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Kepler undertook to draw a curve through the places of Mars; and his greatest service to science was in impressing on men’s minds that this was the thing to be done if they wished to improve astronomy; that they were not to content themselves with inquiring whether one system of epicyces was better than another but that they were to sit down by the figures and find out what the curve, in truth, was.

C.S. Peirce, Collected Papers (ed. By C. Hartshorne and P. Weiss), Vol V.; preserved in Copi, Readings on Logic, p 63.
There is no virtue in being clver, if by being clever we are merely being wrong.
W.S. LaSor, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the New Testament, p 27.
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Chapter One:  The Critics
1

Bertrand Russell, well-known for his work in philosophy and mathematics, gives an explanation of his criticisms of Christianity.  First, he offers a critique of the traditional “proofs for the existence of God”, showing that each is faulty logically and/or semantically.  In doing so, he feels that he is destroying one of the major props of theism [1].  Further, he believes that fear is at the root of all religious belief, and therefore explains this belief.  He says, “Religion is based, I think, primarily and mainly upon fear.  It is partly the terror of the unknown and partly, as I have said, the wish to feel that you have a kind of elder brother who will stand by you in all your troubles and disputes.” [2]  And also, “Fear is the parent of cruelty, and therefore it is no wonder if cruelty and religion have gone hand in hand.” [3]

Moving from philosophy to history, it is Russell’s position that there may never have an historical Jesus, and that - even if there were – “we do not know anything about Him, so that I am not concerned with the historical question, which is a very difficult one.” [4]

Russell does not profess to be able to show that there definitely is no God, but thinks the problem too difficult for any determinative solution:

I do not pretend to be able to prove that there is no God.  I equally cannot prove that Satan is a fiction.  The Christian God may exist; so may the Gods of Olympus, or of ancient Egypt, or of Babylon.  But no one of these hypotheses is more probable than any other:  they lie outside the region of even probable knowledge, and therefore there is no reason to consider any of them. [5]

2

Ludwig Feurbach is a major source for the anti-Christian position of Karl Marx, [6] and is a significant philosopher in his own right.  He basically feels that Christianity is in reality wish-fulfillment:  the belief in the reality of that which one desires.

The fundamental dogmas of Christianity are realised wishes of the heart – the essence of Christianity is the essence of human feeling.  It is pleasanter to be passive than to act, to be redeemed and made free by another than to free oneself; pleasanter to make one’s salvation dependent on a person than on the force of one’s own spontaneity; … pleasanter, in short, to allow oneself to be acted on by one’s own feeling, as by another, but yet fundamentally identical being, than to regulate oneself by reason. [7]

He bolsters his argument by appealing o three things.  First, he denies the reality of miracles, which he calls “the inconceivable.” [8]  He argues that we mistakenly think the concept “miracle” to be conceivable because it operates with observable, material objects and events; however, “I first see water and then wine; but the miracle itself, that which makes this water suddenly wine – this, not being a natural process, … is no object of real, or even of possible experience.” [9]

Second, he moves into the realm of history and thinks that there was a growing Christology, added to Jesus by the early church (incorrectly reflecting his nature in Hellenistic terms).

Third, he (like Russell) feels that there is no empirical way to judge the ontological status of a God:  in order to know if something really exists (apart from one’s imagination), there must be some way of verifying that existence.

Real, sensational existence is that which is not dependent on my own mental spontaneity or activity, but by which I am involuntarily affected, which is when I am not, when I do not think of it or feel it.  The existence of God must therefore be in space – in general, a qualitative, sensational existence.  But God is not seen, not heard, not perceived by the senses … if I do not believe in a God, there is no God for me. … Thus he exists only in so far as he is felt, thought, believed in – the addition “for me” is unnecessary. … Or:  he is a sensational existence, to which however all the conditions of sensational existence are wanting … To existence belongs full, definite, reality.

A necessary consequence of this contradiction is Atheism.  The existence of God is essentially an empirical existence, without having its distinctive marks; it is in itself a matter of experience, and yet in reality no object of experience. [11]

3

Walter Kauffman, contemporary philosopher and author on Nietzsche, is indebted to Schweitzer in his understanding of Jesus. [12]  He admits that Jesus’ claims concerning himself were not those of a mere moral teacher:  if those claims are accurately recorded.  “ … if he said half the things about himself that the Gospels relate, it must have seemed the most shocking blasphemy to the Pharisees.  … Whether this is how it actually happened, we have no way of knowing for sure; but this is the Christian story, as related in the Gospels.” [13]  He explains the allocation to Jesus of this incredible saying by the alteration by Paul the Apostle of the basic truth taught by somewhat timid disciples:

Never having heard the preaching of Jesus, he felt free to develop a new teaching about Jesus; and he transformed a message of parables and hyperboles into a theological religion.  What he said was clearly different from what Jesus had said; but Jesus’ teaching had been so utterly elusive that neither Peter nor James, the brother of Jesus, nor the other disciples who had listened to him day after day were able to point to anything clear or definite to combat Paul. [14]

Kauffman, unlike many of his fellow-critics, is open to changing his mind.  “See if it is lack of thoughtfulness that accounts for our disagreement.  And if there are experiences that I have not had, books I have not read, that have helped to form you, tell me about them so I can read them and think about them.” [14a]

4

Sigmund Freud is, of course, known for his contributions to psychology.  He seeks to explain Christianity as the fulfillment of primitive unconscious desires, rather than sober fact.  “I have tried to show that religious ideas have arisen from the same need as have all the other achievements of civilization:  from the necessity of defending oneself against the crushingly superior force of nature.” [15]

He adds to this the charge of textual corruption, [16] the refutation of miracle-claims by science, [17] and refers to the similarities borne by various religions. [18]

His real argument is that Christians will not provide a reasonable ground for their claims:

All teachings like these [scientific statements], then, demand belief in their contents, but not without producing grounds for their claim.  They are put forward as the epitomized result of a longer process of thought based on observation and certainly also on inferences.  If anyone wants to go through this process himself instead of accepting its result, they show him how to set about it.  Moreover, we are always in addition given the source of the knowledge conveyed by them, where that source is not self-evident, as it is in the case of geographical assertions.  For instance, the earth is shaped like a sphere; the proofs adduced for this are Foucault’s pendulum experiment, the behavior of the horizon and the possibility of circumnavigating the earth.  Since it is impractical, as everyone concerned realizes, to send every schoolchild on a voyage around the world, we are satisfied with letting what is taught at school be taken on trust; but we know that the path to acquiring a personal conviction remains open. [19]

5

Paramahansa Yogananda, contemporary Hindu guru to Americans, mentions Christ thirty-nine times, and the Bible fifty-nine times, in his autobiography.  He seeks to re-interpret Christ along the lines of a Hindu sage and yogi, even re-interpreting terms like “Son of God” and “I am the way” to refer to cosmic consciousness rather than the person of Jesus.

“Theologians have misinterpreted Christ’s words,” Master said, “in such passages as ‘I am the Way, the Truth, and the Life:  no man cometh unto the Father, but by me.’  Jesus meant, never that he was the sole Son of God, but that no man can attain the unqualified Absolute, the transcendent Father beyond creation, until he has first manifested the ‘Son’ or activating Christ Consciousness within creation.  Jesus, who had achieved entire oneness with that Christ Consciousness, identified himself with it inasmuch as his own ego had long since been dissolved.” [20]

According to Yogananda, Paul, St. John, and Jesus himself all practiced his particular form of Kriya Yoga, the source of their illumination; [21] and John the Baptist was Jesus’ guru. [22]

6

Gandhi, the former Premier of India, takes a fairly traditional Hindu line concerning Jesus:  “It was more than I could believe that Jess was the only incarnate son of God, and that only he who believed in him would have everlasting life.  … God cannot be the exclusive Father and I cannot ascribe exclusive divinity to Jesus.  He is as divine as Krishna or Rama or Mohammed or Zoroaster.” [23]

He takes up a familiar historical criticism of Christianity:  the notion that Jesus’ message was distorted by his followers, “He was an Asiatic whose message was delivered through many media, and when it had the backing of a Roman Emperor it became an imperialist faith as it remains to this day.” [24]  Further, he can’t believe that miracles are a possibility, as all things occur according to law. [25]

The fundamental principle from which Gandhi starts is that all religions are true and that they should be judged solely on their ethical value (which he learned in his youth); [26] therefore, he is not concerned with the real, historical Jesus:  “I should not care if it was proved by someone that the man called Jesus never lived, and that what was narrated in the Gospels was a figment of the writer’s imagination.” [27]

7

Hugh Schonfield is known as an anti-Christian popularizer, with his best-seller The Passover Plot.  Within the welter of names, dates, and assertions, the basis of his arguments seems to be three-fold.  The first point is that Jesus claimed to be the Messiah as defined in the popular messianic expectations of his time (that is, a religious and political, temporal, ruler):

We have no right to say that while Jesus accepted the designation of Messiah he did so in a sense quite different from any expectations entertained in his time.  It would be unthinkable for him to do this, firstly because being the Messiah meant answering to certain prophetic requirements which for him were divinely inspired, and secondly because he would consciously have been depriving his people of any possibility of acknowledging him:  he would be inviting them to reject him as a false Messiah. [28]

His second major assertion is that “Jesus as much as any other Jew would have regarded as blasphemous the manner in which he is depicted, for instance, in the Fourth Gospel.” [29] (growing Christology)  A corollary of this is that – utilizing only liberal form-critics – he finds the New Testament documents to be comparatively late (the gospels being dated 75-115 A.D.). [30]

His third point, as the title to his book would indicate, is an alternative theory concerning the nature of Jesus’ resurrection and appearances to his disciples which borders on the ludicrous. [31]

8

Erich Von Daniken, another popularizer, is well-known for his explanation of religious concepts in terms of contact with extra-terrestrial beings.  Three criticisms he makes are that faith is not based on reason, [32] that there are many contradictions in the New Testament, [33] and that the similarities with cults of Attis, Dionysius, etc. show a distinct borrowing from these cults. [34]  He also sees Jesus as some sort of Essene Zealot. [35]

Further, he is shocked that there are no original autographs of the New Testament extant, and suspects textual corruption of the documents:

The “original texts”, so frequently consulted and so often referred to in theological hairsplitting, do not exist at all.  What does exist?  Transcripts that without exception originated between the fourth and tenth centuries A.D.  And these transcripts, some fifteen hundred of them, are transcripts of manuscripts, and not one single transcript agrees with another.  More than eighty thousand variations have been counted.  … What would the Christian layman say if he were told openly from the pulpit that an original text in this sense did not exist? [36]

And even if these texts were preserved accurately, he thinks that they do not reflect eyewitness reportage of the facts.  “But none of the evangelists was a contemporary of Jesus, and no contemporary wrote an eyewitness account.  Nothing was written down about Jesus and his followers until after the destruction of Jerusalem by the Roman Emperor Titus (AD 39-81) in the year AD 70.” [37]  And even if his claims were reported accurately, they were definitely not claims to divinity:  “IN the revelation of holy word it is said that Jesus was the only begotten son of God, and that he admitted as much at a hearing before the High Council.  In fact, the correct translation of Jesus’ remark is not “I am” but “Thou sayest so.”  It is twisting reason to understand what is meant, namely:  I have never claimed it, you have attributed it to me!” [38]  He goes on to say that the Christian view of Jesus was not formulated until the Councils. [39]

9

In addition to the above critics, four college professors were interviewed to clarify representative views concerning Christianity.  (The transcripts of these conversations are included as Appendix A.)  The first is James Utter, photography instructor at Santa Ana College, California.  He makes four main points.  First he seems to misunderstand Christianity in that he cannot distinguish it from moral atheism.  Along a historical line, he maintains that, while there may be truth for the gospel writers as writers, the events they describe are not necessarily actual events, and he knows of no way to substantiate that they are.  Third, he suspects that there are textual problems; and fourth, he compares the deifying of Jesus with that of Egyptian and Japanese emperors, thinking them very similar.

Utter’s contention, in the last analysis though, depends on philosophic rather than historical considerations.  The even “God-becomes-man” is not an important event to him, comparable with the invention of movable type.  This is because he measures importance by material gain, and since Christianity cannot secure him that sort of riches, he is not interested in knowing whether it is true or false.

10

Dr. Owen Jensen, head of the Speech Department at Long Beach State, thinks that the matter of Christianity is a matter of faith, not of fact, because it is based on events that happened two thousand years ago.  He agrees that Jesus’ claim seems to be unique in history, and examines the various alternatives before him (true, legend, plot, lunatic, liar), not choosing to pick one as probably true.  He agrees, however, to believe whichever hypothesis appears to be the most reasonable upon study.

11

Dr. Barry Dank, professor of Sociology at Long Beach State, believes that Christianity’s appeal (which is greater than other religions) lies in the claim that Jesus transcended death.  He takes as an indication of the un-truth of Christianity that there have been followers of Christ who have persecuted others and created hatred, bigotry, etc. (although he admits that some followers of Christ have been good rather than evil, and that Jesus should not be held responsible for the actions of his followers!).  Even though he won’t embrace Christianity, he refuses to judge it s untrue, or its followers as deluded or frauds.  He effectively dodges the entire question by denying the existence of a public, objective reality, preferring to believe that all reality is subjective, and therefore subject to a variety of interpretation.

12

Dr. Gerald Larue is professor of religion at the University of Southern California.  He makes ten points:  

1. To accept Jesus’ resurrection and virgin birth means that one must accept all other claimants to such events (Mary, Mohammed, various mythological virgin births).


2. “Son of God” is similar to the concept “son of prophets”, and is therefore an ambiguous term


3. These notions are inextricably connected with that of a “three-story universe”, which archaic concept is refuted by modern science.  While utilizing a concept of “myth” which doesn’t rule out its being a true myth, he refuses to consider the possibility, because of its supposed incompatibility with scientific discoveries and the contemporary understanding of our world


4. The question concerning Christianity is not one of truth and falsehood, but of “belief systems”, not based on evidence.  It is subjective truth:  that which makes one happy with his world 


5. Paul is a reflection of the church, not of Jesus


6. The gospels should be dated late (although agreeing that the dating procedure depends on only a couple of points)


7. If gospels written around 70 A.D., then the writer – if an eyewitness – must be around 70 years old; the time factor decreases the reliability of eyewitness reports; 


8. The apostles were probably not around to guarantee the accuracy of the gospels 


9. The New Testament was completed only by the third century, by the Councils, where disputed books were decided upon


10. He wouldn’t know how to react to really good, strong, eyewitness evidence concerning Jesus.

13

How are we to deal with all of these charges, assertions, and criticisms?  We shall combine them into four categories, and answer them categorically.

Knowing:  Epistemology

There are at least three positions to deal with in the realm of epistemology.

1. Russell, Feurbach, Von Daniken, and Freud all charge that Christianity is based, not on solid ground of reasons, but on emotion, fear, or wish-fulfillment.

2. A corollary to this is that Christian faith has no relation to true/false distinctions of ordinary life, but is merely a “belief-system” incapable of verification or appeal to evidence, as claimed by Larue.

3. Dank charges that the behavior of Christians has shown Christianity to be an evil thing, and therefore implies that it is false. 

The third point will be answered at the end of the paper, and the other two will be dealt with right at the beginning, with an analysis of the Christian notion of faith and truth.

Knowing About God:  Metaphysics

There are four positions to be dealt with in the area of metaphysics.

1. Russell, Feurbach, and Gandhi assert that the existence of God is not verifiable, and therefore not a fact. 

2. Miracles are considered to be a theoretical impossibility by Feurbach, Freud Gandhi, and Kauffman; also by Larue.

3. The proofs of God’s existence are thought to be inadequate by Russell.

4. Gandhi and Russell are not interested in the historical Jesus; this position is based not upon historical considerations as such, but on a prior philosophical position taken for philosophical reasons (Gandhi because he judges religions by ethical content, and Russell because he feels he has already destroyed the basis in “proofs”).

We will have to deal with the notion of verification of propositions concerning God, consider whether miracles are possible or not, and look at the proposed proofs themselves to see if they are logically compelling.  Further, the need to look into factual, historical events in relation to this problem will be dealt with in the section on “The possibility of knowing reality.”

Historical Documents and their Interpretation

There are three points to consider in evaluating historical documents that are brought up by the critics.

1. Gandhi and Yogananda re-interpret the texts according to traditional Hindu principles:  is this legitimate?

2. Freud and Von Daniken charge that the New Testament text has become corrupted with time.

3. Russell doubts the existence of a real historical Jesus.

The canon of textual interpretation and textual criticism will be that of secular historiography, also utilizing the standards of legal evidence.  The result will be to determine if Jesus was an historical person, and to what extent we can know about him.

The Legend Theory

This alternative to the truth of Christianity is the most popular (and probably the best of the alternatives available) with the critics.  It claims that a Hellenistic Christology was added to a basically Jewish framework (Feurbach, Schonfield, Von Daniken, Larue), largely through the intervention of the Councils in the fourth century (Von Daniken).  Kauffman adds to this the idea that Paul intimidated the apostles into allowing him to change the Jewish framework with gnostic or pre-gnostic elements deriving from his own religious experience.  

The similarities with other religious systems and concepts are cited by Freud, Von Daniken, Schonfield, and others as proof that Christianity’s concepts are not original, but largely derivative from its environment.  This composite view will be taken up in two chapters concerning the legend hypothesis and the eyewitness character of the New Testament documents.

Summary

To answer such a variety of charges will take considerable time and effort.  We must cover such ground as the nature of knowledge, the relation in Christian ideas between faith and truth, the possibility of doing metaphysics, the contingency of ethics upon prior metaphysical results, the clarification of the best standards for evaluation of testimony and historical documents (legal evidence and historiography), an analysis of the texts available for study, analysis of the claims made for Jesus within those texts, a listing of the logical alternatives, and an examination of the credentials of the legend hypothesis versus the eyewitness character of the New Testament documents.  A discussion of miracles, proofs of God, and the nature of verification for propositions concerning God will also be relevant to the task at hand.

At the conclusion of the paper, it will hopefully be possible to examine the charges with a clear understanding, pointing out the errors made within each category according to the standards of logic and reasonable evaluation of public, observable facts.



Chapter Two:  The Method of Investigation - Epistemology
1

The first notion that must be dealt with is that of “faith.”  Many of the critics think that biblical faith is some sort of “belief system” unsupported by evidence, that is some type of individual technique that makes sense out of he world to that individual.  Whether it s connected with reality is another matter.  

