwork, the inner, the spirit, would fully merge into the
externality of appearance. Now, among all the forms accessible to human
contemplation, the self-contained and indivisible form of human personality is not
necessarily the highest or most perfect for aesthetic contemplation as such (after all, a
combination of multiple forms, whether of static figures or dynamic actions and events,
can provide an equally perfect aesthetic view), but it is the only one in which the unity
and completeness of appearance correspond to an interior that is entirely unified and
self-contained. Thus, for humans, there can be no more perfect revelation of the divine



than that personal and individual one in the form of a real man who fully represents the
archetype of humanity conceived and designed by God Himself.
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The appearance of Jesus Christ marks, as is well known, the decisive turning-point in
world history, from which monotheism became the ruling fundamental conviction of the
whole part of mankind receptive to moral and spiritual education of a higher kind. If we
ask how the revelation of this great truth, this first and most important prerequisite of all
other truths of Christianity, took place, we must, if we proceed from the prevailing, be it
super-naturalistic or rationalistic conceptions, be extremely surprised to find, when we
examine the doctrinal sayings of the Lord, absolutely nothing of the kind that seems to
be intended for an explicit assertion of faith in One God. Jesus, however, addressed his
speeches first of all to the confessors of the Mosaic faith, with whom he could assume
monotheism to be completely established and beyond all doubt. But if it was so
essential for the justification of this content of faith that it should be expressly spoken by
the messenger of God, how would it have happened that Christ, at least indirectly, in his
proclamations of the future spread of his teaching over the Gentile world, would not
have emphasised this moment with a completely different emphasis than we actually
see him do? If his mission was to teach the unity of God to the Gentiles as a truth
revealed to them by God through him, how could he have avoided, even in his
conversations with the disciples and in his addresses to the Jews, combating or making
any explicit reference to Gentile idolatry and repeatedly affirming to them the truth that
only the Israelite Jehovah was the only God and Lord? Even in apostolic preaching, the
fight against pagan idolatry and idolatry is only incidental; it occupies roughly the same
place as the challenge to the Israelite law righteousness, but no more explicit.
Everywhere the proclamation of the unity of God is more in the manner of a tacit
presupposition than of an explicit doctrine; And even if, for the Jews, such a
presupposition could at best be regarded as a reference to earlier divine revelatory
sayings, for the Gentiles these sayings would have had to be excluded as an integrating
part of the evangelical proclamation in a quite different way from what we see in
apostolic times, if the opinion had really been to base the monotheistic doctrine of faith
on them in a supernaturalistic way as divine authorities. - The truth, however, is rather
that Christ became the founder of the monotheistic faith for the human race just as little
through doctrinal statements which he presupposed as through those which he himself
gave, but through his entire personal existence and appearance. It was not the
teachings of Jesus and his apostles that forced the pagans to abandon belief in their
gods and recognize them as false, but rather the view of the divinity revealed and
incarnated in Jesus replaced for them the mythical views that, by the time the gospel
was preached to them, had already lost their earlier power of enlightenment and bliss.
As far as the doctrine as such was concerned, there were by no means insignificant
echoes of a speculative monotheism among the Greeks and Romans even before
Christ, and in the next centuries after Christ, completely independent of his teaching,
and in part in explicit contradiction to it. These echoes, the philosophies of the Platonic
and some other philosophical schools of antiquity, are perfectly sufficient, whatever one
may object to them on the part of the supernaturalists, to prove that to the general



concept of the unity and personality of God, to the conviction that there is only One God
and that this God is a thinking and willing spirit, human reason could also arrive at by
itself, without any revealed knowledge of this concept - although, we believe we must
add according to our overall view of this historical development path, not without the
support of the material of the view that was given to her by the mythical revelation. This
speculative monotheism unmistakably became the basis on which the Christian doctrine
of faith was founded for the educated world at that time. It had to rely on the view which
Christianity granted of God revealed in the person of its founder to complete and fill it
out, and thus the opposite occurred to the rationalistic assumption, as if in positive
religion the idea of God had to be grasped before God could be grasped in his "truth",
i.e. in concept and pure thought. On the contrary, the God who has been revealed in the
person of Jesus Christ has proved himself to be one who is higher than all reason,
precisely because he had already been conceived in idea and concept in a twofold way
before this revelation, in the religious upsurge of Israelite consciousness and in the
philosophical upsurge of Hellenic consciousness, while both ways were only awaiting
their fulfilment through his living, tangible presence. - Not as if before Christ all concrete
perception of the divine, all living intercourse with the divine, had been denied to
men.This can hardly be our opinion, however seriously we take the concept of divine
revelation, which we find already in the pre-Christian religions, and by no means only in
the Jewish religion. On the contrary, we believe, as we have likewise already indicated,
that we must also derive, indirectly or directly, from revelatory facts of that kind by which
the divine has testified to man at all times in the history of the world, the concepts and
insights which are found in the philosophers of antiquity concerning God and divine
things;since we are convinced that reason, left to itself, is only capable of producing
formal concepts, but no real concepts full of content, such as every true concept of the
divine is, even if it is only conceived, as by some of the ancients, in its most abstract
form as the "idea of the good. But even if the unity and absolute spirituality of the divine
could be deduced from the infinite variety and dispersion of these revelatory facts with
the help of the forms of reason innate in the human spirit and brought to scientific
consciousness by philosophical speculation, the actual, inner essence and self of the
divine nevertheless remained unrecognised by men as long as it had not entered into
the midst of humanity in that form which alone is able to cherish and absorb it
completely.
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This meaning, which we have just attempted to designate, we believe we can ascribe to
the revelation of God in Christ, without our doctrine therefore being subject to the
reproach which has, however, not without some semblance of justice, been levelled
against that which has hitherto been regarded as orthodox: That it leaves unnoticed
how "it is not at all the way in which the idea realises itself, to pour out its whole fullness
in one exemplar and to be stingy towards all others, but that it loves to spread out its
riches in a multiplicity of exemplars, which complement each other, in the alternation of
of arising and dissolving individuals. "For it is evident from many of our intermediate
remarks, as it is from the very beginning from the opposition in which we have openly
and unabashedly placed ourselves against the exclusive principle of church doctrine,



that the way in which we consider ourselves convinced of seeing in the personality of
Christ the perfect archetype of humanity and the image of the divinity, excludes neither
an unlimited approach to this archetype by other mortals, nor even a real, true presence
of God in the doings and cognitions of other human personalities. The God who became
man in Christ is by no means a deus ex machina; by no means a God who would have
condescended to men only at this time and in this place, condescended because he
had previously experienced the inability of men to rise to him without such a concession
on his part. Rather, just as God, according to our sacred documents, has at no time and
in no place left himself unwitnessed by mortals, so we may also say of men that at no
time and among no people has the striving to grasp these testimonies and to
appropriate the substance of the divine through spiritual rebirth been entirely lacking,
and that it has everywhere developed to a greater or lesser degree of success. The
complete formation of the spiritual self and being of a human individual into the divine
substance, into which we place the concept of the revelation that took place in Christ, is
by all means only to be understood as the final and culminating point of a series of
manifestations of the divine in the human world, which for their part, just like that
formation itself, are based on an alternating activity and alternating union of the divinity
on the one hand and humanity on the other. The church doctrine itself has even
recognized this by stating that Christ could not appear until "after the time was fulfilled;"
only, of course, this doctrine one-sidedly restricted the pre-Christian revelation process
to Judaism and, as a result of this restriction, was only able to comprehend it as a
process of external, mechanical communication; whereby, in fact, the meaning of that
concession is again nullified.
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For one misses this meaning if one wants to refer the saying only to the receptivity of
men to what is offered to them through Christ. The true meaning is indisputably that,
since the incarnation of God in Christ is an act as much of humanity as of divinity, this
act cannot occur until humanity has grown and matured to accomplish it. It is an act of
humanity, we say; not an act of the individual man Jesus of Nazareth; the latter, rather,
was what he was already as a result of that double act of God's self-emptying and the
elevation of humanity to God. This elevation, however, because it does not concern the
individual as an individual, but the whole race, cannot be a sudden one, but must be a
gradual one. The human race must first have appropriated the divine in the form of
generality, must have brought to consciousness the dwelling of the divine substance
through the forms of natural and national deities, before it can give birth to the fullness
of this substance in the form of the subjugality and individuality of a human person. For
this very reason it is and remains inadmissible, indeed quite contrary to the true concept
of God's incarnation, to think of the appearance of God, who in this sense has become
man, as having taken place in a supernatural, miraculous way in the common sense of
the word, or as having been accompanied by phenomena through which the lawful
order of natural life would have been broken. Miracles in this sense would interrupt the
continuity of the process of world-historical revelation, on the condition of which alone it
is possible to think of the human race as a whole as self-active in this process. God
would appear in miracles, to revert to our previous expression, precisely as deus ex



machina, manifesting himself from outside to the human race through mechanical
intervention, rather than entering into the essence and nature of the human race in
accordance with his very being and self.

Far more than the reproach of an unseemly, all too abrupt emphasis of the one human
individual over the mass of the other individuals of the human race, the doctrine we
have set up has to fear the opposite, that, like that rationalistic doctrine which it
nevertheless expressly opposes, it amounts to a pantheistic deification of the whole
human race. We profess without any reservation or reserve the conviction that God,
who in Christ took the form of a real, human individual, did not enter into this individual
from outside, but was present in the human race from the beginning. His incarnation in
this individual, considered as such, is regarded by us as an event which, like all other
emerging events in the process of the development of humanity in world history, is
based on the one hand on the necessity and lawfulness of this process, and on the
other hand on the creaturely freedom which, within this lawfulness, constitutes the living
principle of movement; we know nothing of a special decision on the part of the
extraterrestrial God to descend precisely into this individual, after he had deliberately
kept himself aloof from all others. We deny the miracles by which God, first before
Christ, but only among the Israelite people, then in Christ himself, is said to have
revealed his external power over nature in breaking through the lawful course of nature,
and admit only such miracles as consist in manifestations of the power of the spirit even
over regions which remain inaccessible to him in ordinary conditions; But of these
miracles we affirm that they have taken place among the Gentiles no less than among
the Jews, and in Christ only in a more excellent manner than elsewhere. - These are all
assertions which, we do not fail to recognise, sound strongly of pantheism, and will not
fail to give many an offence to the confessors of the present doctrine of the church. Nor
do we dare to deny the possibility that someone with a view which agrees with the one
we have expounded in all the main moments up to this point, may really profess
pantheism, that is, as we must put it in this connection, the opinion that there is no other
God apart from that spirit of God which is native to the world and mankind, and which
has attained the most complete reality of its existence in the personality of Christ; That
therefore, as one has tried to express it, God only became a person in Christ and has
lived on as a person since Christ only in the spirit of the congregation. But our own
conviction is by no means this one indicated; nor should we think that the principles we
have set forth in the foregoing for the evaluation of the historical in Christianity bear
sufficiently clear traces, by which they certify themselves to have arisen from a different
philosophical-religious standpoint. We take the liberty of briefly pointing out the
connection of these principles with a world view that we consider to be theistic or
monotheistic in the true philosophical sense of the word, and, which will prove to be
inseparably connected with it, the significance that the true, scientific understanding of
the historical nature of the Christian revelation has for the aforementioned worldview
due to this connection.
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What makes us see the revelation of God in Christ as the pinnacle and center of all