If this is the case, then we would expect the nature of that “leap” to be spelled out in the New Testament documents.  First, though, let us take a quick look at faulty notions of faith demonstrated by the critics.

1. There is, as noted above, the notion that faith is unsupported by real evidence (Larue).


2. Paul Tillich makes a distinction between belief and faith – the former an intellectual agreement based on low probability, often in spite of the evidence (not because of it), [1] and the latter a personal commitment to the “ultimate concern.” [2]  We will see that faith indeed contains an element of personal trust, but the nature of that ultimate concern must be determined before we know what to put our trust in.  And that is a problem to be determined by knowledge.  Also, we will see that the New Testament position is not one which condones any old faith or belief, but rather a particular, exclusive faith based on knowledge.


3. Dr. Jensen makes a common mistake in equating faith with historical uncertainty; he thinks that, because the gospel story is included in ancient documents (subject to various interpretations, etc.) it is therefore excluded from the realm of certain fact and propelled into the area of “belief” or “faith”, depending upon the individual’s own feelings and interpretations – un-confirmable by competent historical investigation.
*

4. The majority of critics, such as Larue and Tillich, boil faith down to mere emotion, fear, wish-fulfillment, etc. (also Russell, Freud, and others).  This charge is obviously that faith-propositions are not based upon rational investigation and are unsupported by evidence.

The question is:  do they get these ideas from the nature of Christianity itself, as demonstrated in its primary documents, or do they derive these notions from their own philosophy?  We will take a hard look at the nature of faith as shown in the New Testament, to see if it proposes such a willy-nilly basis of belief and personal trust.

2

In order to discover the New Testament notion of faith, we must relate that concept to the New Testament notion of truth and knowledge.  (In Appendix B. we have listed the relevant passages and texts which deal with this matter.)  We will summarize some of the important considerations here.

New Testament truth is primarily truth about the personal God of Israel, called by Jesus “The Father.”  It is a single clearly defined body of truth concerning His nature, His actions in history, and His revelation of Himself in the person of Jesus Christ.  It is equivalent with “the gospel” in essence.  It is not alterable, subject to re-interpretation or re-evaluation; in short, it seems to be what we commonly mean by “truth” in the everyday world, applied to those matters most important to the world and to the individual. [3]  The appropriation of this truth is accomplished by the establishment of a personal relationship with this God based on personal experience and concomitant trust in Him. [4]

The cognizance of this truth is based on personal testimony:  first, the testimony by Jesus concerning these matters.  His express purpose, as he explains to Pilate at his trial, is to bear witness to the truth. [5]  Further, the embodiment of his testimony is found in the testimony of his immediate followers, the apostles.  They bear witness to their first-hand, sensory experiences as companions of Jesus, and record his testimony in its essentials. [6]  

The nature of this truth is not hidden or esoteric, but is plain, sober truth, [7] available to public scrutiny and available to all men, [8] and understandable to those who will consider it. [9]  It is truth, whose opposite is lies, [10] myths, [11] mere eloquence, [12] and madness. [13]  It is not opposed to “other truths.”

The proper response enjoined by the New Testament witness is to “believe” and to “know” the truth, because it IS truth. [14]  The experiential result promised is to attain eternal life, [15] freedom, [16] and to become like God. [17]  The alternative is not “other paths” or “faiths” but death. [18]

3

Now that we understand that New Testament truth is really truth as usually understood by the term, applied to God, we must see if “belief” and “faith” are used in a different sense, or in a similar one.  First, we see that Christian faith is one body of clearly defined truth, equivalent to the “gospel.” [19]  “The Faith” refers to the same object as “The Truth.”  It is the personal relationship with the God of Israel based on personal experience. [20]  Notice, for instance, the paradigms of faith in Hebrews all knew their God experientially, and trusted Him to possess a particular character in the future and to deal with them lovingly:  on the basis of His prior revelation. [21]  In these examples, nowhere can we find the man simply “believing” on a low probability level, in spite of the evidence, or committed to a vague “ultimate concern”, but truly engaged in a living relationship with God.

Once again, the cognizance of this truth is based upon Jesus’ testimony.  In fact – he tells us – it is based upon his deeds as wells as his words.  He says, in effect, “If you can’t believe what I tell you, then believe those concrete events that transpire before your eyes, to assure you that I am indeed speaking the truth”, and “if I can’t perform up to my claims, then by all means don’t believe me.” [22]  He puts his testimony right on the line, in the arena of publicly observable facts.  At one point he prays for his apostles, that those who hear their message would accept it, for he is aware that his witness is encapsulated within their account. [23]  Paul is intensely aware of the importance of the apostles’ testimony. [24] Thomas, as well as the other apostles, is testifying not to vague speculation, but to first-hand sensory knowledge. [25]

The proper response is to “believe the gospel” – that clearly-defined body of truth which Jesus bears witness to. [26]  The promised experiential result is salvation, [27] otherwise, eternal death. [28]

A simple logical truth is:  things that are equal to the same thing are then equal to each other.  Faith and truth are both one body of truth, concerning a personal relationship with God, borne witness of by Jesus and the apostles; the proper response is to believe and to know, resulting in eternal life.  Any other “faith” or “truth” is clearly a falsehood, not an equal candidate for our assent. [28a]  The precise reason why we are enjoined to “believe” is simply that it IS THE TRUTH!  

Perhaps the only difference between belief and knowledge is that they are two points along a continuum, blending into each other – not isolated and opposite, as some would have it.  One believes the message because it seems to be true, and then comes to know its truth through precisely that mode of appropriation commanded by the gospel in a personal relationship with God:  the belief is born out of experience, and faith (trust in a person) grows with knowledge of that person.
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There is another type of faith, the belief that something is true for no evidential reasons, just simply as an act of will.  The only time this is justified is when it is faith in an un-provable tenet or un-testable assumption.  This might be called “assumption-faith” and is clearly appropriate when  it consists of the bed-rock presuppositions of any system thought.  For instance, the scientific method has epistemological assumptions (e.g. that logic is valid and that knowledge of the real world is possible), metaphysical assumptions (e.g. that nature is uniform), and ethical assumptions (e.g. that one should be honest in investigation). 

Scientists do not try to prove that these assumptions are in fact true, they are simply taken for granted.  Actually, the validity of every scientific finding is based on the truth of these assumptions, and would rise or fall with the acceptance or rejection of them.

The first problem concerning assumptions is that of the “hidden” assumption.  When the first principles of a system are not explicit, we court confusion and misunderstanding.  Arguments concerning facts or reasoning can’t help, because the foundations may be at odds:  we are in fact arguing at cross-purposes.  This is sometimes evident in discussions about metaphysics.  Each system has its own axioms from which it moves and grows.  If these axioms aren’t spelled out, philosophers can argue forever without making real progress.  Manley Thompson points this out:

Each metaphysical system defines for itself the circumstances within which all metaphysical systems are to be tested, so that proponents of rival systems can hardly expect to find circumstances within which all metaphysical systems are to be tested, … The metaphysician is thus confronted with a unique problem, unlike any faced by the scientist, when he tries to convince his fellow metaphysicians of the plausibility, truth, and evidence of his own system. [29]

In short, because of the hierarchical structure of thought (e.g. conclusions are based on premises, inference, facts, etc.), the foundation determines the possible validity of the whole structure.

There are at least three types of wrong assumptions.  The first is total skepticism.  The complete skeptic can’t deny the validity of all statements, for he then must stand in suspension in relationship to them.  But one must make decisions in order to live:  therefore no true skeptic is alive and no one alive is a true skeptic.  The second bad assumption is the appeal to an infallible authority on no other basis.  There is more than one candidate for authority, and therefore one’s authority must be selected on one of two bases:  according to one’s desires, or according to reasons, facts, etc.  Whatever the criterion turns out to be is really the ultimate assumption:  not the authority cited.  One might, after reflection, appeal to an authority, but this appeal is not a rock-basic assumption unless it is completely arbitrary.

There is a third type of mistaken assumption, and that is the appeal to assumptions of “fact” rather than “method.”  Because of the necessity of making assumptions, some feel that any old presupposition whatever is justified.  The problem with this should be obvious.  One must select his assumptive facts on the basis of desire or reason, just as in the case of infallible authority; and this basis is the true assumption which determines and underlies the selection.  One is clearly begging the question if one assumes facts that in turn stand in need of verification.  One might find a comfortable world-view in this way, but would be sheer luck indeed if one were to blindly hit upon reality putting this technique to use.  

Actually, those who employ this method often really mean “working hypothesis” when they say “presupposition”, offering to test this hypothesis on the basis of coherence, correspondence with observable facts, etc.  The difference between a true assumption and such an hypothesis is that in the latter, one if willing to reject his construct when it is refuted by the facts and by logic, while in the former, there nothing allowable in its refutation.

One example of the danger of faulty assumptions , in that it leads to circular reasoning and ignorance of the pertinent facts, is Gandhi’s statement (referred to in Chapter One).  He says that he was raised from boyhood to judge scripture according to its ethical content, therefore he is not interested in the historical Jesus – therefore, if Jesus happened to say something which suggested a new perspective of scripture, Gandhi would be unable (and indeed is unable) to respond to this because he has ruled out the possibility a priori.  This is the reason that he claims “all religions say the same thing”, when a careful study of the salient facts might suggest otherwise.  Whatever the facts may be, he is closed to them by his assumption.
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What are we to do when we see that our assumptions are in conflict?  The best course would be, after making our assumptions explicit, to find out which ones are really the most ultimate, and which ones make the most sense.  We have looked at some faulty assumptions:  total skepticism, appeal to arbitrary authority, appeal to presuppositions of factual content.  The best sort of assumption would be that which is not capable of being doubted; if such can be found, and if we can limit our assumptions to such indubitable propositions, then we will have found solid, common ground from which to build.  These assumptions would be those which all men need in understanding the world; to deny them would be tantamount to denying all knowledge whatsoever.  But can we find these indubitable propositions that underlie all experience?
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Rene’ Descartes has an interesting approach to this problem.  He was in search of this very principle:  that which is really certain, that which cannot be doubted.  He reasons:  sometimes my sense mislead me, and the judgment I make can’t always be trusted; similarly, even my dreams sometimes pass themselves off as real.  How can I know something is true to such a degree that I can be sure?  He even takes it a step further.  Suppose there exists an evil God who makes it his business to systematically fool me at each point; what can I know then?

I have just convinced myself that nothing whatsoever existed in the world, that there was no sky, no earth, no minds, and no bodies; have I not thereby convinced myself that I did not exist?  Not at all; without doubt I existed if I was convinced.  Even though there may be a deceiver of some sort, very powerful and very tricky, who bends all his efforts to keep me perpetually deceived, there can be no slightest doubt that I exist, since he deceives me; and let him deceive me as much as he will, he can never make me be nothing as long as I think that I am something.  Thus, after having thought well on this matter, and after examining all things with care, I must finally conclude and maintain that this Proposition:  I am, I exist, is necessarily true every time that I pronounce it or conceive it in my mind. [30] 

Even in the process of systematically doubting everything, I the doubter exist; therefore my own existence is something that is indubitable.  Cogito ergo sum – I think, therefore I exist.  More than an inference as such, I know immediately and certainly that I exist.

Similarly I know that I experience – not that my experience is “such-and-such”, but simply that I experience.  I am not certain that my judgment of the ontological status of a particular experience is absolutely correct, but I do know immediately (literally, without mediation) and certainly that I experience what seems be “x.”  The tree I perceive may not in fact be a tree after all, but I am clear that I perceive in my field of perception what seems to be a tree.  John Stuart Mill agrees with this:

Whatever is known to us by consciousness is known beyond possibility of question.  What one sees or feels, whether bodily or mentally, one can not but be sure that one sees or feels.  No science is required for the purpose of establishing such truths; no rules of art can render our knowledge of them more certain than it is in itself.  There is no logic for this portion of our knowledge. [31]

Thus we see that the propositions “I exist” and “I experience” are immediate certainties, incapable of being doubted; they cannot be substantiated by anything prior to them.  They must be assumed by faith.  Therefore they are indeed two of the rock-bottom assumptions common to all inquiry that we have been looking for.  Yet these bare facts don’t help us much until we can make judgments about our experience that are valid.  What standard shall be applied when we judge our experience:  what method will tell us how to effectively understand our world and ourselves?
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When we set about to make judgments concerning our experience, we are committing ourselves to symbols, for all judgments take symbolic form.  All language uses a small, finite group of symbols to express a very large finite number of possible experiences and relations.  Therefore these symbols must be related in a formal way to express these experiences and relations.  Ordinary language is often vague and ambiguous because of the wide range of application possible; for example, thinking and imagining are two different kinds of things (concepts vs. “pictures”) and are often confused.  

To take one instance, I may think of “los Angeles” by picturing a freeway, tall buildings, and a lot of smog.  This picture does not encompass all that I know about L.A., but simply stands for it in one of many possible senses.  I might instead represent it by numbers (say, population), names (prominent figures), and events (dates and actions), without ever bringing the picture into view.  The point of this is an obvious conclusion from applying a small group of symbols to a wide range of experience:  all speech, all speech, is metaphorical in the highest degree unless we are pointing to a particular perception!  C.S. Lewis has expressed this in a singularly cogent way:

When a man says that he grasps an argument he is using a verb (grasp) which literally means to take something in the hands, but he is certainly not thinking that his mind has hands or that an argument can be seized like a gun.  To avoid the word grasp he may change the form of expression and say, “I see your point”, but he does not mean that a pointed object has appeared in his visual field.  He may have a third shot and say, “I follow you”, but he does not mean that he is walking behind you along a road.  Everyone is familiar with this linguistic phenomenon and the grammarians call it metaphor.  But it is a serious mistake to think that metaphor is an optional thing which poets and orators may put into their work as a decoration and plain speakers can do without.  The truth is that if we are going to talk at all about things which are not perceived by the senses, we are forced to use language metaphorically.  Books on psychology or economics or politics are as continuously metaphorical as books of poetry or devotion.  There is no other way of talking, as every philologist is aware.  … All speech about supersensibles is, and must be, metaphorical in the highest degree. [31a]

The ambiguity prevalent in metaphorical talk has in large part given rise to a rigorous treatment of the nature of symbols and their proper use; this specialized language is that of logic and mathematics.

8

Bertrand Russell, noted logician and mathematician explains that logic and mathematics are closely related, if not two aspects of one thing.  He does this by starting with premises belonging to the realm of logic, and – operating by deduction – he arrives at the symbolism proper to mathematics in analyzing their nature.  Similarly, he reverses the process:  by defining the cardinal numbers in symbolic logical form, and showing how to generalize the concept of number, he can analyze the conceptions involved, arriving at fundamental logical forms. [32]

The thing to remember is that pure logic does not operate within the area of particular instances, qualities, or substances, existent within the world.  Particulars are of no importance to logic.  Rather, it is concerned with purely formal relations (i.e. relations of logical form) and with relation as such.  For example, it doesn’t deal with the question of “two apples plus two apples”, or “two unicorns plus two unicorns” but instead with the notion of two “anythings” plus to “anythings.”  These pure forms are called “logical constants” (i.e. independent of particular instances and factual considerations).  Russell explains this by saying:  

Given a proposition, such as “Socrates is before Aristotle”, we have certain constituents and also a certain form.  But the form is not itself a new constituent; if it were, we should need a new form to embrace both it and the other constituents.  We can, in fact, turn all the constituents of a proposition into variables, while keeping the form unchanged.  This is what we do when we use such a schema as “x R y”, which stands for any one of a certain class of propositions, namely, those asserting relations between two terms.  … We are left with pure forms as the only possible constituents of logical propositions. [33]

In the general formal relation x R y, then, each term can be substituted with a particular (Socrates and Aristotle, for instance), and the meaning of the relation remains the same.  Mathematical constants are a shorthand method of describing one sort of logical constant (number).  Thus we are supplied with a strict and rigorous method of utilizing symbols unambiguously and consistently.

9

The application of logical relations can be done in two basic ways:  deduction (operating from general relations, analyzing them into their constituent parts) and induction (operating from particular relations, generalizing them into more-or-less probable universal relations).

Deduction in symbolic logic reasons from the general to the particular:  i.e. it operates definitions and axioms to that which is implied in those definitions.  Thus it provides absolute certainly through tautology.  Russell states that logic uses four assumed principles, from which all results can be deduced:  (1) Formal implication (e.g. “Socrates is a man” = “x implies θ(x)”; (2) Implication between propositions having variables (the relation of variables with constants); (3) Relation of a term to its class; and (4) The notions of “such that”, relation, and truth. [34]

Induction is the method we use, operating from the particular to the general, of yielding probably knowledge of general relations.  It must assume various relations in real life (e.g. uniformity of nature) to be applicable in any realm besides pure form.  This is a process we use every day; for instance, all people expect the sun to rise tomorrow through induction (operating from various particulars (observations of its past actions), generalizing them into broader relations (it will rise in the future), which is only probably true.  Even animals seem to use this principle, for it is the basis of training and conditioning.  Russell notes that this principle can be misleading:  “The man who has fed the chicken every day throughout its life at last wrings its neck instead, showing that more refined views as to the uniformity of nature would have been useful to the chicken.” [35]

There are three ways in which induction has been formally explained, each building on the predecessor. 

1. If A and B are associated, and A and B are never disassociated, then the greater the number of instances, the greater the probability that they will be associated in the future cases, approaching (but never reaching) 100% certainty.


2. A further refinement of this is the cause/effect relation. [36]  It would state that:  B must have a cause.  It is not C, D, E, etc. because they occur without B.  And further (if capable of quantification), the more of A we see, the more of B.  Then A must be the cause of B.


3. Another twist is to control the experiment, isolating A and B from other factors (C, D, E, etc.) that ordinarily might be present, in order to eliminate false inferences. [36a]

How can we prove that the induction principle is valid?  Russell says:  there is no way - one must assume it in order to prove it!

The inductive principle, however, is equally incapable of being proved by an appeal to experience.  Experience might conceivably confirm the inductive principle as regards the cases that have been already examined; but as regards unexamined cases, it is the inductive principle alone that can justify any inference from what has been examined to what has not been not been examined.  All arguments which, on the basis of experience, argue as to the future or the unexperienced parts of the past or present, assume the inductive principle; hence we can never use experience to prove the inductive principle without begging the question.  Thus we must either accept the inductive principle on the ground of its intrinsic evidence, or forgo all justification of our expectations about the future. [37]

What justifies us in assuming the validity of reason?  Simply this.  Logic, i.e. deduction and induction, cannot be proved or even demonstrated, for they themselves are the source and criteria for all proof.  We must either accept it or reject it.  We must, if you will, take it on faith – or go without symbolic reasoning completely.
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We have found that the New Testament idea of faith and belief are closely related to its notion of truth and knowledge.  Its truth is one body of clearly defined set of propositions to be believed on the basis of Jesus’ and the apostles’ testimony, and to be fully known through entering into the personal relationship with God (which confirms the believed truth), which grows itself through trusting faith in Him.  It is not a willful “leap in the dark”, without any reasonable basis, but is rather the response to the plain, sober, publicly-available, real truth.  Any other belief is a lie, a myth, or a mistake.

Second, we have seen that the only place for the “willful” type of faith is where it is philosophically proper:  that is, to those aspects of our knowledge-structure which are incapable of verification.  These are the rock-bottom assumptions that all thought must entail.  We must expose and make explicit our assumptions, for hidden assumptions create misunderstanding and argument-at-cross-purposes.  These assumptions must not be merely skepticism, or an appeal to infallible authority, or an appeal to presuppositions of fact, but should in reality have two qualities:  (1) They should be absolutely prior, and (2) They should be indubitable.  All other propositions and judgments should then be based on them.

We have found three assumptions that meet these requirements.  (1) I immediately know that I exist.  (2) I immediately know that I experience.  (3) We must use logic:  deduction and induction, in ordering our experience in the best possible way.  Any person who objects to any of these puts himself out of touch with all people and isolates himself from any conceivable communication.  A person who denies his own existence or experience is insane; a person who denies reason is at best unreasonable.  Even Tillich sees the sense in this:

There are two types of knowledge which are based on complete evidence and give complete certitude.  The one is the immediate evidence of sense perception.  He who sees a green color sees a green color and is certain about it.  He cannot be certain whether the thing which seems to him green is really green.  He may be under a deception.  But he cannot doubt that he sees green.  The other complete evidence is that of the logical and mathematical rules which are presupposed even if their formulation admits different and sometimes conflicting methods.  One cannot discuss logic without presupposing those implicit rules which make the discussion meaningful.  No truth is possible without the material given by sense perception and without the form given by the logical and mathematical rules which express the structure in which all reality stands. [38]

The next problem, of course, is:  now that we have these standards of inquiry and sure assumptions, how can we best apply them to our experience in order to understand it?



Chapter Three:  

The Possibility of Understanding Reality - Metaphysics
1

In ordering our experience, our first task is to determine the ontological status of that experience; in other words, how are we to tell if it comes from an outside source, or merely from myself?  Is the “outside world” that I seem to perceive really there in an objective sense?  There have been at least four interesting approaches to this problem taken be well-known philosophers.  We will look at each of them.

Descartes

Descartes [1] notes that the very nature of our experience is such that it doesn’t seem to depend upon our wills, and instead imposes itself on us, often in spite of our wills.  And of course, this would be a sign of the objectivity of that experience.  However, dreams also function in the same way:  they appear to be objective, not directly under our control, and so the mere appearance of objectivity cannot in itself by a proof of that objectivity.  Therefore he tries to use the ontological and cosmological proofs for the existence of God in order to guarantee the existence of the objective world.  

What is wrong with this?  Simply, the proofs of God which he uses are themselves dependent upon the objectivity of the world.  (e.g. the attributes of perfection upon which the ontological argument depends are themselves characteristics of the real world, and the cosmological argument’s cause/effect relationships are themselves derived from the objective world.)  Further if the proofs of God fall short of their intention, we are left without the knowledge of the real world, and therefore Descartes’ entire philosophy is aborted at the very start.

Berkeley

George Berkeley [2] agrees that our ideas (i.e. perceptions) are not subject to our will.  But perception, he says, is mental, not physical.  Therefore it is contradictory to suppose that the source of our perception is physical.  Further, “spirit” is that which acts, and therefore a spirit must be producing our perception; and, since our perception are not subject to our will, it must be an external spirit, therefore it must be God!  

There are two difficulties with this position:  (1) He doesn’t deal with the similarity between the objectivity of dreams and of perception; he doesn’t show that our experiences aren’t self-caused.  (2) Rather than insuring a real world, Berkeley replaces it with “God”, which is defined – not in the Christian sense, but as the originator of all perception.  His God is the cause of evil as well as good.  In fact, this position seems to lead inexorably to solipsism, for how can he know of other minds besides his and God’s?  They are only known through inference:  that that body (matter) I perceive behaves in a regular way, therefore it must be a person similar to myself.  If all perception is directly from “God”, then these also may be merely from Him, and therefore not perceptions of other people at all.

Locke

John Locke [3] concurs that experience is not subject to our will, but adds that the experience of other people bears witness to our notion of an external world.  But this simply begs the question, for our knowledge of the consensus of other people presupposes an external world in which they truly live.

Hume

David Hume [4] seems to produce the best method.  He argues that our experience of the world is of such consistency and coherence (either unchanging-ness or else changing with regularity) that we are led to believe the world is external and objective.  Dreams lack this cogency (in fact, that is the way we probably distinguish between them).  If we were left with incoherent and random experiences, we could not make judgments concerning them, anticipate them, etc.  

Further, the principle of induction which is part of our working assumption demands that this regularity be taken into account.  We might add that, certainly, our experience may somehow be self-caused, but it still acts as though it were external, and must be treated as such.  (As Spock has commented, “A difference that makes no difference is no difference at all.”)  Therefore, it is the coherence of the aggregate of experience, discovered through the application of Reason that is the clue to the outside world, and the means by which we may apprehend it and make judgments concerning it.
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How are we to order our experience, then?  Locke has a clear and simple system for doing this. [5]  He first agrees with our assumptions:  that we have experience (he calls it sensation), ordered by reason (called reflection).  The raw materials that we have to work with are called “simple ideas”, i.e. simple units of experience.  They are:  (1) those from one sense only (sight, sound, touch, etc.); (2) those resulting from a combination of sense (the notion of space); (3) those from reason (reflection) only (i.e. will, understanding); and (4) those that are a combination of sensation and reflection (experience and reason).

Next, these simple ideas can be combined in various ways to result in “complex ideas.”  This can be done in three ways:  (1) simple ideas combined with simple ideas, (2) the combination of simple with complex or complex with complex, and (3) abstraction.

Locke finds four rules to be used in these connections of ideas:  (1) identify (pure logic), (2) relation (logic again), (3) regular connection (the inductive principle), and (4) real existence (the judgment utilizing the other three:  logic and induction).

There are, then, three types of knowledge.  

1. The logical principles of deduction and induction, by which we learn nothing of factual content, but which are ordering, formal principles by which we learn to deal conceptually with our experience and make judgments concerning it.


2. Experiential knowledge of simple ideas (what Russell calls “knowledge by acquaintance”), i.e. pure experience as such, lacking judgments concerning it.


3. The combination of the first two:  mediated knowledge.  This is the more or less probably connection of these simple ideas according to the rules outlined above.  (This is what Russell calls “knowledge by description.”)  

Any judgments concerning the real world must be made in accordance with this third type of knowledge; therefore, no judgment will be of total certainty, but of probability, depending upon the validity of our particular act of relating the raw materials in a thoroughly consistent way:  not omitting any, not inventing any, and dealing with them logically.
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There is one way of dealing with our experience which seems to be a dead end at the outset.  It is called Materialism.  A materialist believes that matter is the only real or existent thing, and that “only sensible entities, processes, or content are existent or real; … that everything is strictly caused by material (inanimate, non-mental)”, and even that mental entities and thoughts “are caused solely by material entities, processes, or events and themselves have no causal effect (epiphenomenalism); … that nothing mental exists.” [6]  

C.S. Lewis has perhaps developed the classic refutation of this view.  First, he points out that any world-view or theory of the world must take into account reason’s validity in order to operate.  We will agree with this, particularly since it is roughly analogous to Locke’s complex ideas (i.e. the combination of simple ideas).

Further, our judgments concerning these forms of perception are ordered according to logical laws, called categories of understanding. [12]  These, of course, are similar to Locke’s schema for connecting ideas, yet is more completely developed.  (Note the connection with the rules of deduction and induction touched on before.)  

So far, this goes along nicely with what has been shown above.  However, Kant now departs from tradition in stating that the Ideas of Reason tend to unify our experience by seeking to absolutize it:  i.e. to explain universal principles like absolute unity, cause, etc.  He tries to show that these principles of experience-ordering attempt to go beyond their area of competence when they try to explain the ground of experience.  They use the categories of judgment in an illegitimate way.  While they are valid for the ordering of experience according to our “mode of experience-ordering”, they cannot reach beyond possible experience to the source of that experience, precisely because of their nature.  The understanding a priori “can never do more than anticipate the form of a possible experience; and as nothing can be an object of experience except the phenomenon, it follows that the understanding can never go beyond the limits of sensibility, within which alone objects are given to us.” [13]

The ground, or source of our experience, Kant calls the “noumenon”, or the “thing-in-itself.”  It is that which metaphysics has always sought to capture and understand.  But he thinks that it has been his greatest achievement to demonstrate the impossibility of such a task.  There is simply no way to step outside of all possible experience to see reality as it really is.  The “noumenon” is a term vacuous of all concepts, precisely because all concepts are applicable only to pure reason and to the ordering of our own limited, finite, and peculiar experience.  It is a “limiting concept.”

Now the concept of a noumenon, that is of a thing which can never be thought as an object of the senses, but only as a thing by itself (by the pure understanding), is not self-contradictory, because we cannot maintain that sensibility is the only form of intuition.  That concept is also necessary, to prevent sensuous intuition from extending to things by themselves; that is, in order to limit the objective validity of sensuous knowledge (for all the rest to which sensuous intuition does not extend is called noumenon, for the very purpose of showing that sensuous knowledge cannot extend its domain over everything that can be thought by the understanding).  But, after all, we cannot understand the possibility of such noumena, and whatever lies beyond the sphere of phenomena is (to us) empty; that is, we have an understanding which problematically extends beyond that sphere, but no intuition, nay not even the conception of a possible intuition, by which outside the field of sensibility objects could be given to us, and our understanding could extend beyond that sensibility in its assertory use.  The concept of a noumenon is therefore merely limitative, and intended to keep the claims of sensibility within proper bounds, therefore of negative use only.  But it is not a mere arbitrary fiction, but closely connected with the limitation of sensibility, though incapable of adding anything positive to the sphere of the senses. [14]

  If Kant is right, the function of metaphysics is certainly not to find out what the objective world is like in itself, but merely to order our experience within the categories given us; the relative is open to us, but the ground of experience, the explanation of the “whole show”, is forever left beyond our grasp.
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The importance of this position is not apparent at first, but we shall see that it is all-important when dealing with the full complement of philosophical issues, and especially when we attempt to find an answer to the question:  “What shall we live for?”  In order to do this, we need to deal with various notions of “the good”, or “the right.”  This is the domain of ethics (the various systems developed to embrace right action, etc.), and meta-ethics (the look “behind the scenes” at ethics, in order to see exactly what justifies one system against another, and what is really meant by “good”, “right”, “obligatory”, etc.).  There are basically four types of meta-ethical approaches:  personal subjectivism, collective subjectivism, naturalistic objectivism, and theological objectivism.  We will take each up in turn.

Private Subjectivism

Private Subjectivism is the idea that what we mean by “right” is merely the reflection of our own private desires and values, not connected with any objective right and wrong.  Emotivism and imperitavism (the theories that ethical injunctions are expressions of emotions or commands) can be subsumed under Private Subjectivism. [15]  C.S. Lewis shows that this position is almost impossible to hold with any consistency, because “whenever you find a man who says he does not believe in a real Right and Wrong, you will find the same man going back on this a moment later.  He may break his promise to you, but if you try breaking one to him he will be complaining “It’s not fair” before you can say Jack Robinson.” [16]  In fact, the skepticism about objective values, or other people’s values, is never applied to their own values; in short, they are found appealing to standards in their own actions when they should (in all consistency) admit that these values are merely personal prejudices. [17]

Collective Subjectivism

Collective Subjectivism thinks that “right” is the agreed-upon value-system of the whole of a society or societies, bearing no relation to objective values (for there are none).  An example of this is Thrasymachus, in Plato’s Republic, who asserts that justice is that which is in the interest of the stronger party. [18]  “right” is legislated by the ruling party, whether democracy or despot.  Now, to be strictly accurate, collective subjectivism doesn’t pretend that there is a real right and wrong, but simply that these terms represent an empirical agreement between persons (whether implicit or explicit) regarding certain values and actions.  Therefore, it cannot be accused of the “naturalistic fallacy” (i.e. trying to derive an “ought” from an “is”) simply because they do not derive an “ought” at all. [19]

Naturalistic Objectivism

Naturalistic Objectivism is the attempt to find objective values (i.e. a real right and wrong) within the analysis of the human situation.  John Stuart Mill is an exponent of this position, and so we will deal with him, while observing the thoughts of other philosophers on the subject.
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The Naturalistic Objectivist tries to ascertain what is the highest good of man, the “summum bonum.”  Mill thinks that the ultimate good is that which mankind desires as an end in itself, and not as a means to another end.  Various “goods” are found to lead to one Good that is the goal of all activity.  For example, according to Mill, we desire friendship, material goods, status, and intellectual gratification because they all have some quality in common, or because they all lead to the same common benefit.  And that, he believes, is what we call “happiness.”

I apprehend, the sole evidence it is possible to produce that anything is desirable is that people do actually desire it.  … No reason can be given why the general happiness is desirable, except that each person, so far as he believes it to be attainable, desires his own happiness.  … if human nature is so constituted as to desire nothing which is not either a part of happiness or a means of happiness – we can have no other proof, and we require no other, that these are the only things desirable. [20]

Aristotle, incidentally, agrees that happiness is this unique thing which is pursued only for itself.  “Happiness seems, more than anything else, to answer to this description; for it is something we choose always for its own sake and never for the sake of something else;” [21]

The difficulty with this approach is that so far, we don’t have the slightest notion as to what “happiness” is, or how to judge what things will in reality make us the most happy.  It is a nearly vacuous term.  For example, the Greek philosopher Epicurus (an early proponent of this type of system) defines it as “pleasure”, and Mill will agree on this designation.  Jeremy Bentham, Mill’s mentor, takes this up and tries to develop a “calculus of pleasure”, by which pleasurable sensations can be quantified and somehow counted up. [22]  

But Mill sees that there are many problems in quantifying pleasure, and therefore opts for degrees of pleasure, or differences in the quality as well as the quantity of pleasure.  As soon as he does this, he must find a standard by which to judge one quality against another, and in fact, develop some sort of hierarchy of pleasures.  He agrees that “it is better to be a human being dissatisfied than a pig satisfied; better to be Socrates dissatisfied than a fool satisfied.” [23]  And this makes a certain sense; but this is where his system goes wrong, for he needs to find a criterion that judges the pleasures.
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This standard, one might say, could be the standard of instinct.  That is, we instinctively know that some pleasures are better than others.  This is difficult to maintain, however, for we know empirically that our instincts are continually telling us conflicting and contradictory things.  The impulse for bodily pleasures and the impulse for self-preservation are sometimes at odds in a decision, and then they need something to arbitrate between them.  When this happens, as C.S. Lewis points out:

You will find inside you, in addition to these two impulses, a third thing which tells you that you ought to follow the impulse to help, and suppress the impulse to run away.  Now this thing that judges between two instincts, that decides which should be encouraged, cannot itself be either of them. [24]

Further, most of the philosophers themselves have agreed that the nobler virtues must be taught:  they are not innate.  Mill himself, Aristotle, and Plato all teach this; and also that when these pleasures are misjudged, misery inevitably ensures. [25]

Another difficulty is the actual judgment of choosing absence of pain vs. abundance of pleasure (Epicurus [26]), abundance of pleasure to absence of pain (Nietzsche [27]), while Mill himself admits that those who practice his method differ in the wildest imaginable degrees:  saying that “some are even puritanically rigorous, while others are as indulgent as can possibly be desired by sinner or by sentimentalist.” [28]

How are we to judge, then?  Mill says that we should determine the hierarchy of pleasures empirically:  that is, assuming that all men desire happiness, look at those who have sampled the most kinds of pleasure, for they are in the best position to choose between them.  And because they are, in fact the most desired, they are therefore the most desirable, and therefore the most conducive to real happiness.  Those that have only a small experience cannot, of course, judge that which they don’t know.  Says Mill:

If I am asked what I mean by difference of quality in pleasures, or what makes one pleasure more valuable than another, merely as a pleasure, except its being greater in amount, there is but one possible answer.  Of two pleasures, if there is one to which all or almost all who have experience of both give a decided preference, irrespective of any feeling of moral obligation to prefer it, that is the more desirable pleasure.  … From this verdict of the only competent judges, I apprehend there can be no appeal.  On a question which is the best worth having of two pleasures, or which of two modes of existence is the most grateful to the feelings, apart from its moral attributes and from its consequences, the judgment of those who are qualified by knowledge of both, or, if they differ, that of the majority among them, must be admitted as final. [29]

Now, exactly who are those in such a position? – why the wealthy and powerful, for only they have had the most opportunity to sample the variety of pleasures.  These, then, are indeed the stronger party of Thrasymachus, who do rule.  We are back, in fact, to the morality of the ruling classes that Socrates refutes in the Republic!  Additionally, we are back to Collective Subjectivism, disguised as Naturalistic Objectivism.  And third, this is where the term “naturalistic fallacy” does indeed apply, for it seeks to find an objective “ought” when there exists only an empirical fact – of simple preference by a group of people.  There is no way given to bridge the gap between “I desire this” and “I ought to do this.” [30]

The first thing to note is that a metaphysical view of the world is presupposed in every ethical system or meta-ethical judgment.  To assert that “happiness” is what we ought to pursue, one must sneak in the notion that man’s purpose for existing consists of nothing else than this pursuit of happiness; and second, one must clearly define the term “happiness” so we can see that it is indeed the goal of life.  This purpose, this goal, presupposes that the metaphysical task has indeed been completed, that we have done what Kant thinks is the impossible:  to understand what the world (and our relation to it) is really like.
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When it gets down to the bare essentials, we have only two meta-ethical choices before us:  either right and wrong is only subjective (personal, collective subjectivism, naturalism), or it is objective (i.e. part of the “is” of the universe as it really is – the noumenon – is a command, an “ought”).   If it can’t be shown to be objective, then of course it must be subjective, and all our feelings on the matter won’t change things.  However, if it could be shown to be objective, inherent in “the way things are”, then we would be justified in following the “right” rather than our own preferences.  But this depends on the findings of metaphysics, in order to determine the nature of the noumenon.  Does it contain an imperative or not?  Is right and wrong part of the very fabric of the world?