inner-worldly manifestations of the divine is, as indicated several times, the form of
personality in which this substance confronts us here, — not merely as an imagined
one, as God was also conceived in Hebrew monotheism, nor merely as an object
appearing for contemplation, as in the mythical godly images of the Greeks, — but as a
real, living personality of a historical individual, which has fully formed its creaturely self
into the substance of the divine. Now, there are various perspectives from which one
can explain the great significance attributed to this form. On the one hand, it can be said
that within the earthly world the divine is not able to be active in any more complete way
than in that which at the same time contains the most comprehensive and most intense
reality of finite existence as such. Accordingly, the manifestation of God as a person in
Christ would be understood only as a relative highest within a specific sphere of
existence, not as an absolute highest for the divinity itself. However, since this sphere
would be the same one to which our knowledge should be forever limited, we could not
conceive of another way of divine being and acting; for us, this manifestation of the
divine would remain the absolutely highest, just as only the God manifesting within the
realm of appearance open to us would be the truly real and active one. However, to the
extent that this standpoint, as we actually see it happen in most scientific as well as
popular formations of it, would place greater weight on the belief that God indeed has
an existence beyond this sphere of appearance upon which we depend, no personality
of this extramundane God could be spoken of; the God recognized as personal would
be entirely the inner-worldly, the one appearing in the forms of finitude. — In a higher
sense, that rationalistic system, which we have already encountered several times in
our consideration, has tried to grasp the concept of God's inner-worldly personality by
drawing the conclusion from the proposition that God is essentially spirit, that he, as
spirit, must not only come to consciousness in the form of objectivity to the perceiving
and thinking human mind, but also to self-awareness. This, however, only happens
when a human individual, in its selfhood and individuality, directly knows itself as God,
and transfers this consciousness of its unity with God to the rest of humanity, whose
unity with God is thus mediated by that individual. Thus, the form of personality that God
assumes in Christ would indeed be an absolute one, concerning his own essence and
self, not just his appearance before people; at the same time, however, this personality
would be the only one that God possesses at all, meaning God is not eternally a person,
but only became a person over the course of time and world history.
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Neither the one nor the other of these two views, as can be seen from our preceding
considerations, is ours: neither the one nor the other contains the sense in which we
believe to recognize the inherent, eternal personality of God in the personality of Christ.
— We have repeatedly expressed, particularly in contrast to the latter view, that what
constitutes for us the aspect of divinity in the appearance of Christ is not that abstract
self-consciousness in which he recognizes himself as one with the Father, but the
concrete totality of his personal being and doing, as it is the object not of abstract
conceptual knowledge but of vivid, ethical-religious perception and experience.
Personality was always seen by us as only the form within which the substance of the
divine, as of the human spirit, develops to its highest intensity and vitality; however,



without us being induced to consider it in the sense, as the first of those two explanatory
ways does, as merely finite, as a mere form of appearance, which does not apply to the
essence of the God beyond the world. Rather, as we recognized the God who became
man in Christ, not as a mere object for human contemplation or conception, but as one
both inner and self-existent, and recognized as an object of ethical faith only by virtue of
his inwardness and self-existence: we thus acknowledged personality as valid and
applicable also for the essence and substance of the Divine. And this is indeed our
conviction, which, philosophically, we believe to be thoroughly justified, but which here
we can only express and not scientifically elaborate and vindicate: that the general
forms of thought and reality, the categories, which we recognize as absolutely valid for
every finite existence, assert the same validity also for the divine, without thereby the
divine as content, as real substance, becoming one and the same with the finite. We
believe that this view, which for us is rooted in a different scientific foundation, also
forms the indispensable prerequisite for what we recognized as the unchangeable basic
conception of Christianity. For if the forms of finite existence were not applicable to God,
then there could truly be no talk of such a revelation of God in which we would
assuredly see or hear something divine; for what we see and hear, we always see and
hear only in those forms, the applicability of which to God is precisely what is contested.
— With this basic view, the question arises quite naturally and unsought for us: if the
divine, in general, is in the same forms of existence as the human, not just appears, but
truly is, how is it that it should lack this highest and most perfect form, the form through
which the spirit is truly in itself and for itself, for so long, while the finite spirit of man has
already partaken of it for a long time? This would clearly be the case if, as the
pantheistic doctrine we referred to earlier wishes it, that God's spirit inherent to the
world and humanity, which only achieves self-consciousness and personality in Christ,
were the only or the whole God.
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The objection expressed here can only be circumvented scientifically by admitting that
the very form of spiritual existence, which encompasses the greatest fullness and depth
of this existence, must necessarily also be the most original and first, the one from
which all other forms of existence of the spiritual, and with the spiritual also the natural,
have their origin. — We believe that the truth and necessity of this concession can be
proven by the strictest philosophical dialectic, but we do not find it appropriate for the
present consideration to incorporate such a proof. It is more pertinent for us to point out
how, entirely independent of such scientific reasoning — yet we must nonetheless insist
on its complete independence from the authority of biblical pronouncements — the
simple religious contemplation of the historical Christ in his being and appearance, in
his words and actions, has always led all who approached it with a faithful spirit and
without preconceived opinions to a conviction corresponding to what we have
described. We cannot indeed rely on explicit doctrinal statements of the Lord or his
apostles. Even though among them many can be found that have rightly been
considered as evidence for theistic belief in contrast to pantheism, they bear, especially
the former, too much of the character of enigmatic words and oracles, so that they could
all with some semblance of justification be drawn to the pantheistic side. The Lord, as



we have repeatedly hinted, spoke deliberately in this tone because the purpose of his
appearance was not to make statements about beliefs on which his disciples could base
their faith system as on external authority without their own spiritual uplift. However, it is
a fundamentally different turn of argument if we claim that from the overall perception of
Christ's personal appearance in the unity of all its aspects, the ethical conviction arises:
that the Father he proclaimed and to whose will he traced his actions and suffering was,
first for Christ's own consciousness and then in fact and truth, not that impersonal,
worldly God who only elevated Himself to personality in Him, but an extra- and
supra-worldly God, existing eternally in the same form of personality to which the former
had only ascended over time. Here, it is permissible — albeit with the reservation of the
right to science we have recognized once and for all, which must not be affected in any
way — to speak of a Christian feeling, of a Christian consciousness, which has the
concept of a personal God and world creator, who relates to the divine Son in the way
mentioned and through him to all who become God's children with the help of His spirit,
precisely as Father, as an essential part of itself, i.e., as one without which it could
neither retain the ethical-religious perception granted by the figure of the historical
Christ nor accomplish the work of spiritual rebirth to which it is driven by this perception.
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However deeply we are convinced that genuine faith in God's revelation in Christ, the
authentic, vivid perception of the revealed God in the person of Christ, cannot persist
without the acknowledgment of that theistic premise, it's equally undeniable that neither
the teachings nor the appearance of Jesus — insofar as they are both subjects of such
spiritual faith and vision — provide a basis for understanding His relationship with the
heavenly Father as exclusive and simultaneously extra- and supernatural in the way
traditional church doctrine has perceived it. On the contrary, this view is in direct
opposition both to the natural and straightforward meaning of the Lord's teachings and
to His overall demeanor and mode of action. When Jesus, instead of all other titles with
which Jewish and then church-Christian dogmatism endowed Him, bestows upon
Himself the simple title of "Son of Man," it is most clearly stated that His divine self did
not come into the world from outside but was born from the spirit of the world and
humanity through intrinsic development and self-unfolding. Faced with such a consistent
and loudly spoken self-testimony, no profoundly insightful person would think to interpret
those parabolic statements about the sending of the divine Son into the world — which
has fallen away from God and become estranged from Him — as if they were meant to
discuss a purely mechanical dispatch of the Divine into an entirely ungodly environment.
Especially in statements of this kind, Jesus includes — in the contrast in which He, as
the divine Son, stands to the genuinely de-divinized part of humanity, a contrast indeed
driven to its utmost in Him — the prophets and all god-filled people of the past and hints
at a continuity of connection in which His appearance relates to their appearance. — It
is the continuity of this connection alone that could both cause and justify the transfer of
the concept of the divine Logos to the person of Christ, in which, as we have tried to
show in our sixth book, as we sought to demonstrate in our sixth book, the Apostle John
preceded his fellow disciples and the Christian church doctrine, which, to be fair, did not
entirely understand this philosophical term correctly. The Logos was understood in