This may be likened to Plato’s cave allegory:  only those who are unchained can go outside and see the Sun; those who are chained are left with mere flickering shadows, and probably wouldn’t believe any report of the Sun from those who are “in the know.” [31]  But, according to Kant, we can never be unchained; we can never see the Sun.  Metaphysics is an impossibility.  Therefore, ethics is an illusion; therefore we have no answer to “What shall I live for?”  This is tantamount to nihilism. [32] 

There is, however, a possibility.  And that is this:  if the noumenon, the unknowable thing-in-itself were to be (1) transcendent (i.e. not just part of the changing world, but beyond it and prior to it), (2) intelligent (giving us the “ought”), (3) and willing and able to disclose itself (that is, to communicate itself to us within our own categories) – then we would not be left to our own devices to “figure things out.”  Indeed, we are provided with the answer by the noumenon himself in true, but not exhaustive knowledge:  True, because it accurately reflects the noumenon through his own knowledge of himself; not Exhaustive, because it would be limited to our phenomenal categories and forms of understanding.

This of course does not necessarily mean that there does indeed exist such a personal, transcendent noumenon; merely that if there were, he would provide the answer to metaphysics’ quest for knowledge of reality, and therefore would provide the only answer to the problem of ethical objectivity.  There are various models that have been presented over the years to describe what this noumenon might be like.  These will be examined in the following section.
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The first model is what one might call “Transcendent Theism” – the word “transcendent” used in the Kantian sense, i.e. that which is beyond possible experience and therefore unknowable by nature. [33]  Theism can be defined as “the belief in a personal God.  God is here usually conceived of as Creator, as having brought into existence realities other than himself which though he is not completely dependent upon them, nevertheless are dependent upon him.” [34]  

The foremost objection to theism is traditionally the problem of evil.  This may be stated as follows:  (1) evil exists; (2) God is said to be infinitely powerful, and so is able to remove evil if he wants to; (3) God is said to be perfectly good, and so would want to remove evil; therefore, (4) So, since evil exists, God must not exist as described.  

The problem of evil in a theistic framework has been covered by many writers, and is beyond the scope of this paper. [35]  We might say for the present, though, that the traditional answer has been the notion of freedom:  God has two choices:  (1) to create automata, (2) to create real, free persons.  He has chosen the second, and therefore evil is a real possibility in any free choice.  And therefore, it is not surprising that we see evil as the result of freely chosen acts, all around us – although God himself does not desire it.  The further problems concerning evil and free will are complicated by the notions of time, cause-and-effect, logical options open to God, etc.  Let us just state that the problem of evil is not limited to a theistic model – it is present in every model of the noumenon that has been proposed.  In fact, the reason it is a problem for theism is precisely because theism takes evil seriously.  Therefore, before we rule this option out, we must consider the problem within the other frameworks as well.
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The second model is what one might call “monism”, i.e. that everything is part of the whole of the universe; that nothing exists transcendent to the universe (as in theism).  This can take one of two forms.

Atheism

The first form is “atheism”, meaning “(a) the belief that there is no God.  (b ) Some philosophers have been called ‘atheistic’ because they have not held to a belief in a personal God.  Atheism in this sense means ‘not theistic.’ “ [36]  In this view, strictly speaking, the universe is composed of matter/energy, does not possess intelligence or will itself, and certainly was not created by a transcendent Being with these characteristics.  Polytheism, the belief that there are many finite gods, is reduced to monism, indeed atheism, upon analysis – because these gods are simply parts of the larger whole and are not transcendent to it.  

If atheism is in fact true, then we can have no answer to Kant’s dilemma; there is no transcendent intelligence able to disclose itself within the limits of our categories.  Similarly, there is no basis for right and wrong, as Sartre – the atheistic French philosopher – apply notes:

The existentialist, on the contrary, thinks it very distressing that God does not exist, because all possibility of finding values in a heaven of ideas disappears along with Him; there can no longer be an a priori Good, since there is no infinite and perfect consciousness to think it.  Nowhere is it written that the Good exists, that we must be honest, that we must not lie; because the fact is we are on a plane where there are only men.  Dostoyevsky said, “If God didn’t exist, everything would be possible.”  That is the very starting point of existentialism.  Indeed, everything is permissible if God does not exist, and as a result man is forlorn, because neither within him not without does he find anything to cling to. [37]

Therefore, the problem of evil affects atheism as well.  While it is a problem for theism because theism takes evil seriously, it is a problem for atheism, because a consistent atheist cannot take evil seriously.  The atheist position has no basis to say there is a real right and wrong, and therefore must explain-away the reality of evil.

Pantheism

The second form of monism is “pantheism”:  

1.  The doctrine that reality comprises a single being of which all things are modes, moments, members, appearances, or projections.  2.  As a religious concept Pantheism is to be distinguished from Immanent Theism and Deism by asserting the essential immanence of God in the creatures. [38]

The only observable difference between pantheism and atheism is that the former thinks the universe itself to be somehow alive, imbued with spirit, while atheism doesn’t.  Still, its universe bears little resemblance to “God.”  Indeed, the pantheist utilizes “word magic”, described by John W. Montgomery:

Pantheism … is neither true nor false; it is something much worse, viz., entirely trivial.  We had little doubt that the universe was here anyway:  by giving it a new name (“God”) we explain nothing.  We actually commit the venerable intellectual sin of Word Magic, wherein the naming of something is supposed to give added power either to the thing named or to the semantic magician himself. [39]

The pantheistic model is reducible to monism because there is no transcendent being.  Therefore, while appearing very religious, it is subject to the same limitations:  no answer to the metaphysical or ethical dilemmas.  Furthermore, the problem of evil confronts pantheism as well as the other models.  It may be stated:  either (1) evil isn’t real, making the monistic noumenon totally good, but denying a real right and wrong, or (2) evil is real, therefore the noumenon is part good and part evil – but since there is no transcendent basis for evil, it can’t really believe that evil is real.  Therefore, pantheistic models, like the atheistic model, can’t believe in the reality of evil.
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From the above, we see that noumenon models can be reduced to two essential candidates:  transcendent theism, and monism.  Monism has no answer to the metaphysical and ethical problems.  The problem of evil, so quickly brought forth when discussing theism, is also applicable to the monistic model.  In fact it is a problem for two distinct and opposite reasons in these two systems:  (1) in theism, because it takes evil seriously, yet maintains a good, transcendent God, and (2) in monism, because it must deny the reality of evil.  If the theistic model cannot be shown to be true, then we may turn to the other for an answer to our problems; however, we will be forced to be content with no metaphysical or ethical answers.  If it does prove to be true, then we have a clue to metaphysics, and therefore ethics.

This, of course, all hinges on the disclosure of the transcendent noumenon.  If he exists and doesn’t disclose himself, this won’t help us at all.  We must next find some way to discover this disclosure if it has indeed taken place.



Chapter Four:  

Method of Verification - Evidence
1

Many philosophers have thought that the personal God has disclosed Himself in Reason, and that therefore we can use reason to prove His existence.  The first sort of proof we will examine is called the “ontological proof”, for it argues from the concept of being to the existence of God. [1]  This proof was first made famous by St. Anselm of Canterbury (1003-1109).

One way of stating the argument is that it is logically necessary for a necessary Existent to exist. [2]  However, the nature of this “necessary Existent” is not defined in this approach; indeed, it could merely be the universe itself, and therefore a trivial proof.

The second form of this argument is more acceptable.  It runs as follows:  (1) We can conceive of a being than which no greater can be conceived.  (2) It is greater to exist in the mind and in reality than to exist merely in the mind.  (3) Therefore, God must exist in reality. [3]  There are problems with both premises.  The first one is in conceiving of a “greatest being.”  This seems to be done merely through extrapolation of various concepts until the quality of “perfection” is reached.  Aside from the fact that different people prefer different “perfections”, we know that merely to name a concept is not necessarily to clearly and distinctly conceive of it.  That is, to call something “infinite” is not necessarily to understand or comprehend infinity: it is not equal to having that concept clearly in the mind. [4]

The second objection deals with the second premise, and has been taken up by Kant.  He says that adding the notion of “existence” to a concept doesn’t really add something to it; rather, existence is an “instance” of that quality. [5]  However, I can see the difference between a concept in the mind alone, and its fulfillment in really.  Perhaps, the conclusion should be worded:  “Because we can conceive a greatest Being, then the concept of God must include his existence in reality, therefore we must conceive of him as existing.  The real problem pointed out by Kant is that it is illegitimate to get from a mere concept to an empirical fact without observation and experience of that fact.
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The second traditional proof of God’s existence is called the “cosmological proof”, developed by Aristotle, Anselm, Aquinas, and Leibniz, among others.  This technique argues from the fact of existence to the ground, or necessary source, of that existence. [6]  There are three forms of the cosmological argument.  

Causal Contingency

The first is that (1) everything that exists must have a cause; (2) this causal series cannot be infinite; (3) therefore, there must be a first cause of everything that exists.  

There are two objections possible to this approach.  The first is that the very notion of cause and effect has been challenged by some (e.g. Hume [7], it is merely our interpretation of frequent conjunction.  Kant [8], our phenomenal judgments are not applicable to the noumenon).  However, our assumptive principle of induction demands that we organize our “frequent conjunction” of experience into cause and effect relationships.  The second is more to the point:  it is that there is no reason we can’t have an infinite series of causes. [9]  The notion of no first term is a familiar one to mathematics (especially dealing with transfinites), and therefore shouldn’t scare us as something new.  

A new empirical twist has been proposed utilizing the “second law of thermodynamics”:  i.e. the flow of energy in a closed system tends toward less organized forms, or in short, the universe is running down to a point called “heat death.”  If this is true, it is reasoned, then the universe must have a finite life-span, therefore a cause within finite time.  This seems to make sense.  However, various hypothetical alternatives remain open:  any science fiction buff is familiar with “parallel worlds”, time-reversal, etc.  The existence of a parallel world with an opposite entropy-flow would exactly balance out the observed portion that we are familiar with, giving us in reality a steady state.  Or, perhaps (utilizing the notion that anti-matter operates in a temporally reversed continuum, that is, that it actually travels backwards in time) we could imagine a “trans-temporal” framework in which we see the flow forward and backward in time, with temporal beginning and end, but with no “trans-temporal” terminal points!

Admittedly, these alternatives are not based on observed facts, and are only hypothetical, but so is – at this point – the notion of a personal, infinite, source of all causes (a strange proposition, indeed).  Neither one is yet demonstrated:  they are both hypothetical constructs.  And the point is that the argument for the existence of one (the God hypothesis) is not logically compelling.  Neither is the other – but this merely leaves us at a stand-off with two possible, but unproven, views.

Preservative Cause

The second type of cosmological argument moves from effects to cause, but not in a temporal sense.  It says that the continued existence of each entity must be accounted for; and there can be no infinite regress, because then there really is no accounting whatsoever, for there is no final term. [10]  The difficulty with this position is that there is no reason demonstrated that there must be a cause of continued existence, i.e. that some preservative cause must keep everything from going out of existence.  Indeed, it seems that there might be just the reverse:  a principle of inertia which automatically tends to keep objects in existence, like objects in uniform motion.

Contingency

The third form states that (1) things exist; (2) they are contingent, i.e. depend on something other than themselves for their existence; (3) therefore there must be an ultimate being that is not contingent. [11]  We certainly can’t object to the first premise!  But the second is suspect.  To use the term “contingent” seems to sneak in the notion of “necessary” by contrast, right at the start.  Therefore, if one grants contingency, he is bound to admit necessity.  

But the real problem is perhaps in the notion of absolute contingency vs. mutual dependence  It has been asserted that, since each item in the universe is dependent on something else, therefore the “whole show” is dependent.  One example by analogy is the case of an argument composed of faulty elements (it is therefore a faulty argument), or a barrel of rotten apples (it is a bunch of rotten apples).  However, the analogy doesn’t clearly apply.  Why can’t the analogy be a machine, for instance, composed of mutually dependent parts?  Surely, this is a model taken for the universe which applies more closely than a logical syllogism.  In this model, we can see the possibility of each item being contingent, yet contingent upon the “whole show”, such that when everything is working together and understood in that context, each item is truly and comprehensively explained in terms of the whole. [12]

We see, therefore, that the ontological and cosmological arguments are not logically compelling; there are arguments on both sides.  We obviously need further input to decide whether the noumenon is personal ad has disclosed himself.  Reason alone is insufficient without data.
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Another possible mode of divine self-disclosure is that of “religious experience.”   A more complete treatment of this will be done in a later paper called “Christian Experience.”  However, we will say here that there are two types of experience possible – propositional (scriptures, ethical injunctions, etc.) and non-propositional (emotional, visionary, etc.).  There are clearly two problems involved with this mode.  The first is theoretical, in that this experience must be mediated by human, fallible, frail, and sinful agents.  We are left to private interpretation of experiences, and must trust fallible media to accurately appropriate, understand, and convey what is intended by the noumenon.  The second problem is practical, in that in fact a variety of people have claimed to possess this religious contact, and their reports appear to conflict.  Some of the reports conflict to such a degree that they are mutually destructive, i.e. contradictory.  Therefore, great confusion has resulted in judging their validity – each man for himself.

Instead, we see that the most effective way for the noumenon to disclose himself would be if he were, himself, the medium of communication, as well as that which is communicated (in this case, we suppose it would be true that “the medium is the message”!).  Next, the best medium would be a concrete human person, capable of communicating the noumenon with our categories, supplying us with true, yet not exhaustive knowledge of reality.  If it actually occurred, this would take place as an “invasion” of the Creator into his creation, as an element within it.  This may or may not have occurred, but it is his best shot.  This of course gives rise to the notion of the “miraculous”, which is this very invasion.
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There are two concepts of miracle that must be distinguished:  (1) an unusual event, inexplicable in the current state of knowledge, and (2) an event, the source of which is not the usual cause/effect chain, but instead is the transcendent noumenon.  The occurrence of an unusual event, or its denial, must simply be determined by normal scientific-historical canons of investigation.  To rule out the possibility a priori is not only poor scholarship, but is a reactionary force, resisting new knowledge of the world.  

To give a ruling concerning the source of that experience is a different matter.  A mistake has often been made in affirming the source of an unusual experience to be God solely on the basis of the lack of scientific explanation available at the time.  This leaves the ground open to new interpretation whenever science makes a new advance; in fact, this has been the course taken by the opponents of the miraculous, saying in effect “Sure, we can’t explain some things yet, but eventually we will; and then there will be no more miracles to explain, for as our understanding grows, your miracle diminishes, and finally dwindles to nothing!”

The proper procedure is along a different line.  We could only know the source of an unusual event by the testimony of a veracious, competent witness.  That is, an honest witness, able to perceive the source, to understand the meaning of the event, and to accurately relay to us this information.  The only such witness possible is one who can transcend the human limitations and actually be in touch with the noumenon himself.  In fact, the only such totally reliable witness would be the noumenon himself in his self-disclosure!  Therefore, we see already that the notion of miracle depends on the revelation of the personal God, and cannot be ruled out a priori until a determination is made on the question of this self-disclosure.

An objection to this is voiced by saying that the laws of nature themselves are so strict and uniform, that they rule out the possibility of a miracle occurring.  Hume is the most famous proponent of this view:

A miracle is a violation of the laws of nature; and as a firm and unalterable experience has established these laws, the proof against a miracle, form the very nature of the fact, is as entire as any argument from experience can possibly be imagine.  … There must, therefore, e a uniform experience against every miraculous event, otherwise the even would not merit that appellation.  And as a uniform experience amounts to a proof, there is here a direct and full proof, from the nature of the fact, against the existence of any miracle, nor can such a proof be destroyed or the miracle rendered credible by an opposite proof which is superior. [13]

The fallacy of this position should be obvious.  How do we know there is a uniform law of nature?  Simply because we inductively believe there is a cause for every event (which, oddly enough, Hume himself seems to question!), and continue looking until that cause if found.  Our inductive principle, while requiring a cause, does not tell us where the cause is to be found, whether in the creation, or grounded directly in the creator.  This still needs to be determined.  

The question, then, is not whether we can find examples of “a-causal events” within experience (e.g. the Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle [14]), but rather – believing there is to be a cause for each event – how large is the system we’re studying?  Does it include the transcendent noumenon or not?  And that, of course, depends on our topic:  has the noumenon disclosed himself?  It is suicide to rule out that disclosure at the start (for then we are left with no metaphysical or ethical answers).  Instead, we must suspend judgment until we know some facts.  (The notion of “larger systems” is wonderfully portrayed b y C.S. Lewis, in his book Miracles.  [15] )
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Gerald Larue, in his interview, gives two definitions of “myth”:  (1) a statement that is “made up”, i.e. not true, and (2) a literary analytical term describing stories whose elements contain references to a God or gods and their dealings with men.  As he feels the second definition is to be the most appropriate, we will accept it.  Then:  how can we tell if there is a TRUE myth, that is a true account of a God dealing with men?  This, of course can’t be ruled out by calling it a myth (for a myth can be true or false)!

Larue rules out the possibility, on the basis that all such concepts are archaic, and tied in with the notion of a three-story universe, etc.  In refutation of this, we might just add that the notion has been dealt with in this paper without the use of “pre-scientific” notions, and that – in fact – the only way science could refute the notion of the “true” myth would be to show that every possible instance is untrue – that is, that every instance where a man testifies to his own essence as the “self-disclosure of the noumenon” is either a liar or a fool.  And this means, simply, that these testimonies must be sorted out and examined before the concept of the true myth is ruled out.

The notion of myth is no more nor less archaic in itself than the notion of a personal God, and historically it would be very difficult to show that monotheism is an ancient view, and that monism is the more enlightened, modern view.  Similarly, if this “modern view” were to be in fact shown, then we must be careful to distinguish a “true notion” from a mere “fad”, for – as C.S. Lewis again so aptly points out – anything which is not eternally true is “eternally out of date.” [16]

Paul Tillich has a similar view to this as Larue.  He objects to the notion of myth because “It uses material from our ordinary experience.  It puts the stories of the gods into the framework of time and space although it belongs to the nature of the ultimate to be beyond time and space.” [17]  What he seems to be implying here is that our categories are not appropriate in explaining or speaking of the ultimate.  What he fails to understand, in my view, is that all language about such a subject, not just the “archaic” language, is equally metaphorical (ref. to chapter one concerning the use of symbol in reason).  