Hellenistic philosophy, from which John borrowed this concept, as an entirely
intra-worldly principle; and John perceived it as such, as is most evident from the
prologue to the Gospel named after him, which describes the person of Jesus Christ as
the embodiment or incarnation of the Logos but comprehends the formation of the
Logos in the world as one and the same act with the creation of the world *).

*) The words €1g Td idia nABe in John 1:11 are interpreted by most commentators,
not without significant reasons, as referring not to the world in general but to the
Jewish people in particular. However, verse 1:10 clearly demonstrates that the
Apostle did not make this statement in an exclusive sense but, in the true spirit of
Hellenistic philosophy, adhered to a universal view of the Logos' immanence in
the "world" (ev Tw kK6GPW). — The words o kéopog &1 auto gyeveto find a
surprising counterpart in the words of Philo (in the second book de Monarchia,
Opp. ed. Mang. Il, p. 225): Adyog O¢ €oTIv €ikwv Beou, O OU OUUTTAG & KOGHOG
€0NUIOUPYEITO.
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Indeed, based on everything said so far, we must declare this primal impartation and
infusion of a divine substance into the world created by God, emerging from
nothingness through His act of creation, as the indispensable prerequisite. Only through
this can the religious conviction of the divine revelation in the person of Christ also be
philosophically justified, and particularly can it be reconciled with a scientifically
grounded theistic system. Solely under this precondition, and under no other
whatsoever, is that particular concept of the unity of the divine nature in Christ with the
human capable of correct understanding and scientific comprehension, which the
Church has rightfully made its main and foundational dogma. However, it has been
challenging for the Church to find the proper expression for this concept, one that
safeguards it against heretical misunderstandings of the most opposing kinds, because
the Church neglected to sufficiently account for both its necessary preconditions and its
inherent aspects. The assertion that Christ, as much as he was genuinely God, was
also genuinely human, becomes entirely hollow, even a completely illogical,
self-contradicting statement, as soon as even one of the conditions under which
elsewhere human existence is presupposed, or any of the determinations and
boundaries that define humanity not just in a negative but also in a positive sense (since
no true position can be conceived without inherent negation or boundary) is thought to
be annulled or non-existent in Christ. Hence, for Christ to be a genuine human, in terms
of his human personality, he must be considered an organic product of the species
character of humanity, which unfolds itself following the general laws of nature. Thus,
the subjectively divine in him can only be understood presupposing a substantively
divine in humanity in general, to which it relates in the sense of subject to substance, or
individual to universal. By this presupposition, it's not that all of humanity, i.e., every
other individual human being, is declared divine in the same sense that, according to
our faith, only Christ is divine. It's also not that "instead of the individual, the idea,
namely the idea of humanity, is posited as the subject of the predicates that the Church



ascribes to Christ." Instead, it is only stated that the divine substance, which has come
to self-consciousness and concrete reality in Christ, does inherently belong to humanity
in general by idea, and without this inherent general existence, it couldn't have achieved
self-consciousness in the form of an individual human.
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With this fundamental view of the infusion of the divine substance into the world in
general, and not specifically into the person of Christ, we cannot indeed deny the
pantheistic system, which in the manner just indicated demands a change of the subject
for the predicates attributed by the church to the historical Christ, the concession that
many of the church dogmas in their current form have emerged from a confusion of that
general divine substance with its specific appearance in the person of the historical
Christ. If in the oldest speculative form of Christian teaching, in that so-called Gnosis or
secret doctrine *) supposedly conveyed by the resurrected Christ to the three apostolic
pillars of his community (as far as we know its content from the writings of the Apostle
John), if in it the predicate of divine sonship is strictly linked to the concept of the Logos
and only through this concept to the personal Christ: then we may venture to pronounce
it as the documentary meaning of this venerable doctrine, that the offering of the
only-begotten son into the world, which it describes as the means by which divine love
accomplished the salvation of believers, should be understood, instead of, as it usually
is, the sacrificial death of Jesus, rather as that original infusion of the divine Logos into
the essence of the world in general, which only reached its peak in the appearance of
Christ. **)

*) Cf. above Book VI, p. 191.

**) It seems to me, to decide how far this can really be regarded as the
documentary meaning of John, it mainly depends on the interpretation of the
predicate povoyeviig, with which he refers to the divine son in the two places
where he speaks of this offering (John 3, 16. 18. 1 John 4, 9). For my part, | am
convinced that this word, although its direct use before John cannot be directly
demonstrated, was either borrowed by him directly from Hellenistic Logos
doctrine or at least formed with explicit reference to the predicate of TpwToTOKOC,
which, as we know from Philo, the Alexandrian school gave to the Logos (the
Adam Kadmon of the later [or perhaps already earlier? cf. 1 Cor. 15, 45]
Kabbalah). Although | would not necessarily agree with the hypothesis of
Clericus that John invented his povoyeviig specifically to correct Philo, it is quite
conceivable how, because of the difficulty of applying that expression to Christ,
he transformed TTpwTdTOKOG IiNto ovoyevhg, without initially wanting to express
anything other than the concept of the Logos as a divine primal product and
archetype of all creatures. The way John introduces the concept of povoyevrg in
the prologue (eBcaocaueba Tnv 86&av aiTéu, dGEav WG povoyevoug TTapd TTaTPOg
V. 14) shows that he treats it as a well-known concept equivalent to that of the
Logos; but also V. 18 refers to the Logos as such, as is evident from the
unmistakable reference to Proverbs 8, 30. The €¢dwkev in John 3, 16 is a more



characteristic expression than ameotaAkev in 1 John 4, 9; the latter can hardly be
understood other than as referring only to the person of Jesus, as the polemical
reference against Cerinthus (cf. above Book VII, p. 389) suggests; edwkev, on
the other hand, refers specifically to the Logos as such and is mistakenly related
by some interpreters to the crucifixion of Jesus.