C.S. Lewis makes four important points concerning this:  (1) thinking and imaging (having mental images) are two distinctly different things.  (2) we can have accurate thoughts without accurate images; (3) we can have accurate thoughts even when inaccurate images are mistaken for accurate ones; (4) all speech about super-sensibles must be metaphorical in a high degree. [18]  In applying metaphor to ultimate matters, he finds it impossible to utilize some sort of “ultimate language”, and – indeed – when this is attempted it leads to comical result:

When we point out that what the Christians mean is not to be identified with their mental pictures, some people say, “In that case, would it not be better to get rid of the mental pictures, and of the language which suggests them, altogether?”  But this is impossible.  The people who recommend it have not noticed that when they try to get rid of man-like, or as they are called, “anthropomorphic”, images they merely success in substituting images of some other kind.  “I don’t believe in a personal God”, says one, “but I do believe in a great spiritual force.”  What he has not noticed is that the word “force” has let in all sorts of images about winds and tides and electricity and gravitation.  “I don’t believe in a personal God’, says another, “but I do believe we are all parts of one great Being which moves and works through us all” – not noticing that he has merely exchanged the image of a fatherly and royal-looking man for the image of some widely extended gas or fluid.  A girl I knew was brought up by “higher thinking” parents to regard God as a perfect “substance”; in later life she realized that this had actually led her to think of Him as something like a vast tapioca pudding.  (To make matters worse, she disliked tapioca.) [19]

Thomas Aquinas has a good description for that type of symbol involved in the ultimate matters.  While a “univocal” symbol would necessitate exact correspondence, and an “equivocal” symbol would involve no correspondence, the use of an “analogical” symbol would have a partial correspondence, that is, it would be like its object in some ways, and unlike it in others. [20]  We can see the application of this principle downwards in the animal kingdom:  we can say that a dog is “like” a man analogically (he may be friendly, shy, fierce, etc.); and similarly, a man who is the self-disclosure of the noumenon would be “analogically” like the noumenon:  a true expression, although not exhaustive.
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If we mean to make an assertion about reality, about the world, that statement should be available to open scrutiny, i.e. there should be some series of events that could be counted either for or against the truth of the assertion.  Otherwise it is meaningless.  Some think that statements about God are in that category – that they are not verifiable or falsifiable. [21]  If this is true, then statements about God are indeed meaningless; but if there really is a means by which we could open such statements to verification or falsification, then it is meaningful, and must be subjected to such tests.

In order to do this, we must first remember that the nature of symbolic knowledge is such that it is either deductive or inductive:  that is, either pure form (tautological), or only probably statements of a logical framework involved in connecting experiences, possible experiences, and judgments according to a basically inductive technique.  Deductive knowledge tells us nothing about the real world itself, only propositions.  Inductive knowledge does indeed tell us something about the world, but its judgments are only probably, not absolutely certain, because they involve the matrix of experience/judgment within one’s life.  Therefore, if the noumenon has disclosed himself, this knowledge must take the form of probably, inductive knowledge, based on the best evidence available, and open (like all knowledge) to public scrutiny and tests of verification that are appropriate.

How can we verify or falsify the proposition that “the personal, infinite noumenon has disclosed himself in a concrete person”?  (1) We must first point to a concrete person, or persons, that have made the claim.  (2) We must then apply the best available tests to determine if he is veracious and competent.  If there is more than one, then we must apply the same tests impartially to determine the validity (or lack of it) of each.

The best test of personal testimony is the legal canon of evaluating evidence.  This technique of course is used in life-and-death situations through-out the world, and must be considered to be acceptable to most humans in most places for a rigorous, sensible means for telling about the honesty and competence of witnesses.  We are examining the testimony of the claimant, therefore legal evidential procedure appears to be the most acceptable test available.

Secondarily, since many persons capable of making the claim have obviously lived in the past:  that is, are not contemporaneous with us, their claims would have to be preserved in historical documents.  Therefore, as a subset of legal evidential procedures, we will accept the canon of historiography, i.e. the technique for handling and evaluating historical documents, to make a judgment on the documents themselves before we evaluate the claims within them.
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Legal evidential procedures are basically aimed at determining two things:  (1) is the witness able to tell the truth (competence), and (2) is the witness willing to tell the truth (veracity).  J.M. Maguire, in his Evidence:  Common Sense and Common Law, states this: 

Cross examination tests what legal commentators are prone to term human testimonial qualities – (1) willingness, and (2) ability, to tell or otherwise convey the truth about the subject matter of inquiry.  Willingness may perhaps best be talked about in terms of sincerity.  Ability has to be broken into several fractions.  One of these is understanding perception of the event or condition under investigation.  A second is correctness and comprehensiveness of memory brought to bear at the time when belief is manifested.  The third and last, usually to be taken for granted, is power of intelligible expression. [22]

The key is that the witness is to testify of his own knowledge, not just something that he picked up second-hand.  Hearsay evidence, that is “testimony in court, or written evidence, of a statement made out of court, the statement being offered as an assertion to show the truth of matters asserted therein, and thus resting for its value upon the credibility of the out-of-court asserter”, [23] is not considered acceptable evidence unless it is merely referring to the truth that a certain statement was made (without judging that statement’s truth or falsity), and in this case it is not properly hearsay.  

For example, for Peter to say that Paul stated certain things in his letter does not count in dealing with the truth of Paul’s assertions in his correspondence; however, it is perfectly admissible as evidence that Paul’s letters did indeed contain the mentioned assertions.  This rule assumes that persons are “conversant with their own affairs”, [24] and can normally make intelligent judgments concerning their own experience.

“Expert testimony” is different from that of an eye-witness; the witness tells what he saw, and makes simple inferences about it; the expert is enlisted in order to make judgments that are not capable of being made by the jury:  i.e. specialized knowledge and considerations. [25]  Circumstantial evidence can be important in testimony for the corroboration or destruction of testimony. [26]  Further, secondary evidence is sometimes permissible when it is the best evidence available. [27]  Of course, the first-hand, immediate testimony of one or more competent witness is ideally the sort of evidence one looks for.  The purpose of examining these witnesses is to determine the credibility of direct testimony, discover additional facts related to the matter, and uncover supplementary facts necessary for sound judgment. [28]
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In addition to the competence of the witness, it is important to ensure his veracity, through a variety of tests designed to verify or refute the statements he brings forth.  There are at least seven factors to consider.

1. There must develop an internal consistency of his statements. [29]

2. The question of bias must be considered; i.e. even if he is competent to make judgments of the evidence available to him first-hand, is he willing to tell an objective account of it, or will his evidence be swayed through bias? [30]

3. The demonstrated character of the witness is usually taken into account, to see if he has a record for veracity in general. [31]

4. Does the testimony agree with the material facts already ascertained, or does it contradict them? [32]

5. The witness must be able to express his perceptions clearly. [33]

6. Collateral circumstance must be taken into account. [34]

7. Has the witness contradicted out-of-court statements previously made? [35]

If all of these tests are applied, and the witness fulfills the various requirements, then we can be assured that he – being both competent and veracious – should be regarded as a faithful and accurate witness of that which he is asserting.  If the tests show a weakness in either ability or willingness, then he must be rejected as a first-rate witness.
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The “burden of evidence” is different from the “burden of persuasion.”  The former shifts throughout the inquiry, while the latter is simply assigned at the end. [36]  The burden of persuasion means that one party has the responsibility to produce a certain degree of evidence in order to make his point, and that if he fails to do so, the other party wins the argument by default.  The allocation of this burden (also called in general the “burden of proof”) usually goes to:  

1. the party seeking the affirmation of a fact or event, [37]

2. the party seeking the affirmation of an unusual event, [38]

3. the party possessing peculiar knowledge of the situation [39]

4. the party which accuses another of fraud [40] 

For example, the burden of proof would fall, in varying degrees, to the party who claims that John Doe robbed the store; to the party who claims that Fred Smith is really a man from outer space; to the party claiming that Lenin is back from the dead (revealed only to themselves); to the party claiming that Jimmy Jones has committed fraud.

The type of evidence necessary to make a judgment varies with the nature of the case.  There are three degrees of proof needed to make a decision:  preponderance, reasonable doubt, and clear and convincing evidence.

Preponderance

“Preponderance” simply means that there is ore evidence for one than for the other; a fifty-percent mark must be passed, and then the party that has produced the better evidence wins.  This is applicable in civil cases, ordinary litigation.  Of course, it is not just the volume of paperwork, or simple quantification of the evidence, but rather the total cogency, which determines which party has made the best case. [41]  

Reasonable Doubt
“Reasonable Doubt” is used in criminal cases, and charges of fraud. [42]  This means that the accuser must have much more than mere preponderance, but must make his case so strongly that no “reasonable doubt” remains.  This doesn’t mean “any doubt”, but “reasonable doubt.”  This notion is of course common in the American law system, where the “innocent is presumed innocent until proven guilty.”  

Clear and Convincing Evidence
There is a mediating position between preponderance and reasonable doubt; that is “Clear and Convincing Evidence.”  This is to be used in certain important civil cases, wheel the evidence must be greater than the preponderance-51%, but doesn’t need to be as great as that in criminal charges.  This has been stated by Dean McCormick:

They require that the trier must have an “actual belief” in, or be “convinced of” the truth of the fact by this “preponderance of evidence.”  Does this mean that they must believe that it is certainly true?  Hardly, since it is apparent that an investigation by fallible men based upon the testimony of other men, with all their defects of veracity, memory, and communication.  Does it mean a kind of mystical “hunch” that the fact must be true?  This would hardly be a rational requirement.  What it would most naturally be understood to mean by the jury (in the unlikely event that it should carry analysis so far) is that it must be persuaded of the truth of the fact is not merely more probable than not, but highly probably. [43]

 How are we to apply these three standards to our own quest?  Where does the burden of proof lie?  How strong must our proof be?  There are many factors to consider.  First, historical procedure ordinarily leads to an acceptance of preponderance of evidence, i.e. whatever interpretation of the facts at hand seems more likely to be true. [44]  Second, the burden of preponderance is upon those pleading the affirmative of a fact, those pleading an unusual fact, and those possessing peculiar knowledge of the fact to be demonstrated.  Therefore it seems as though the burden belongs to us in the degree of preponderance.

However, the nature of the assertion is so important (that the noumenon has disclosed himself in the world) that it would seem our burden would be that of reasonable doubt.  However, this is almost countered by the fact that, if it is not true, and we find witnesses that have claimed it to be true, the result might indeed by a charge of fraud against the witnesses (because of the importance of the assertion).  In this case, the burden would be on those who see to prove that fraud has indeed taken place, and this burden is reasonable doubt.

Therefore, we have three allocations involved:

1. Preponderance on the prover of fact

2. Reasonable doubt on the prover of the fact

3. Reasonable doubt on the prover against the fact.

It seems that a mediating position might be offered.  And this is precisely the degree of “Clear and Convincing Evidence”, not as strong as reasonable doubt, but more sure than preponderance.
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In case of the death of the witness(es), no cross-examination is possible; and therefore, no cross-examination as such is necessary.  Instead of asking the witness questions, his testimony as incorporated in written material must take the place of oral testimony. [45]  This is one exemption from the hearsay rule. [46]  When evaluating ancient documents (thirty years old or more), the “best evidence” rule applies:  “the best proof that the nature of the thing will afford is only required.” [47]  The rule concerning ancient documents can be stated, saying that: 

Every document, apparently ancient, coming from the proper repository or custody, and bearing on its face no evident marks of forgery, the law presumes to be genuine, and devolves on the opposing party the burden of proving it to be otherwise.” [48]

In these instances, we must use the canon of historiography in order to determine the validity of documents containing testimony, and then – once the integrity and authenticity of the documents is decided – we must use the legal standards mentioned about to evaluate the testimony contained within them.  The “raw material” provided for us are sometimes called “traces” or “sources”, i.e. those objects left from the past, which can give us clues to what transpired in their day. [49]  The types of traces are categorized as physical, written, and oral traces. [50]  Usually, of course, written traces (documents) contain the more “information” due to its use of language; however, physical objects (statues, implements, etc.) tell their story in corroborating the documents; and oral testimony is sometimes valuable.

The integrity and authenticity is determined from an analysis of the materials themselves, and a comparison with already-known facts which tend to corroborate or refute the findings of internal analysis.  Five things are analyzed in this process: 

1. materials (paper, ink, implement used for writing, etc.)

2. form (style, handwriting)

3. content (internal claims, characteristics, reference to events, dates terminus + and –

4. possible reasons for forgery

5. when dealing with copies of the original autographs, textual criticism [51]

The external corroboration of these findings is also important.  Independent (two or more), reliable witnesses is one things that is helpful.  Also, the verification by appeal to common knowledge of historical or other germane facts.  Circumstantial evidence also contributes to this corroboration. [52]

Now that we have the “traces”, and evaluated their internal evidence, and checked with the external evidence, we apply the two legal standards to judge whether the author was (a) willing, and (b) able, to give us accurate information:  i.e. a reliable testimony.  Historiography uses these standards, just as the judicial system does.  First, we must deal as much as possible with primary (not secondary) documents; the nearness to the facts, and competence to judge the facts must be evaluated. [53]  Direct is preferred to indirect testimony, first-hand preferred to hearsay, etc. [54]  Second, we must take into account possible biases, the desire to please the receive of the document at the time, the writing for contemporaries for ulterior motives, motives of forgery, and writing to impress posterity. [55]

The means of interpreting these documents must be according to sound semantic and exegetical principles, [56] not willy-nilly, and subjective interpretations.  Five guidelines of legal interpretation are helpful in this:

1. The meaning is to be sought in the document itself; it should be thought to be self-interpreting whenever possible. [57]

2. The clear intention should prevail over particular words when ambiguous.

3. The literal meaning should be accepted whenever possible.

4. Extrinsic evidence should be applied only when necessary, and when applied, its meaning should involve an understanding of the circumstantial connection between it and the document itself.

5. The document must be construed as a whole; exegesis must be in context. [58]

And so, we have found our canons of verification:  the legal and historiographic principles used in evaluating testimony and documents containing that testimony.  Now it remains to put these principles to use.



Chapter Five:  Materials Concerning Jesus 
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We will see in the next chapter that Jesus of Nazareth makes precisely the claim that concerns us:  i.e. to be the self-disclosure of the noumenon in a concrete, historical, human being.  Where can we find primary source material concerning him:  what is the raw material available to us, the “traces” of historiography, by which we can judge the validity of that claim?  There are basically three types of documents about Jesus:  those written by pagans, those by Jews, and those by Christians.  We will look at the pagan documents first.

No official records have been preserved of Pontius Pilate; however Justin and Tertullian (early Christian writers) must have believed that such records were extant in their time, for they challenge skeptics to look in the Roman archives, in which Pilate’s report about Jesus’ trial was said to be preserved. [1]

Suetonius
Suetonius was a Roman historian who compiled biographies of emperors, writing around 120 A.D.  He talks about the expulsion of the Jews from Rome in 49 A.D. under the emperor Claudius.  The cause of the disturbance is said to be “Chrestos” (a variant of the name “Christ”).  He says that Claudius “expelled the Jews from Rome, on account of the riots in which they were constantly indulging, at the instigation of Chrestus”, [2] and that “punishment was inflicted on the Christians, a body of people addicted to a novel and mischievous superstition.” [3]

Tacitus

Cornelius Tacitus, another Roman historian, writes between 115 and 117 A.D.; he speaks of the first of Rome in 63 A.D., where Nero diverted the blame onto the Christians.

They got their name from Christ, who was executed by sentence of the procurator Pontius Pilate in the reign of Tiberius.  That checked the pernicious superstition for a short time, but it broke out afresh – not only in Judaea, where the plague first arose, but in Rome itself, where all the horrible and shameful things in the world collect and find a home. [4]

It is entirely possible that Tacitus revealed his information from non-Christian sources, perhaps even an official report about the crucifixion, because of the hostile terms in which Christians are reported.

Pliny the Younger
Pliny the Younger, governor of Bithynia (son of Pliny the Elder, author of Natural History), was accustomed to consulting the emperor when any decision was made.  Ten books of correspondence have survived to this day.  Interesting points in the following lengthy quote are:

· He described Christian worship, in which a hymn is sung to Christ as a god

· The Christians answer charges of cannibalism, incest, etc.

· The Christians were put to death for refusing to bow to the emperor, which would (to them) be idolatry.

Tertullian, the Christian apologist, was aware of this letter, and used it in his Apology.  One of Pliny’s letters to Emperor Trajan (112 A.D.) is so interesting that its entire text is included below:

My Lord:  It is my custom to consult you whenever I am in doubt about any matter; who is better able to direct my hesitation or instruct my ignorance?

I have never been present at Christian trials; consequently I do not know the precedents regarding the question of punishment or the nature of the inquisition.  I have been in no little doubt whether some discrimination is made with regard to age, or whether the young are treated no differently from the older; whether renunciation wins indulgence, or it is of no avail to have abandoned Christianity if one has once been a Christian; whether the very profession of the name is to be punished, or only the disgraceful practices which go along with the name.

So far this has been my procedure when people were charged before me with being Christians.  I have asked the accused themselves if they were Christians; if they said “Yes”, I asked them a second and third time, warning them of the penalty; if they persisted I ordered them to be led off to execution.  For I had no doubt that, whatever kind of thing it was that they pleaded guilty to, their stubbornness and unyielding obstinacy at any rate deserved to be punished.  There were others afflicted with the like madness whom I marked down to be referred to Rome, because they were Roman citizens.

Later, as usually happens, the trouble spread by the very fact that it was being dealt with, and further varieties came to my notice.  An anonymous document was laid before be containing many people’s names.  Some of these denied that they were Christians or had ever been so; at my dictation they invoked the gods and did reverence with incense and wine to your image, which I had ordered to be brought for this purpose along with the statues of the gods; they also cursed Christ; and as I am informed that people who are really Christians cannot possibly be made to do any of those things, I considered that the people who did them should be discharged.  Others against whom I received information said they were Christians and then denied it; they meant (they said) that they had once been Christians but had given it up:  some three years previously, some a longer time, or two as many as twenty years before.  All these likewise did reverence to your image and the statues of the gods and cursed Christ.  But they maintained that their fault or error amounted to nothing more than this:  they were in the habit of meeting on a certain fixed day before sunrise and reciting an antiphonal hymn to Christ as God, and binding themselves with an oath – not to commit any crime, but to abstain from all acts of theft, robbery and adultery, from breaches of faith, from repudiating a trust when called upon to honor it.  After this, they went on, it was their custom to separate, and then meet again to partake of food, but food of an ordinary and innocent kind.  And even this, they said, they had given up doing since the publication of my edict in which according to your instructions, I had placed a ban on private associations.  So I thought it the more necessary to inquire into the real truth of this matter by subjecting to torture two female slaves, who were called “deacons”; but I found nothing more than a perverse superstition which went beyond all bounds.

Therefore I deferred further inquiry in order to apply to you for a ruling.  The case seemed to me to be the proper one for consultation, particularly because of the number of those who were accused.  Nor has this contagious superstition spread through the cities only, but also through the villages and the country-side.  But I think it can be checked and put right.  At any rate the temples which had been well nigh abandoned, are beginning to be frequented again; and the customary services, for the sacrificial animals, too, is beginning to find a sale again, for hitherto it was difficult to find anyone to buy it.  From all this it is easy to judge what a multitude of people can be reclaimed if an opportunity is granted them to renounce Christianity. [5]

Private letters are considered by historians to be an excellent source of information, for they are usually not written with public polemical intent, but instead have many elements – taken for granted in the correspondence itself – that are fairly straight-forward.  This letter shows very vividly the growth of the early Christian movement, and the threat it presented to the traditional modes of religion in Rome and its satellites.

Julius Africanus
Eusebius preserves the writing of Julius Africanus, who is concerned to refute Thallus (thought to be a Samaritan) who, in writing a history of the Eastern Mediterranean in 52 A.D., sought to explain away the darkness at the crucifixion as an eclipse. [6]  Africanus points out that this interpretation is impossible, for the crucifixion took place at the full moon.  The importance of this example is that – in Rome of 52 – there were already efforts to explain Christianity by means of natural phenomena, and that the central details of the faith were known.

Mara Bar Serapion
There is also a letter from Mara Bar Serapion to his son (preserved in the British Museum), written in Syriac sometime later than 73 A.D., in which Jesus is specifically mentioned and compared to Pythagoras and Socrates in that he died for his teaching. [7]
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There are two major Jewish sources concerning the historicity of Jesus.  They are Flavius Josephus, and the Talmud.

Josephus
Josephus was born in 37 A.D., captured by the Romans during the revolt of 67 A.D., brought before Vespasian, and his life was spared.  He occupied himself with writing the history of the Jews.  His book Antiquities of the Jews, written about 93 A.D., refers to many New Testament characters, in particular John the Baptist, James the Just (Jesus’ brother), and Jesus himself.

Some of the Jews thought that the destruction of Herod’s army was a divine judgment, a very just penalty for his murder of John the Baptist.  For Herod killed him in spite of the fact that he was a good man, who taught the Jews to practice virtue, to show righteousness towards one another and piety towards God, and to form a community by means of baptism.  … His fellow-Jews gathered around him, for they were greatly impressed when they heard him preach.  But Herod was afraid that his great power of persuading men might lead to a rising, for the people seemed ready to follow his counsel in everything.  So he thought it was advisable to arrest him and kill him before he started a revolt; this, he thought, was better than to repent after the event, once a revolt had broken out.  So John, falling a victim to Herod’s suspicion, was sent in chains to the fortress of Machaerus … and put to death there.  The Jews, then, believed that it was to avenge John that God brought this disaster upon Herod’s army. [8]

… he convened a judicial session of the Sanhedrin and brought before it the brother of Jesus the so-called Christ – James by name – and some others, whom he charged with breaking the law and handed over to be stoned to death. [9]

The passage below concerning Jesus is one of much debate.  Various parts are considered by many to be of Christian interpolation, because Josephus, not being a Christian himself [10], uses phrases that are almost impossible to believe came from him.  Some, because of this, have proposed to throw out the entire passage.  A more reasonable approach might be such a reconstruction as follows, by inserting the italic passages or replacing other passages with them:

Now there arose about this time a source of further trouble in one Jesus, a wise man who performed surprising works, a teacher of mean who gladly welcome strange things.  He led away many Jews, and also many of the Gentiles.  He was the so-called Christ.  When Pilate, acting on information supplied by the chief men among us, condemned him to the cross, those who had attached themselves to him at first did not cease to cause trouble, and the tribe of Christians, which has taken this name from him, is not extinct even today. [11]

Talmud
The “Talmud” is a collection of Jewish writings, embodying a large commentary on the Hebrew Scriptures:  the “Law and the Prophets.”  After the fall of Jerusalem in 70 A.D., the work of reconstruction for the Jewish people was immense.  The school of Hillel began the work; Yohanan ben Zakkai collected and codified some of the oral tradition concerning the Law and the Prophets; later Rabbi Akiba arranged the material according to subject matter; then Rabbi Meir (135 A.D.) continued the work; and Rabbi Judah the Prince (200 A.D.) compiled the “Mishnah”, which was the completed compilation of tradition. [12]

Commentaries on the Mishnah are called “Gemaras.”  Together, they make up the Talmud.  The Palestinian Talmud was completed about 350-400 A.D., and the Babylonian about 500 A.D.  One portion that mentions Jesus is the following, from the Babylonian Talmud:

Jesus was hanged on Passover Eve.  Forty days previously the herald had cried, “He is being led out for stoning, because he has practiced sorcery and led Israel astray and enticed them into apostasy.  Whosoever has anything to say in his defense, let him come and declare it.”  As nothing was brought forward in his defense, he was hanged on Passover Eve.  … Ulla said:  “Would you believe that any defense would have been so zealously sought for him?  He was a deceiver, and the All-merciful says:  “You shall not spare him, neither shall you conceal him.”  It was different with Jesus, for he was near to the kingship.” [13]

While it is conceded by most scholars that the “apologetic” parts are not necessarily historically relevant, we will note that the Jews were forced to account for Jesus’ reality and impact in some way.  They conceded his historicity, his crucifixion, his miracles – calling him a sorcerer – and his following.

To sum up, we have found a variety of interesting things from a perusal of the pagan and Jewish sources regarding Jesus.  Jesus was a real historical person.  He was called the “Christ” and was executed by sentence of Pontius Pilate during Tiberius’ reign.  He did miraculous works, and attracted a large following from both Jews and Gentiles.  James the brother of Jesus, and John the Baptist, also were real persons, and their murders are mentioned.  Jesus; followers would not commit idolatry by worshipping another, while giving Christ divine honors, and therefore many were tortured and killed, although they bound themselves by a promise to act honorably and morally.  These documents rest in large part on the Christian “cult” already developed; however, as in Tacitus and Pliny, the ideas of non-Christians may have been derived from non-scriptural sources (e.g. Roman archives, secular accounts, etc.)
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The documents of the Christians should be divided into four categories.  The first contains those works that were always, at all times and places, accepted by the Christian church.  The second is composed of those that were disputed by the Christians, and finally accepted after great debate.  The third category is of the books disputed and finally rejected; and the fourth is the category of those works always rejected or considered spurious by the church.  The first two categories are the books composing what we call the “New Testament.”

The original autographs of the New Testament writings are gone; therefore their content must be re-traced through a close examination of the extant copies.  Obviously, the more copies available for study, and the earlier their dates (i.e. the closest to the original), the better chance we will have in determining the original content of the autographs.  This work of comparison and analysis is called “textual criticism.”  The basic method that textual critics use is to examine the early Greek MSS (the language of the N.T.), checking their findings with the additional help of early versions (translations from Greek to another language), quotes from early Christians in their works (useful because these works utilize earlier texts than those extant), and church lectionaries (somewhat similar to some current hymnals or books of prayer).

Once we have enumerated the hard evidence at hand, we’ll then list some of the things textual critics look for in evaluating the evidence:  what sort of errors are likely to occur, how to judge between variants, etc.  Then we’ll compare the findings of the textual critics in the area of New Testament study with the results of similar studies in classical literature.
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The first group of MSS to be dealt with is what is called the “Greek Uncials”, those Greek MSS, usually in Codex (book) form, dating from 350 A.D. into the middle ages. [14]  (Appendix C. gives a list of these)  The Codex Vaticanus is dated around 350 “A.D.  It was not known to scholars until 1475, and couldn’t be studied until 1189-1890 because of Vatican rules.  It contains most of the Old Testament and all of the New Testament except Hebrews 9:14 to the end.  It is one of the most well-known manuscripts extant.  

Another is the Codex Sinaiticus, dated also around 350 A.D.  It was discovered by Count Tischendorf in 1844 at the monastery of St. Catherine at Mount Sinai, where the Count handily rescued the MSS from their use in stoking the fire!  The MSS was purchased from Russia by Britain and now resides in the British Museum.  It contains more than half of the Old Testament, and all of the New Testament.

The Codex Alexandrinus, dating about 450 A.D., contains all of the Old Testament except for some mutilations; it has most of the New Testament except Matthew 1-25, John 6-8, 2 Corinthians 4-12.  It, like Sinaiticus, is at the British Museum.  

The Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus, dating 345 A.D., contains nearly all of the New Testament, lacking 2 Thessalonians and 2 John.  It is a “palimpsest”, that is, a document written over the “erasure” (by scraping) of a previous work.

The Codex Bezae, dating 450-550 A.D., is a bilingual MS (Greek and Latin), containing the four gospels, Acts, and 3 John, with some omissions.  These are some of the manuscripts used that are Uncial (capital letters) Codices (book form).
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There are a number of MSS not in book form, called Papyri, using uncial letters.  Some of these bridge the gap between 100 A.D. (the definite end of the New Testament writings) and 350 A.D. (the earliest codices).  (See Appendix C. for a list of the papyri).  Three significant papyri that bridge the gap are: [15]  the Chester Beatty Papyri, dating 250 A.D. (P45, P46, P47), containing most of the New Testament; the Bodmer Papyri, dating 200 A.D. (P66, P72, P75); and the John Rylands fragment, dating 117-138 A.D.  The last is the earliest New Testament fragment, containing a part of John’s gospel.  It effectively sets an empirical ceiling on the dating of the gospels, because, while dated twenty or so years after 100 A.D., they were located at such a distance from the place of writing that a significant time-lapse must have been involved in the MS’s travel.

Added to the uncials and the papyri are the miniscules (written in lower-case letters, with cursive form), dating somewhat later (9th to 15th century).  Many of these are good and valuable copies because of their derivation from very early texts. [16]  (see Appendix C. for a list of the miniscules)  There are at least 2,646 miniscule MSS of varying sizes and degree of integrity extant.
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Besides the Greek MSS at our disposal, there are thousands of MSS which are translations from the Greek to other languages, e.g. Syriac, Coptic, Old Latin, Latin Vulgate, and others.  The value of these translations, called “versions”, is obvious.  The type of errors likely to be found in translating Greek to Latin (for instance), and in copying from Latin to Latin, are going to be different from the type of errors copying from Greek to Greek.  Similarly, bilingual MSS are of great help in comparing translation-errors, etc.  There are at least 8,000 MSS available in checking the findings of the more primary Greek MSS. [17]
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Another method of checking the results of analyzing the extant Greek MSS is to examine the works in which early Christian writers quoted the New Testament in their works.  And they quoted the New Testament plenty!  The “apostolic fathers” of 70-150 A.D. refer to or quote the New Testament in the Epistle of Pseudo-Barnabas, Clement of Rome to the Corinthians, the seven epistles by Ignatius, Polycarp to the Philippians, the Shepherd of Hermas, the Didache (teaching of the twelve apostles), and the writings of Papias.

The “ante-Nicene fathers”, from 150-300 A.D., that quote the New Testament are Justin Martyr, Tatian, Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Hippolytus, Origen, and Cyprian.  The “Nice” and “post-Nicene” fathers, from 300-430 A.D., are Eusebius of Caesarea, Athanasius, Cyril of Jerusalem, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa, John Crysostom, Ambrose, Jerome, and Augustine. [17a]

In fact, so much of the New Testament is quoted in these early writings that, were the New Testament MSS all to perish, it could literally be reconstructed on the basis of these early quotations!  One many even sat out to do this very thing:

Sir David Dalrymple’s curiosity was aroused on this subject when once he was asked, “Suppose that the New Testament had been destroyed, and every copy of it lost by the end of the third century, could it have been collected together again from the writings of the Fathers of the second and third centuries?”  Having given himself to research on this question, he was later able to report … “Up to this time I have found the entire New Testament, except eleven verses.” [18]

A table showing the Patristic quotations is shown in Appendix D.

One of the values in checking these quotations is that the authors often had at their disposal earlier manuscripts than are now extant, and so – if they quoted correctly – we would have excellent access to very good MSS.  The problem in this is that the authors often quoted from memory, or paraphrased, so that their evidence should be used only in checking results from ore assured techniques rather than supplanting them.
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A further method of checking our results is the use of early Christian lectionaries (in Greek), which contain – for liturgical purposes – abundant quotations from the New Testament.  Most of these lectionaries are from the seventh to the twelfth centuries, though some are earlier. [19]

The total number of MSS to be examined is vast.  There are at least 297 uncials, 76 papyri, 2,646 miniscules, roughly 2,000 lectionaries, over 8,000 versions (translations), and literally thousands of patristic quotations to evaluate. [20]  Of course, the more MSS available, the better our results can be; and the earlier the better.  The uncials and papyri, followed by the miniscules, make up the base of investigation.  Then checks are applied through the analysis of the versions, lectionaries, and patristic quotations.  There is indeed abundant material upon which to make a decision.
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It is important to know the sort of errors that are likely to turn up in manuscripts.  Various accidental errors often depend on the means of transmission.  For example, if the MS is being read out loud to a group of people writing new copies, errors of hearing may crop up in the new MSS, while if each person has a MS to directly copy, errors of seeing (like skipping a line, etc.) are likely.  This is combined with the likely errors of memory, judgment, and writing common to both methods.

Similarly, intentional errors are sometimes found.  These are alterations concerning the following:  linguistic changes, historical difficulties cleared up, harmonistic corruptions, doctrinal “corrections”, and liturgical corruptions. [21]  Sometimes, notes are made in the margins of the text, which get picked up by the next copyist as text.

In general, the reading is to be preferred that explains the origins of the others, is the more difficult, is the more characteristic of the author, or sometimes the one that is merely shorter.  Sometimes the earliest MS is to be preferred, but that is not a strict rule, for later extant MSS may be very good copies of very early good MSS, while its competitor may not be based on such good MSS. [22]

According to Philip Schaff, of the 150,000 variations known in the extant MSS, only 400 affect the sense of the passages!  And of these, only 50 or so are of any significance.  And of these, none affect any article of faith or precept of duty “which is not abundantly sustained by other and undoubted passages, or by the whole tenor of Scripture teaching.” [23]  Therefore, even if there were a small number of MSS available, instead of the wealth of information before us, we would have no textual difficulty in dealing with the major concepts of the New Testament text.
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In dealing with textual criticism of the New Testament, we should be aware of the results of textual criticism in other fields of literature; it should help us to compare these results to place our inquiry in proper scholarly perspective.  This is where we see the true strength of our study of the N.T. text, for it turns out to be based on abundantly more material than any other textual analysis of ancient works!  (See Appendix E. for a comparison of the N.T. text with that of classical authors.)  

F.F. Bruce gives three excellent examples.  The first is Caesar’s Gallic War, of which only nine or ten MSS are of any value, the earliest of this mere handful at least 900 years removed from the original!  Second, he points out that the Histories of Tacitus, dated about 100 A.D., are based on only two MSS, of the ninth and eleventh centuries.  And third, the historical writings of Thucydides (460-400 B.C.) are based on eight MSS, the earliest 900 A.D.  Yet, with this paucity of empirical evidence, scholars accept the integrity and authenticity of these works without any problem. [24]

The case for the integrity of the New Testament text is so strong that there is no reputable scholar in that field that I’ve been able to find that really debates the point.  F.G. Kenyon, in a now-famous passage, sums up the findings with great clarity:

The interval then between the dates of the original composition and the earliest extant evidence becomes so small as to be in fact negligible, and the last foundation for any doubt that the Scriptures have come down to use substantially as they were written has now been removed.  Both the authenticity and the general integrity of the books of the New Testament may be regarded as finally established. [25]

Therefore, as we can clearly see, the textual problem is really a pseudo-problem posed by those unfamiliar with the hard empirical data.  First, even without resolving the variants, our doctrine and understanding of the major points of the text are unaffected!  Second, we have good MSS from around 350 A.D. - and therefore, since they are substantially the same as our current Bible, it hasn’t changed since then, e.g. through the Middle Ages and beyond!

These MSS are supplemented by many good papyrus and miniscule evidence, checked by the lectionaries, versions, and patristic quotations.

In addition, the shorter MSS we possess from the second and third centuries bring us very, very close to the original time-frame of the autographs.

Next, to compare the findings of the N.T. textual criticism with that of all classical authors puts it into perspective:  the hard evidence available in studying the New Testament is abundantly greater than that for any other classical work.  Therefore, to deny its findings is tantamount to historical solipsism.  In short, there may be problems in the study of the New Testament documents, but they are not of a textual nature.



Chapter Six:  Jesus’ Claim 
1

The next task is to examine the contents of these documents, to see if they present Jesus as the self-disclosure of the noumenon needed by both metaphysics and ethics.  There are three titles applied to him.  The first is “messiah”, which comes from the Hebrew word meaning “anointed”, and equivalent with “Christ” in Greek.  Those anointed in the Old Testament were priests (Lev 4-6, 15), kinds (2 Sam 19; 1 Sam 16, 24; Lam 4), and prophets (Ps 105, 1 Kings 19).