It has subsequently become customary in the church, for important speculative reasons
and references, to designate this essence of the divine son or Logos even before his
dedication to the world, i.e., according to the usual conception, before Christ's
incarnation, — according to our conception even before the creation of the world, — as
a divine personality, as the second person in the deity. This was done, on the one hand,
with the perceptible contribution and cooperation of the already existing view of the
Logos which had become a historical personality in Christ; although, as mentioned, the
philosophical foundation, the philosophical truth of this conception, is independent of
this, and the pre-Christian Logos doctrine with Philo and others unmistakably tends to
conceive of the Logos as a spirit conscious of itself and existing for itself, as a person.
On the other hand, the doctrinal concept of the divine trinity could not help but influence
the dogmatic formation of the relationship between the Logos idea and the personal
Christ; it was tempting to present the identity of these two as an immediate one,
whereas in truth it is rather mediated by the world-historical process of the development
of the Logos innate to humanity into the personal form of a real human being, a
historical individual. Thus, it happened that the profound philosophical concept of the
offering of that second divine person, the son begotten from eternity by the divine father
(— we call it a philosophical concept because it is only implied, not explicitly contained
in the religious basic conception of Christianity and in the explicit doctrinal statements of
Christ, and to be brought to explicit consciousness and clear insight, required the
cooperation of philosophical speculation —), instead of its original universal meaning,
has received an exclusive and particularistic one, a meaning to which genuine
philosophical science has always been able to adapt itself only reluctantly, never to
sincerely confess.
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Upon closer examination of this concept of the incarnation of the divine Son, as
understood in such different terms by the existing church and by genuine Christian
speculation, the significant and deeply profound ideas of the suffering, death, and
resurrection of this Son come into focus and demand an interpretation consistent with
our previous insights. We must establish a perspective which, however paradoxical it
may seem at first glance, upon careful and unbiased consideration will prove to be the
only scientifically tenable way of explaining and interpreting the extremely weighty ideal
content that church doctrine has invested in the facts concerning the personal Christ —
content which, as is well-known, it deems identical with those conceptual
determinations. Indeed, we have no intention of explaining these great events of
evangelical history in a way that would detract in the slightest from recognizing their
moral value and their significance in world history. We believe our previous
historical-critical treatment of these events provides ample testimony to our perspective



on this matter. However, this recognition is not only entirely independent of the validity
of the dogmatic content that existing church doctrine attributes to them, but it can truly
emerge only after these dogmatic determinations have been separated from the
historical facts as such. Or rather, only after the conceptual distinction between the
dogmatic and the historical elements has been made can the dogmatic significance be
understood not as something inherent in the facts, but as something mediated by their
historical significance. Above all, it must be understood how the dogmatic statement on
the necessity of those conceptual determinations, which church doctrine has wrapped in
the symbolic notions of suffering, death, and resurrection of the incarnate God, is in its
broader sense no less independent of the appearance of the historical Christ than,
according to our previous observation, the statement on the incarnation of the divine
Logos, i.e., on its primal integration into the essence of the world. Their meaning, in this
generality, is none other than that this incarnation is based on a humiliation, a
self-emptying of the divine essence or, more precisely, that eternal divine image and
likeness, that second person in the deity which alone, but not the Father as such, can
be conceived as given to the world, if the pitfalls of pantheism are to be avoided and the
theistic moment, which we recognized as necessitated by the indispensable need of all
true religiosity and no less also by a logically consistent philosophical speculation, is to
be preserved. This second divine self, the eternal Son or Logos, necessarily perishes as
he enters the world; he dies, meaning the form of personality in which he has been with
the Father from eternity, is negated in him and elevated into the impersonal universality
or potentiality from which the infinite diversity and multiplicity of creatures is to emerge.
But from this form of alienation from himself, he rises over time and in the course of the
development of the world essence to spiritual selfhood and personality, thus celebrating
his resurrection. He celebrates it not only at a single moment in world history or in a
single creaturely individual, but at all times, ever since there have been spiritual,
self-conscious creatures, in all those creatures who renounce their immediate, finite
ego, their creaturely selfhood, and surrender themselves for rebirth in the spiritual
substance of the Logos, who is known in all as One and the Same.
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This, as | have said, is the general sense of those ideas which occupy so important a
place in the Christian creed, inasmuch as they would be conceived in conceptual
knowledge independently of the historical relations with which they have merged in this
creed. However, they were not conceived in this way before Christianity, for the reason
that the conceptions as such were still more explicitly tied to historical facts than the
general conception of the personality and incarnation of the Logos, and were only
formed on the occasion of these facts. But even older in origin than those philosophical
systems in which the idea of the Logos came to scientific consciousness are the
symbolic legends found among various peoples of antiquity of the suffering and death
and rebirth of one or another of their gods, - of Osiris, Attys, Zagreus and others, - in
which, however distorted by poetic fables and superstitious additions of all kinds they
are presented to us, we must not fail to recognise the deep background of the meaning
common to them all. But even apart from these special ideas, which, however, only
gained a firm footing in Christianity, it is permissible to say that the entire polytheism of