It was prophesied in early Jewish history that a kind would arise, reign over Israel with justice and integrity, and rule forever with God’s blessing.  The first prophecy is Jacob’s blessing of Judah in Gen 49:  “The scepter shall not pass from Judah, nor the staff from his descendents, so long as tribute is brought to him and the obedience of the nations is his.”  The second is Hannah’s prophecy in 1 Sam 2:  “Those that stand against the Lord will be terrified when the High God thunders out of heaven.  The Lord is judge even to the ends of the earth, he will give strength to his kind and raise high the head of his anointed prince.”  And the third is Nathan’s prophecy to King David:

The Lord has told you that he would build up your roil house.  When your life ends and you rest with your forefathers, I will set up one of your family, one of your own children, to succeed you and I will establish his kingdom.  It is he who shall build a house in honor of my name, and I will establish his royal throne forever.  I will be his father, and he shall be my son.  When he does wrong, I will punish him as any father might, and not spare the rod.  My love will never be withdrawn from him as I withdrew it from Saul, whom I removed from your path.  Your family shall be established and your kingdom shall stand for all time in my sight, and your throne shall be established forever.  [1]

The prophets warn that Israel will be ruined, and then restored.  Amos says:

Yet I will not wipe out the family of Jacob root and branch, says the Lord.  No; I will give my orders, I will shake Israel to and fro through all the nations as a sieve is shaken to and fro and not one pebble falls to the ground.  They shall die by the sword, all the sinners of my people, who say, “Thou wilt not let disaster come near us or overtake us.”  On that day I will restore David’s fallen house; I will repair its gaping walls and restore its ruins; I will rebuild it as it was long ago, that they may possess what is left of Edom and all the nations who were once named mine.  This is the very word of the Lord, who will do this. [2]

Moses explains to the children of Israel that a prophet will arise like himself.  He speaks for the Lord:  “I will raise up for them a prophet like you, one of their own race, and I will put my words into his mouth.  He shall convey all my commands to them, and if anyone does not listen to the words which he will speak in my name I will require satisfaction from him.” (Deut 18)

The prophets Isaiah, Jeremiah, Zechariah, and Micah describe the coming king:

For to us a child is born, to us a son is given; and the government shall be upon His shoulder, and His name shall be called Wonderful Counselor, Mighty God, Everlasting Father (of eternity), Prince of Peace.  Of the increase of His government and of peace there shall be no end, upon the throne of David and over his kingdom, to establish it and to uphold it with justice and with righteousness from that latter time forth, even for evermore.  (Isaiah 9, Amplified Bible)

Then a shoot shall grow from the stock of Jesse, and a branch shall spring from his roots.  The spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him, a spirit of wisdom and understanding, a spirit of counsel and power, a spirit of knowledge and the fear of the Lord.  (Isaiah 11)  [3]

In those days, at that time, I will make a righteous Branch of David spring up; he shall maintain law and justice in the land.  (Jer 33)

Rejoice, rejoice, daughter of Zion, shout aloud, daughter of Jerusalem; for see, your king is coming to you, his cause won, his victory gained, humble and mounted on an ass, on a foal, the young of a she-ass.  He shall banish chariots from Ephraim and war-horses from Jerusalem; the warrior’s bow shall be banished.  He shall speak peaceably to every nation, and his rule shall extend from sea to sea, from the river to the ends of the earth.  (Zech 9)

But you, Bethlehem in Ephratha, small as you are to be among Judah’s clans, out of you shall come forth a governor for Israel, one whose roots are far back in the past, in days gone by.  Therefore only so long as a woman is in labor shall he give up Israel; and then those that survive of his race shall join their brethren.  He shall appear and be their shepherd in the strength of the Lord, in the majesty of the name of the Lord his God.  And they shall continue, for now his greatness shall reach to the ends of the earth; and he shall be a man of peace.  (Mic 5)

In the literature that developed between the Old and New Testament, the role of the Messiah is further defined.  This is important, because it leads one to an understanding of the expectations current in Jesus’ day.  It shows a human king of David’s line, sent to overthrow the Gentiles, expel the sinners, and restore the dominion of Israel in a theocratic kingdom.  The works that deal with this in a major way are the Psalm of Solomon, Fourth Ezra, the Apocalypse of Baruch, and the Assumption of Moses. [4]
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The second title applied to Jesus is the “Son of Man.”  This is an interesting phenomenon because the application is exclusively made by Jesus himself.  The term is used in three major places in the Old Testament.  The first is in Ezekiel, where the prophet is called the Son of Man ninety times, and it is used to merely mean “man.” [5] 

The second is in Daniel 7, where the term can be interpreted as both “man” and a heavenly figure (the Ancient of Days). [6]  Psalms 8 and 80 are related to this concept.  The third place is in the non-canonical Enoch.  The “Similitudes”, while different from the rest of Enoch, and not found in the Qumran diggings, contain the concept – it is similar to the one used in Daniel. [7]

Taking the three major uses of Son of Man, we can see that it can apply to a mere man, or to a heavenly, apocalyptic figure. [7a]  The use – in context – must determine the nature of our interpretation.
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One group contemporaneous with Jesus took the notion of Messiah very seriously.  They were called the “Zealots.” [8]  The term can mean a brigand, or bandit (the word “sicarri” meaning “dagger-men”); there are stronger and weaker senses of the term.  The two “original” zealots, the prototypes, were Phinehas, son of Aaron (Num 25, Ps 106), and Elijah (1 Kings 19, consumed with “zeal for the Lord”).

The Zealots were determined to bring the kingdom by force, looking for temporal political power through military victory; they were concerned with the overthrow of the Romans and the establishment of Jewish might.  The predecessors of the first century Zealots were Mattathias (father of Judas Maccabaeus), Hezekiah (resistance leader executed by Herod in 47 B.C.), and Judas the Galilean (who led a revolt in 6 A.D.), possibly the son of Hezekiah).  

After Jesus, Eleazer led a revolt in 54 A.D. under Nero’s reign; Menahem led a revolt against Rome in 66 A.D.; an Egyptian (with whom Paul was confused; Acts 21) led four thousand sicarii into the wilderness; and Simon Bar-Kokhba led the famous rebellion against Rome in 132 A.D.
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Another group of Jesus’ time had an interesting view of the Messiah.  This group is the Essenes.  The Essenes, like the Pharisees, sprang from the Hasidim. [9]  Some of them participated in the revolt against Rome, and therefore have zealot affinities or sympathies. [10]  Hippolytus, the early Christian writer, tells us that there were four types of Essenes, [11] therefore the Community of Qumran, an Essene-type group that we know the most about, is only one of many types.

The Qumran Community (known through the Dead Sea Scrolls) expected two messiah-figures - a Zadok priest and a king – both to appear at the end time.  Other than this, their expectations were quite similar to the others of their heritage, as embodied in the Old Testament and inter-testament literature. [12]

The focal point of this community was the “Teacher of Righteousness”, who was apparently its founder.  Although many have compared him with Jesus, and the community with the Church, these comparisons are outweighed by the dissimilarities present.  In contrasting the Teacher with Jesus, we find that 

· the founder of the community isn’t considered to be the Messiah by either himself or his followers [13] 

· there is no saving significance in his death [14] 

· there is no resurrection attributed to, or expected of, him apart from the general resurrection of all [15]

· there is no notion of incarnation in Qumran [16]

· the Teacher is not divine in any sense [17]

· he is not sinless [18

All of the important qualities attributed to Jesus (as we shall see) are missing in Dead Sea literature.
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Jesus applies the term Christ, or Messiah, to himself, and accepts the title from others.  He says there is “one master”, “one Christ” (Mat 23), referring to himself.  Peter’s famous confession is that he is the Christ; he applies the term to himself at his trial before the High Priest; before Pilate he is called the “King of the Jews.”  His entrance into Jerusalem is definitely messianic.

But this term is not applied strictly in the sense commonly understood by the first-century Jews, for Jesus says that his kingdom is “not of this world”, when challenged by Pilate.  He refuses his coronation at his entrance of Jerusalem, and rejects the attempt to crown him by force.  He doesn’t get embroiled in political matters.  Even his accepting a zealot (Simon the Zealot) as a disciple doesn’t show Zealot sympathies, for this is a “reformed Zealot”, set in contrast to the other disciples (if they were all Zealots, this term wouldn’t have been used to describe just one member), just as Matthew is portrayed as a “reformed tax collector.”

We can see that the mere concept “messiah” alone is not sufficient to describe Jesus, for he takes the concept and re-interprets it.  It fits the picture only insofar as the new understanding of the term prevails over common contemporary expectations.  This is why he was so slow to proclaim himself to be the Messiah, for the term had to be redefined.

Jesus’ favorite term in self-designation was the “Son of Man.”  He used it over fifty unique times in the gospels (excluding parallels) ‘19] and no one else uses it to describe him.  It has been noted that this must be a real Aramaic term, for it is awkward in Greek – there is no reason for thinking it to be a later interpolation upon Jesus’ self-consciousness. [20]  It can be used as a self-designation [21] rather than applied to another person (in other words, a way of saying “I” or “myself”).  The term, however, is ambiguous in and of itself, for it can apply to three types of figures in the gospels:  an earthly figure, a suffering figure, and an apocalyptic figure. [22]  Therefore, of course, it must be interpreted in context, in light of the other titles used to describe Jesus, and in light of the circumstances surrounding each application.
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The term that is the most startling, and for our examination most significant, is “Son of God.”  This concept is not common in the Hebrew pre-Christian literature, and where it is used it bears a variety of meanings.  It can mean a creature:  Adam (Lk 3), Israel (Ex 4), everyone (Mal 2, Acts 17), all Christians (Jn 3, Rom 8 and 19, Gal 3 and 4), the angels (Gen, Job).  It can be the messiah; David is called the son of God in 2 Sam 7.

There is another, non-Jewish, concept of “Son of God”; this comes from the Greek and Roman civilizations.  There are a variety of myths about dying and rising gods (Osiris, Adonis, Attis, Ball Bel-Barduck, and Dionysius) [23] 

There are myths about god/men (Apollo, the son of Zeus, who became “incarnate” as a punishment for murder; Heracles, son of Zeus, who became a god by his good deeds) [24]

Various kings have been considered to be gods or god-like: 

· the Egyptian kings; Persian kings

· Alexander the Great

· the Ptolemies

· Seleucids

· Julius Caesar, voted a god after his death by the Senate

· Octavian, 40 B.C. called “son of divine”

· Tiberius Caesar, not defied

· Gaius Caligula, identifying himself with the heroes, then the gods

· Nero voted in by the Senate

· Domitian, voted in by the Senate, demanding the term “Lord and God”

· Vespasian

· Titus, after his death [25]

Let’s take a look at this concept of “divine.”  First, it shows a polytheistic “divinity”, not anything near the unique self-disclosure of the noumenon.  Second, it comes fairly cheap, for the Roman Senate could vote it into being.  Third, dying and rising gods were not historical persons, but rather archetypal vegetation/fertility gods.  Therefore we see that to “partake in the divine” is not a new concept; it flows throughout the Greek and Roman worlds.  But that is a far throw from the revelation of the noumenon of our study.

Also, the Hebrew notion of “Son of God” can be ambiguous, because of its application to creatures, all men, all Christians, the Messiah, and the angels.  Therefore, like the other terms, it must be interpreted in context, in light of the surrounding circumstances and titles.
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Jesus accepts the application of this title in the New Testament.  When he asks the disciples “Who do men say I am?” they reply “John the Baptist, Elijah, one of the prophets.”  When he asks them “Who do you say I am?” Peter replies with his famous confessions:  “You are the Christ, the Son of the Living God.” (Mat 16, Mk 8)  Jesus doesn’t rebuke him for this, but accepts the title, and then comments on it.

A second instance is when Thomas falls at Jesus’ feet (after the Resurrection) and exclaims “My Lord and my God!” (Jn 20).  Jesus also accepts this worship and title.

A third instance is when Jesus appears before the High Priest, on trial for his life (Mk 14, others).  The witnesses haven’t been able to get their stories straight, and therefore the High Priest tries to make Jesus convict himself with the question – under oath – “Are you the Messiah (Christ), the Son of the Blessed (God)?”  This is Jesus’ time to correct any false understanding of his nature; but he replies “I am.” [26]  His statement is correctly understood by those sitting in judgment at the trial, for the High Priest exclaims “You have heard the blasphemy for yourself”, and they send him to the cross.  In his reply, he adds the claim to be the Son of Man.  

Therefore we see – at the crucial point in his life – the application of all three titles to himself:  Messiah, Son of God, Son of Man.  The claim to be the Messiah is obviously not blasphemy, [27] but the claim to be the Son of God, as understood by his hearers, was.  Therefore, of course, it wasn’t understood in the more common senses mentioned above, but in a much stronger sense.
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It has been repeatedly contended that the mere application of “Son of God” to Jesus means merely that he is God’s son like the rest of us are his offspring.  We have seen above that – yes, indeed – the mere term is ambiguous in that it can apply to a wide variety of people and instances (the children of Israel, the Messiah, all people, etc.).  Therefore, the only way to interpret the particular application in Jesus’ case is to view it in context, that is, within the framework of all the other titles and actions attributed to Jesus.  We have already seen the three titles (Messiah, Son of Man, Son of God) used to describe him, and seen that they are in themselves inadequate, for the latter two are ambiguous and the former is re-defined by Jesus himself for application.  However, when we look at the whole context of these titles, we will see that his nature is very specifically defined; and that nature will be found to be precisely that self-disclosure of the noumenon which is the subject of our inquiry.

First, Jesus is pre-existent, born of one human parent and of God.  His birth (recorded in the first chapter of Matthew and third chapter of Luke) is unique in historical annals, to be paralleled in overt mythological stories.  His very nature is different from the ordinary man.  God is quite literally his father, for there is no human father participating in the event; yet Jesus is still a real, flesh-and-bone man, born of a woman.  Whether this account is accurate or not, for the moment, is not for us to consider; we are simply “painting the picture” set forth in the New Testament documents; we will judge this picture in further chapters.

John, at the outset of his account, describes Jesus’ pre-existent nature very carefully, pointing out that he is indeed “God made man.”

At the beginning God expressed himself.  That personal expression, that word was with God and was God, and he existed with God from the beginning.  All creation took place through him, and none took place without him.  In him appeared life and this life as the light of mankind.  The light still shines in the darkness and the darkness has never put it out. …

That was the true light, which shines upon every man, which was now coming into the world.  He came into the world – the world he had created – and the world failed to recognize him.  He came into his own world, and his own people would not accept him.  Yet wherever men did accept him he gave them the power to become sons of God.  These were the men who truly believed in him, and their birth depended not on natural descent nor on any physical impulse or plan of man, but on God.[

So the word of God became a human being and lived among us.  We saw his glory (the glory like that of a father’s only son), full of grace and truth.  And it was about him that John stood up and testified, exclaiming:  “Here is the one I was speaking about when I said that although he would come after me he would always be in front of me; for he existed before I was born!”  …

It is true that no one has ever seen God at any time.  Yet the divine and only Son, who lives in the closest intimacy with the Father, has made him known.  (John 1:1-18)

Note that John reiterates the impossibility of “seeing God”, or knowing the noumenon as it is in himself.  Therefore it must be expressed as “God-for-us”, or the self-disclosure of the noumenon:  “The Son has made him known.”  Further, note that this “Son” is not the same as “sons of God”, who are the believers, but is a unique pre-existent being identified with God.
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The relationship between the Father and the Son, lest there be any mistake, is clearly defined by Jesus.  First, he claims to be the perfect expression of the Father:  to view Jesus is equivalent to viewing God.

“I myself am the way”, replied Jesus, “and the truth and the life.  No one approaches the Father except through me.  If you had known who I am, you would have known my Father.  From now on, you do know him and you have seen him.”  Then Philip said to him, “Show us the Father, Lord, and we shall be satisfied.”  “Have I been so long with you”, returned Jesus, “without your really knowing me, Philip?  The man who has seen me has seen the Father.” (Jn 14:6-9)

“I have shown your self to the men whom you gave me from the world. … I have made your self known to them and I will continue to do so that the love which you have had for me may be in their hearts – and that I may be there also.” (Jn 17:5-6, 26)

Some people try to escape the implications of the above by saying that there are really many manifestations of God, many expressions, and Jesus is only one of them.  Jesus’ reply to this is rather clear, “No one has ever been up to Heaven except the Son of Man who came down from Heaven.  … For God loved the world so much that he gave his only Son, so that everyone who believes in him should not be lost, and should have eternal life.” (Jn 3:13-16)  And “the man who does not honour the Son does not honour the Father who sent him. … For just as the Father has life in himself, so by the Father’s gift, the Son also has life in himself.” (Jn 5:20-7)

And lest we think this idea is an invention of John, Luke’s testimony also concurs:  “Everything has been put in my hands by my Father; and nobody knows who the Son is except the Father.  Nobody knows who the Father is except the Son – and the man to whom the Son chooses to reveal.”  (Luke 10:22)

Jesus is clearly pictured here as the unique self-revelation of the personal, infinite God of the Jewish faith. [28]

Another question that is sometimes raised is:  “I see that Jesus claims to be this revelation; but what exactly does he mean by “God.”  Does it mean a universal principle, a pantheistic divinity, the “divine spark” in every man, or what?”  The answer to this is that “God” is defined by clearly and fairly comprehensively in the entire Old Testament, the Hebrew scriptures.  One must read about Yahweh, the personal God of the Jews, of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, who acts in history and loves his people, to understand the incredible nature of Jesus’ claim.  

Whenever Jesus talks about God, or the Father, the Old Testament deity is the one to whom he is referring.  And it is the strongest biblical principle within the Old Testament that there is only one God, who alone should be worshipped and served.  Any other worship is clearly idolatry, and is judged as worthy of death.  That is why the New Testament authors are moving onto holy ground in applying various Old Testament passages – written concerning Yahweh – to Jesus himself.  For instance, John the Baptist (Matt 3) and Jesus (Matt 11) both apply the prophecy of Malachi (Mal 3) that there will come a messenger to “prepare the way” for the Lord himself, to their current situation!  Similarly, the Hebrew Scriptures make quite plain that God alone is the Savior of His people (Is 43, 47; Hos 13).  Paul agrees with this in talking to Timothy (1 Tim 4).  Yet from the date of the epistles on, Jesus is referred to as “Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ”! (2 Tim 1) 

Another striking example is the application of Isaiah’s prophecy:  “There is no god but me; there is no god other than I, victorious and able to save.  Look to me and be saved, you peoples from all corners of the earth; for I am God, there is no other.  By my life I have sworn, I have given a promise of victory, a promise that will not be broken, that to me every knee shall bend and by me every tongue shall swear.” (Is 45:21-3)  Paul is evidently aware of the significance of this passage, for he applies it (Rom 14) in explaining the need for judgment of all men.  Yet he turns right around and applies it to Jesus (Phil 2):  “at the name of Jesus every knee should bow … every tongue confess, “Jesus Christ is Lord”, to the glory of God the Father.”
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The above examples could be multiplied almost indefinitely; the claims are throughout the New Testament.  Another example of the startling nature of Jesus’ claim is that he claims to have never sinned.  He says “Which one of you can convict me of sin?” and “I always do what is pleasing to the Father.” (Jn 8:46 and 8:29)  How many prophets or holy men can say this?  How many of us?  If Jesus really said this, then he is either totally blind to his own sin, or is a perfect man.  Similarly, he claims to be able to forgive the sins of people who have sinned against other people (not him), or against God himself.  The height of arrogance!