pre-Christian antiquity has its truth and justification precisely in this, and a religious
content which is not in the least inferior to the religious content of Hebrew monotheism
in depth and real meaning, and is not in the least less to be regarded as originating in
divine revelation: that the divine essence, which constitutes its object, is in fact and in
truth that which is divided into the multiplicity and colourful multiplicity of the
world-being. Polytheism as such by no means lacks the living perception of a divine
reality; what it lacks in fact is only the higher consciousness of the relation of this
appearing reality of the divine to the One divine Idea and Substance. For this reason,
therefore, those conceptions which evidently presuppose a consciousness of this
relation, could not actually break through within paganism; they rest only as dark,
unsolved riddles in its background. With Christianity, which opens up this insight, they
come to the fore, and here it is without doubt not to be regarded as a coincidence, but
as a world-historical necessity, if the content of these ideas has found its counterpart in
the destinies and life events of the founder of this religion, if these destinies and life
events have been brought about by a coincidence in which the divinely enlightened
Christianity has been able to take part, in which the divinely enlightened intellect and the
holy will of their sublime bearer, which, however, remained quite remote from all
arbitrariness in the choice of means as well as in the setting of ends, had the most
essential share, have shaped themselves into a symbolic expression of the great truth,
which in them at the same time became a special historical fact and event.
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Thus, when in the manner just indicated, the general ideal content that has become
attached to those great facts of the gospel history in the perception of the Christian
community, not accidentally, but also not yet in the form of conceptual truth, is separated
from them and is presupposed as something that stands firm even independently of
them — only then do these historical facts also shape themselves into truly
inexhaustible subjects of philosophical-religious contemplation. For only in this way can
the significance of these facts, mediated by a contrast of real and ideal moments, be not
only grasped in blind faith but also processed in comprehending thought. The moral
greatness of the suffering and violent death voluntarily endured by Jesus can, as might
have emerged from our historical presentation of these weighty events, be recognized
and understood independently of insight into the details of this significance. This
recognition is based solely on the general necessity of this suffering, grasped in moral
sentiment, not in comprehending thought. To fully appreciate the nobility of soul and the
strength of character revealed in accepting this suffering, we need not attribute to the
Lord himself a conceptual knowledge of all the purposes and motives of this suffering.
What we must attribute to him in this regard is merely the simple awareness, as
mentioned, given in sentiment and imagination, that it had to be so and no other way,
that it was the will of the Heavenly Father. The morality of that higher sphere to which
this action belongs has this in common with the aesthetic: the moment of knowing and
recognizing, the consciousness of conceptual significance, is indeed contained in the
solid substance of the morally acting spirit, but initially as a negated content. The moral
individual of this higher sphere, which essentially belongs to the realm of religion or the
absolute spirit, can act unconsciously in the same sense that the artistically creative



genius, without explicit scientific consciousness, incorporates the concepts and ideas
into his work that the philosophical observer extracts from it through reflective thought.
Precisely for this reason, however, a task quite similar to that concerning works of art
has to be solved by philosophical reflection in relation to this moral action. It is up to it to
bring to consciousness the motives and purpose relations from which that necessity
emerges, which in the action itself and its immediate, unreflecting view is simply known
as an existing demand but is not recognized in the totality of its moments and content
determinations.
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Without a doubt, it would be a fundamentally flawed interpretation of the significance of
Jesus' suffering and violent death if one wanted to impose on its acceptance the explicit,
self-conscious intention of conveying that speculative statement, which we just identified
as the actual dogmatic content of church belief in the suffering and death of the divine
Son, to the masses incapable of deeper thought, thus also preparing the scientific
consciousness of the same that should be grasped by a later, more advanced
generation. By such reflective consciousness about the meaning of his death, Jesus
would have, instead of depicting through his act of self-sacrifice that eternal act of the
divine Son's self-sacrifice in a genuine, i.e., immanent manner, rather separated it from
that eternal act as a mere external image or counterfeit of it. Thus, the faith that we later
find as the faith of the community would have to be seen as pure superstition, and the
evocation of this faith through the act of the Redeemer as deliberate deception. If one
also wanted to assume the same intentionality regarding the fact of the resurrection, in
such a way that the Lord's reappearance after his crucifixion had the express purpose of
sensually depicting the eternal fact of the resurrection of the divine Son, which has been
repeatedly happening in the created world since its creation and since the birth of the
divine Logos into it, in a manner corresponding to the sacrifice of this Son: one would
have no choice but, unless one wanted to revert to the hypothesis of artificial
mystification and machinery in the alleged facts of the death and resurrection of Christ,
to present God Himself, the reviver of the crucified or the creator of those visions that
his disciples saw, as the author of such deception. Against such external modes of
representation - to which, however, a rationalistic understanding of the chain of thought
indicated here would almost necessarily lead - the faith that follows church doctrine was
entirely right to insist on the identity of the facts we treated as distinct, to insist that the
significance of the fact of the Lord's death and resurrection is given directly, and that
one does not need to seek a significance distinct from the fact as such. This would be
the same contrast as that which was discussed at the time of the Reformation
concerning the Eucharist and there gave rise to the separation of the two Protestant
confessions; where the deeper intuition of the truth, according to our deepest conviction,
was on the Lutheran side, as little as we can consider the immediate dogmatic
expression sufficient. Both the suffering and the death of Jesus Christ not only signify
but are truly the eternal self-sacrifice of the divine Son; also in the appearances of the
risen Jesus Christ, the eternal resurrection of the Logos is effective and present in fact
and truth, not just for the imagination or representation of the believers. And both are
present in both, not merely in the same way as they are also present in other historical
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which has often been raised, not without reason, against the pantheistic view of the
process of world-historical revelation, as well as against that of the previous church
doctrine: what is to be thought of the entire extraterrestrial creation, and whether it
should be thought of as stripped of that divine Logos who only became man on earth?
Rather, that moment is to be sought in the nature of the human race, whose nature and
substance, according to church doctrine no less than according to ours, constitutes,
apart from the substance of the Logos, the second factor in the creation of the personal
God-man, as in every other fact of revelation.
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With this question as to the nature of the generation to which Christ belongs according
to the natural side of his existence, we, in seeking by it the answer to the question
raised before, enter at the same time into a new sphere of ideas which are likewise still
contained in ecclesiastical chrismology, without their being considered exhausted by the
definitions we have given so far. According to the doctrine of the Church, it is the
sinfulness of the human race, an apostasy from God and disobedience to God, for
which the progenitors of this race were expressly responsible, and by which, if this race
should nevertheless be saved and raised to the blessedness ordained for it by God, the
necessity of the incarnation of the divine Son, and especially the necessity of his
suffering and death, was brought about. - Some will perhaps believe that they have
already found the sufficient interpretation and explanation for these dogmatic teachings
in our previous discussions. In particular, this would not be far from those who come to
our present consideration with the pantheistic views of modern philosophy. Those who,
like this pantheism as a whole, have a purely negative view of sin and evil, would only
be acting logically if they wanted to relate the concept of hereditary sin, from which,
according to church doctrine, the death of Christ redeemed the human race, to the finite
nature of the creaturely world in general, which has not yet been fully penetrated by the
divine Logos, and the concept of redemption to its rebirth out of the substance of the
Logos, which, as was pointed out earlier, cannot take place without a gift of this
substance to the world. Even if, however, one does not consider this purely negative
concept of evil and sin to be true or sufficient in general - as we are convinced in our
part and have repeatedly shown in our explanations of the evangelical speeches and
sayings of the Lord that the ethical-religious worldview which underlies these speeches
and is awakened by them has as one of its most essential and undoubted constituents a
decidedly positive concept of evil: - Even then one can nevertheless find oneself
inclined to explain the ecclesiastical concept of original sin in this negative sense, and
consequently to ascribe no other meaning to that of redemption than that indicated
here. It is all the more possible, the more difficulty that very positive concept of evil, as
essentially rooted in creatural freedom, the freedom of the individual, seems to oppose
the assumption as if such evil could in any sense be inherited, as if, instead of the
individual as a spiritual single creature, as a rational being, it could be attached to the
natural collective act of the race or be regarded as culpable from it. - Furthermore, it is
all the more undeniable that, as far as the Lord's own discourses are concerned, the
concept of original sin is nowhere expressly stated, either directly taught or as the basis
of other doctrines. The proclamation of the kingdom of heaven, which may be regarded



as the entire content of these doctrinal sayings, makes what is promised appear, on the
whole and on the whole, much less in the light of deliverance from the positive evil of
sin, than of an absolute spiritual good, whose unlimited value is completely independent
of all opposites of evil. If, however, in individual sayings there is talk of a forgiveness
even of sins, of a reconciling power of Jesus' death that brings about this forgiveness,
there is still room for the assumption that the dogmatic views of the apostolic church,
which demonstrably took this direction very early on, may not have remained without
influence on the form in which these sayings have been handed down to us.
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Notwithstanding these circumstances, the weight of which we are well aware, and which
are by no means disregarded by us in drawing the general conclusion as to the religious
significance of the appearance of Christ, we nevertheless confess that for our part we
cannot fail to ascribe to the dogma of the Fall and Redemption another content, not only
for the religious conception, but also for the conceptual cognition. That the formation of
the divine spirit into the creaturely, the rebirth of the creaturely in the divine, does not
take place with the steadiness of a natural law, but under the struggles of world history;
that the perfect realisation of the divine kingdom, the perfect separation of good from
evil, has been postponed, both for the whole of the human race and for its individual
persons, to an existence on the other side of the earth, but that in this side, too, for the
spiritually reborn persons, the necessity of earthly death has taken the place of such
realisation: In this we find ourselves compelled to see a self-inflicted disproportion in
which the generation as such stands to the destiny assigned to it by its Creator. Such a
disproportion is to be distinguished from that gulf by which, according to the original
concept of creation, all creatures of a lower kind - including the spiritual ones in their
immediate or natural determination, according to which the spirit is only the finite or
subjective, not the absolute or divine one - are separated from the creatures reborn in
the divine spirit. Such a distinction of the stages of creaturely existence we believe, as |
have said, to be discovered already in the necessity of the concept of creation as such,
and therefore to have to think of it as extending over all worlds beyond no less than over
ours on this side. To refer to this, then, the opposition of sin and redemption, first or
only, would seem to us an unseemly confusion of concepts, though it cannot be denied
that the ecclesiastical doctrine of this opposition has also included that view for which
this doctrine has not been able to find any other expression. - It would go too far for the
purpose of this present consideration if we were to include in its entirety the train of
thought by which we believe this assumption to be philosophically founded. We
therefore feel compelled to refer here, as well as to many other points that have come
up in this book, to scientific discussions elsewhere *), but to limit ourselves here to the
one point that is of initial interest to us here.

*) The author believes he may expect that no one will allow himself to judge the
philosophical part of his present work without having compared at least the
following three of his older philosophical writings, which stand in the closest
relation to what is dealt with here: "The Idea of the Godhead, a Philosophical
Treatise" (in particular the last main section, pp. 234-373), the treatise "on the



philosophical significance of Christian eschatology” in the theological studies and
criticisms of 1836, issue 2, and the review of Romang's works "on determinism
and freedom of will" in the Heidelb. Jahrb. October 1836.
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In the disproportion of humanity as a species to the idea of humanity conceived in the
creative spirit of God, the reason is to be sought why the human race could attain its
archetype, that perfect representation of the personality of the divine Logos in the form
of creaturely personality, only once, only in one of its individuals. In place of the direct
realisation of the archetype, the human race, through its fall into sin, had initially entered
a state in which only an external, objective, intellectual contemplation of the archetype
could take place, an aspiration towards the archetype as a distant and otherworldly one.
The goal of this striving, the real, actual equality, could, as moral-religious experience
shows us our generation to be really constituted, be neither completely attainable nor
absolutely unattainable for the generation as such. In the former case, for there would
be no real disproportion at all, no real fall into sin, since the realisation of the divine
archetype, the appropriation of the divine Logos, according to that concept of creation
which we recognise as the only truly speculative one, could in any case only take place
through a self-deed of the human race, not through mere suffering reception of the
divine gift. In the latter case, however, the gulf between the human and the divine would
have proved to be completely unfillable, and the race would have proved itself to be
completely lost and rejected before God, and to be, in all its members, for all eternity
incapable of the salvation ordained for it by God. - Neither one nor the other of these
consequences has really come to pass for the human race, as religious experience
teaches us (for, of course, nothing can be said about these things a priori, from pure
conceptual knowledge); the race has really placed itself in possession of a divine
salvation, though not an undisturbed or unclouded one, but rather one that cannot be
attained by every individual without inner and outer struggles, without suffering and
renunciation. Therefore, in relation to the attainability or non-attainability of the
archetype through the generation as such, an intermediate must have occurred. This
mediator, however, as philosophical-religious observation of world history teaches us,
consists precisely in the fact that the half-conscious, half-unconscious striving of the
race towards its archetype continued until the archetype was in fact realised in one of its
individuals; But as soon as this point was reached, the possibility of a direct, real
sharing of the archetypal nature did not arise for the others, but only the complete
consciousness of the true nature of their condition and its distance from the archetype,
of the possibility of a realisation of the archetypal condition for each individual, not in
this existence, but only in an existence beyond, and of the moral conditions of such a
realisation in the hereafter.
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It is only in consequence of the views set forth here that it can be said that the two

moments into which this fact threatened to break up for us, as in one way or another for
all who in our day undertake a philosophical contemplation of the fundamental facts of



the Christian faith, the real or historical and the ideal or archetypal, are really united and
comprehended in their unity and togetherness. Faith could not consider itself justified in
identifying the personality of the eternal Son for the religious imagination with the
personality of the historical Christ by the fact that it had regarded this historical
personality as accidentally the most perfect, accidentally the most richly filled with the
divine spirit, or the most purely and intimately fused with the substance of this spirit. So
long as a positive moment is not added to this view, by which the possibility of seeing
the substance of the Logos realised with the same perfection as in Jesus of Nazareth,
also in other human individuals, already existent or to be expected in the future, is
excluded once and for all: so long the reproach of an arbitrariness remains attached to
that union, which, if it were really present, would describe that faith as a Jdolatry not too
far removed from the mythical one of paganism. It is not merely the realisation of the
archetype of humanity which allows us to call Christ the Logos who appeared in the
flesh, - the concept of that archetype, in so far as the realisation of it in a majority of
individuals is to be thought possible, even originally demanded, is still to be essentially
distinguished from the Logos, whose personality is essentially only One, which cannot
be multiplied in any way, On the contrary, such realisation is only in so far as it has the
significance of being a single and unique act of the indwelling Logos of the human race
- an act by which the human race is given a definite relationship to the Godhead,
enclosed within fixed limits, for all times of its existence. In this sense we also find Christ
himself expressing the consciousness not only of his sublimity above the common
human nature, of his unity with God in a way that could just as well apply to a majority of
individuals, but also of his exclusive mission, of his world-historical uniqueness *);
statements which had to be made by him in this expressiveness because it was
precisely in his consciousness of himself that the consciousness of the human race of
its moral nature and destiny was to be found and gained.

*) We do not omit to call attention to the fact (which should have been done
earlier) that from this point of view a new light is shed on the so often repeated
proclamation of his imminent return at the end of all human affairs. By
proclaiming this Second Coming, Christ most definitely excludes any appearance
of a second Christ during the duration of the present world order and, on the
other hand, points to the connection that takes place between his historical
appearance and the certainty of a realisation of the divine kingdom for the human
race in the hereafter.

- In particular, however, the definitions of the redemption of the human race from sin
through Christ, as well as of the vicarious suffering and the atoning death of the
Redeemer, only gain their full significance in this context, and the relation of these to the
historical Christ their justification. As the divine Logos, through his eternal self-sacrifice,
frees the creature to which he gives himself from its finitude, so the appearance of this
Logos in the person of the historical Christ redeems the human race from the otherwise
unavoidable consequences of its fall into sin. For only by bringing forth this appearance
from within itself does the race prove that it has not completely repelled the divine
Logos from itself, that it has not rendered itself completely incapable of rebirth in its
spirit. But insofar as the act of this redemption is to be understood as the Saviour's own,



personal act, it can consist of nothing else than his obedience unto death, i.e., his
unconditional surrender to that world-historical necessity which brought about his
suffering and violent death.
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We believe we have proved in our historical account that this surrender of the
Redeemer to his fate was a free one, that the necessity to which he surrendered was for
him not an external compulsion but a moral demand. It is only fair that we should be
asked to explain the reason for and content of this world-historical necessity, this moral
demand that Christ endure suffering and humiliation and voluntarily sacrifice his earthly
existence. It is precisely the ideas of substitution and reconciliation that are intended to
express this content, which we can admittedly only regard as a rather imperfect
expression for the concatenation of moments, both real and ideal, in which the true
existence of this necessity is to be sought. The actual truth of these ideas for the
context of thought which has led us to them here, we think we can indicate with
sufficient clarity, if we call attention to the way in which the representation of that ideal
and universal fact, the surrender of the divine Logos to the world in general, which we
had to designate above as the purpose or meaning of the historical facts in question
here, is more closely and more definitely motivated by the moments of contemplation
which in the meantime have been newly added for us. — A voluntary self-sacrifice of
earthly existence, only with the general intention of thereby representing in image or
likeness the self-sacrifice of the Logos, could not in itself be a moral demand for any
mortal, nor even for Christ. But it is easy to understand how the moral condition into
which the human race had been plunged by its fall into sin could make it impossible for
the individual personality in whom this race had attained its archetype to act morally in
any other way than by such self-sacrifice. According to the original destiny of the human
race, the Logos should have celebrated his resurrection, his rebirth into the form of the
inner-worldly personality of immortal, morally pure and spiritually absolute creatures,
among whom the eternal personality of the divine Spirit constitutes the bond of spiritual
communion, already within this earthly existence. Death came into the world through the
Fall, i.e. the necessity of earthly death also for the spiritually reborn creatures. He, in
whom the archetype of humanity had been regained, was also subject to this necessity;
not only in general, but in a way in which the moment of his death itself, as a revelation
of the divine Logos, took the place of that eternal duration and completed form of earthly
existence in which, had there been no preceding fall into sin, the Logos would have
revealed himself. In other words, since the Logos could not reveal Himself in the life of
the Redeemer as the resurrected One, He had to reveal Himself in His death as the
perishing One, as the One who gave Himself up for creation. Hence the necessity of
Jesus Christ's voluntary surrender to violent death. For only through this freedom could
his death acquire the significance of a moral act, a revelation of the divine in him, only
through this violence could his suffering acquire the significance of a consequence of
the human race's guilt of sin. The suffering of the Redeemer is substitutionary,
inasmuch as, in the manner just indicated, the eternal death to which the human race
would have fallen, if it had not been able to produce a Redeemer from its midst, was
replaced by the temporal death of this Redeemer; it is reconciling or atoning, inasmuch