… a group of people arrived to see him, bringing with them a paralytic whom four of them were carrying.  And when they found it was impossible to get near him because of the crowd, they removed the tiles from the roof over Jesus’ head and let down the paralytic’s bed through the opening.  And when Jesus saw their faith, he said to the man who was paralysed, “My son, your sins are forgiven.”  But some of the scribes were sitting there silently asking themselves, “Why does this man talk such blasphemy?  Who can forgive sins but God alone?”  Jesus realized instantly what they were thinking, and said to them, “Why must you argue like this in your minds?  Which do you suppose is easier – to say to a paralysed man, “Your sins are forgiven”, or “Get up, pick up your bed and walk”?  But to prove to you that the Son of Man has full authority to forgive sins on earthy, I say to you” – and here he spoke to the paralytic – “Get up, pick up your bed and go home.”  At once the man sprang to his feet, picked up his bed and walked off in full view of them all.  Everyone was amazed, praised God and said, “We have never seen anything like this before.” (Mark 2)

Furthermore, while only God is to be worshipped, which Jesus says out of his own lips, (Luke 4) he accepts the worship of others!  A leper worships him (Mat 8), a blind man worships him (Jn 9), his disciples worship him (Mt 14), the Canaanite woman worships him (Mt 15), his disciples worship him again! (Luke 24)  Is this acceptable?  Surely not for a mere human.  The clear proof is that Peter (Acts 10) was worshipped, and he refused it violently, saying that he was a mere man; similarly, the angel in Revelation 19, when John (who should have known better) falls at his feet in worship, refuses to accept it, saying “I am a servant like you.”  No mere creature should accept worship, yet we see Jesus doing this time and time again.  And Hebrews says, “Let all the angels worship him.”
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The picture is rounded out as Paul explains to the Christians the various implications of God’s revelation in human form.

Now Christ is the visible expression of the invisible God.  He was born before creation began, for it was through him that everything was made, whether heavenly or earthly, seen or unseen.  Through him, and for him, also, were created power and dominion, ownership and authority.  In fact, all things were created through, and for, him.  He is both the first principle and the upholding principle of the whole scheme of creation.  And now he is the head of the Body which is the Church.  He is the Beginning, the first to be born from the dead, which gives pre-eminence over all things.  It was in him that the full nature of God chose to live, and through him God planned to reconcile to his own person everything on earth and everything in Heaven, making peace by virtue of Christ’s death on the cross.  (Col 1:15-20)

For in Christ all the fullness of the Deity lives in bodily form, and you have been given fullness in Christ, who is the head over every power and authority.  (Col 2:9-10, NIV)

For he, who had always been God by nature, did not cling to his privileges as God’s equal, but stripped himself of every advantage by consenting to be a slave by nature and being born a man.  And, plainly seen as a human being, he humbled himself by living a life of utter obedience, to the point of death, and the death he died was the death of a common criminal.  (Phil 2:5-9)

The crowning point is perhaps the passage in which Jesus is being challenged by his contemporaries:  “Who are you?”  They debate for awhile, and then Jesus says something that sends them to find rocks to throw at him.  He says, “Before Abraham was, I AM.” (Jn 10)  He pronounces the holy name of Yahweh (“I am that I am”) found in Moses’ encounter with Yahweh on the mountain:  and applies it to himself!  Surely his listeners got the point.  But do we?

Certainly it is not for us to blame anybody who should find that first wild whisper merely impious and insane.  On the contrary, stumbling on that rock of scandal is the first step.  Stark staring incredulity is a far more loyal tribute to that truth than a modernist metaphysic that would make it out merely a matter of degree.  It were better to rend out robes with a great cry against blasphemy, like Caiaphas in the judgment, or to lay hold of the man as a maniac possessed of devils like the kinsmen and the crowd, rather than to stand stupidly debating fine shades of pantheism in the presence of so catastrophic a claim.  There is more of the wisdom that is one with surprise in any simple person, full of the sensitiveness of simplicity, who should expect the grass to wither and the birds to drop dead out of the air, when a strolling carpenter’s apprentice said calmly, and almost carelessly, like one looking over his shoulder:  “Before Abraham was, I am.” [29]
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Now that we have looked at Jesus’ claim to be the self-disclosure of the noumenon, it is only fair to consider other claims of the same status.  The difficulty is in finding them.  Many people consider the founders of major religions to be in the same category as Jesus.  The surprising thing is not that they followers of Jesus put him above other leaders, but the founders themselves make no claim to being this self-disclosure we have sought.  The reason for this is two-fold:  (1) Those founders that are pantheistic believe that everything is God in some sense, i.e. their term “God” means something very different from the God of the Old Testament spoken of by Jesus (as personal, Creator of the universe, etc.)  Therefore, to be God in their sense means little.  (2) The founders who preach a personal God don’t claim to be that God in the flesh.  Rather, they are intensely aware of their status as “prophets”, but just as aware of their status as creatures.  Surely the Hebrew prophets, for an example, considered it blasphemy for a man to think he was God.

Edwin Yamauchi, in his succinct pamphlet Jesus, Zoroaster, Buddha, Socrates, Mohammed, deals clearly with each founder, comparing just these claims, their notion of God, their deaths, etc.  From this pamphlet, written by one of the world’s leading scholars, we will simply summarize his findings concerning Zoroaster, Buddha, and Mohammed, considered to be probably the three major figures in world religion.  As the findings, concerning their possibilities as self-disclosures of the noumenon, as not very encouraging, we will leave deeper studies of their claims to a later project.  The remainder of this paper will be concerned with evaluating Jesus’ claim, for it is clearly made, and his importance ha been such that he has left a permanent mark on the whole world.

First, Zoroaster, 628-551 B.C., is known through the various materials extant concerning him.  The best of these are the Gathas, Avesta, also various ninth century texts.  To supplement these are various contemporary allusions, plus the epic, Shah Namah by Firdausi (c 1000 A.D.). [30]  Zoroaster taught the monotheistic worship of Ahura Mazda, the creator of two competing good/evil spirits.  Dualism as a Zoroastrian system seems to have developed later, around 226-652 A.D. in the Sassanian period.  Zoroaster did not claim to be the redeemer himself. [31]

Second, Buddha, 563-484 B.C., is known to us through first century B.C. documents (the earliest there are) found in Ceylon, in the Pali language, called “Tipitaka”:  Samyutta Nikaya, Majjhima Nikaya, and Anguttara Nikaya. [32]  The Buddhist Annual of Ceylon shows that Buddhism doesn’t really concern itself with God, but with man.  Buddhism is “that religion which without starting with a God leads man to a stage where God’s help is not necessary.” [33]  And the notion of the person of Buddha seems to have changed from an enlightened man to a super-human being as time went on. [34]

Third, the prophet Mohamed, a thousand years later (570-632 A.D.), is known from four courses:  

1. The Quran, collected 644-655 A.D. by caliph Uthman 

2. The Hadith
3. Oral tradition collected by Al-Bukhari (who chose seven thousand of 600,000 items)

4. The first life of Mohamed, called Sirat Ar-Rasul, by Ibn Hisham. [35]

In these writings and oral tradition, Mohammed is presented as no more than a mortal messenger, [36] himself standing in need of forgiveness. [37]

The three comparable major religious figures simply do not make the claims that Jesus – according to the documents – made.  We need to study these claims, the documents, and their implications using the best standards available to us.  The documents have already passed criticism as far as textual integrity goes.  We know that the original documents, at least in the major points they make, have been preserved accurately for us.  Second, we have seen that, within these documents, Jesus clearly and unequivocally made startling claims concerning himself:  he states that he is indeed the self-disclosure of the noumenon, the unique incarnation of the personal, infinite God, that might provide us with an understanding of reality (the quest of metaphysics), and a clear guide to what is really right and wrong (the task of ethics).

We must utilize the available legal and historiographic standards outlined above in dealing with the task.  A judgment must be made.  In the next chapter we will clarify the decision, and look at all of the logical alternatives that are implied in the claim.  And eventually, we will try to determine which alternative best fits the facts – in order to decide “Is Jesus really that revelation of the noumenon?”



Chapter Seven:  The Alternatives 
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Before we look at the three logical alternative approaches we can take concerning Jesus’ claims, we must first note that his claim is based on the “resurrection from the dead.”  Jesus predicts it in several places, and its truth as an event is asserted time and time again – through the epistles, Acts, and the gospels themselves.  In Paul’s first epistle to the Corinthians, he ties the claim of divinity to the claim of resurrection so closely that they actually stand or fall together, as we shall see.

The resurrection is the authentication of Jesus’ divinity.  It is a central point in the earliest Christian preaching, recorded in Acts by Luke.  In the very first Christian sermon, at Pentecost, at which 3,000 people are converted, Peter says “When he had been given up to you, by the deliberate will and plan of God, you used heathen men to crucify and kill him.  But God raised him to life again, setting him free from the pangs of death … The Jesus we speak of has been raised by God, as all bear witness.” (Acts 2)

Again, at the healing of the lame man he declares “You begged as a favor the release of a murderer, and killed him who has led the way to life.  But God raised him from the dead; of that we are witnesses.” (Acts 3)  Right after this, before the Jewish leaders, he states “it was by the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, whom you crucified, whom God raised from the dead; it is by his name that this man stands here before you fit and well … There is no salvation in anyone else at all, for there is no other name under heaven granted to men, by which we may receive salvation.” (Acts 4)  And in Peter’s first message to the Gentiles, he tells Cornelius “and we can bear witness to all that he did in the Jewish country-side and in Jerusalem.  He was put to death by hanging on a gibbet; but God raised him to life on the third day, and allowed him to appear, not to the whole people, but to witnesses whom God had chosen in advance – to us, who ate and drank with him after he rose from the dead.” (Acts 10)

Similarly, in Paul’s preaching, recorded also in Acts, the resurrection of Jesus is central.  At the synagogue in Antioch he proclaims “Though they failed to find grounds for the sentence of death, they asked Pilate to have him executed.  And when they had carried out all that the scriptures said about him, they took him down from the gibbet and laid him in a tomb.  But God raised him from the dead; and there was a period of many days during which he appeared to those who had come up with him from Galilee to Jerusalem.  They are now his witnesses before our nation.” (Acts 13)  

Before the Greeks in Athens he points to the authority of Jesus to judge all men:  “of this he has given assurance to all by raising him from the dead.” (Acts 17)  And on trial himself for his preaching, he tells Herod Agrippa “I assert nothing beyond what was foretold by the prophets and by Moses:  that the new Messiah must suffer, and that he, the first to rise from the dead … I am not mad, your Excellency; what I am saying is sober truth.  The king is well versed in these matters, and to him I can speak freely.  I do not believe that he can be unaware of any of these facts, for this has been no hole-and-corner business.” (Acts 26)

Paul’s Epistles are the earliest Christian documents.  The resurrection is as important in the earliest as in the latest.  To the church in Galatia (written c 50 A.D.) he refers to “God the Father who raised him from the dead” (Gal 1), and “if anyone, if we ourselves or an angel from heaven should preach a gospel at variance with the gospel we preached to you, he shall be held outcast.”  

And to other churches he preaches the resurrection consistently:  “… of his Son Jesus, whom he raised from the dead. … We believe that Jesus died and rose again; and so it will be for those who died as Christians; God will bring them to life with Jesus.” (1 Thes 1)  “Bearing the human likeness, revealed in human shape, he humbled himself, and in obedience accepted even death – death on a cross.  Therefore God raised him to the heights and bestowed on him the name above all names.” (Phil 2)  “He was declared Son of God by a mighty act in that he rose from the dead.” (Rom 1)  Each of the above quotes was written between 50 and 57 A.D.  

Paul summarizes the supreme importance of the resurrection for Christian belief in his letter to the church at Corinth (written about 57 A.D.):

First and foremost, I handed on to you the facts which had been imparted to me:  that Christ died for our sins, in accordance with the scriptures; that he was buried; that he was raised to life on the third day, according to the scriptures; and that he appeared to over five hundred of our brothers at once, most of whom are still alive, though some have died.  Then he appeared to James, and afterwards to all the apostles. … Now if this is what we proclaim, that Christ was raised from the dead, how can some of you say there is no resurrection of the dead?  If there be no resurrection, then Christ was not raised; and if Christ was not raised, your faith has nothing in it and you are still in your old state of sin.  It follows also that those who have died within Christ’s fellowship are utterly lost.  If it is for this life only that Christ has given us hope, we of all men are the most to be pitied.  But the truth is, Christ was raised to life – the first fruits of the harvest of the dead.  For since it was a man who brought death into the world, a man also brought resurrection of the dead. (1 Cor 15:3-7, 12-22)
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Let us turn to the resurrection accounts of Jesus as provided in the gospels.  First, his death is described in detail.  His sufferings are enumerated.  At the Garden of Gethsemane he sweat drops of blood; he was flogged – not just the usual 39 lashes, but until the soldiers felt like quitting; he was beaten; and a crown of thorns was put on his head.  He was forced to carry his cross until he was no longer able, and fell repeatedly on the way to Golgotha.  Eusebius describes flogging:  “the sufferer’s veins were laid bare, and that the very muscles, sinews, and bowels of the victim were open to exposure.” [1]

He was crucified by nails in his hands (wrists) and feet.  In this position the victim has to stand up on his pierced feet in order to breathe.  When they break his legs, he dies of suffocation.  The thirst is supposed to be one of the worst torments of crucifixion (particularly when the majority of blood has been lost through the flogging).

The unnatural position made very movement painful; the lacerated veins and rushed tendons throbbed with incessant anguish; the wounds, inflamed by exposure, gradually gangrened; the arteries – especially at the head and stomach – became swollen and oppressed with surcharged blood and while each variety of misery went on gradually increasing, there was added to them the intolerable pang of a burning and raging thirst; and all these physical complications caused an internal excitement and anxiety, which made the prospect of death itself – of death, the unknown enemy, at whose approach man usually shudders most – bear the aspect of a delicious and exquisite release. [2]

Although the Roman soldiers often broke the legs of their victims to ensure a speedy death, they didn’t break Jesus’ legs, for they saw that he was already dead.  So they lanced his side through the heart with a spear.  Out came blood and water, reports John the disciple.  This has a great deal of significance to one with medical knowledge:

We are told on eyewitness authority that “blood and water” came out of the pierced side of Jesus.  The eyewitnesses clearly attached great importance to this.  Had Jesus been alive when the spear pierced his side, strong spouts of blood would have emerged with every heartbeat.  Instead, the observer noticed semi-solid dark red clot seeping out, distinct and separate from the accompanying watery serum.  This is evidence of massive clotting of the blood in the main arteries, and is exceptionally strong medical proof of death.  It is all the more impressive because the evangelist could not possibly have realized its significance to a pathologist.  The “blood and water” from the spear-thrust is proof positive that Jesus was already dead. [3]

After Jesus had died, Joseph of Arimathea put Jesus’ body in his own tomb, after asking Pilate for it.  He wrapped him in grave-clothes and one hundred pounds of myrrh and aloes.

In preparing a body for burial according to the Jewish custom, it was usually washed and straightened, and then bandaged tightly from the armpits to the ankles in strips of linen about a foot wide.  Aromatic spices often of a gummy consistency, were placed between the wrappings or folds.  They served partially as a preservative and partially as a cement to glue the cloth wrappings into a solid covering … John’s term “bound” is in perfect accord with the language of Luke 23:53, where the writer says that the body was wrapped … in linen … On the morning of the first day of the week the body of Jesus had vanished, but the grave-clothes were still there. [4]

A great stone was set in front of the tomb.

And so they laid Him to rest in the niche of the rock-hewn new tomb.  And as they went out, they rolled, as was the custom, a “great stone” – the “golel” – to close the entrance to the tomb, probably leaning against it for support, as was the practice, a smaller stone – the so-called “dopheg.”  It would be where the one stone was laid against the other, ten on the next day, the Sabbath though it was, the Jewish authorities would have affixed the seal, so that the slightest disturbance might become apparent. [5]

The Jews asked Pilate for a guard over the tomb to prevent anyone from stealing the body.  This guard was probably a Roman one [6] whose disciple was well-known.  They weren’t likely to fall asleep on the job, or fail in their watch.

The punishment for quitting post was death, according to the laws (Dion. Hal, Antiq. Rom., VIII.79).  The most famous discourse on the strictness of camp discipline is that of Polybius VI.37-38, which indicates that the fear of punishments produced faultless attention to duty, especially in the night watches.  It carries weight from the prestige of the author, who was describing what he had an opportunity to see with his own eyes.  His statements are duplicated in a general way by others. [7]

The guard put a seal on the stone.

The idea is that they sealed the stone in the presence of the guard, and then left them to keep watch.  It would be important that the guard should witness the sealing.  The sealing was performed by stretching a cord across the stone and fastening it to the rock at either end by means of sealing clay.  Or, if the stone at the door happened to be fastened with a cross beam, the latter was sealed to the rock. [8]

The gospel accounts are clear in the details of Jesus’ sufferings, crucifixion and death, burial, and protection of the body by a trained Roman guard.  There is no contradiction in either the gospel or epistle accounts.
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The accounts of Jesus’ resurrection, found mainly in the gospels, are given from a variety of sources, from a variety of viewpoints.  This has led some to assert the impossibility of their harmony.  Because one account mentions one aspect, and another account a different aspect, these superficial discrepancies must be shown to really contradict each other to qualify as “contradictions.”  There are those who have tried to put the gospel accounts together in a coherent framework. [9]  And when they are thus brought together, the superficial problems give way to a deeper unity, much like the coherence seen in historical or legal witness.  The nature of the witnesses, and the form of their testimony, must be taken into account.

Take for example the battle of Waterloo.  If you read the many narratives of persons who were present at the battle you will find remarkable discrepancies between them.  To take an instance.  Not long ago there was a discussion in the papers on which of the days before Waterloo it was that the famous ball took place.  Yet no one doubts the reality of the ball.  Or take an event nearer our own time.  Most of us have talked to those who were in the battle of Jutland, yet how difficult it is to get a coherent and satisfactory account of that battle.  It appears to become more difficult the larger the number of eyewitnesses it is possible to consult.  Each person present has seen just one particular part and formed his own conception of the whole.  Yet no one doubts that the battle of Jutland was really fought …

The necessity of harmonizing independent account does not take away from the truth of the event.  In fact, it is a condition of truth.  Supposing that all the narratives of the Resurrection in the four Gospels and in St. Paul’s exactly harmonized, it would be apparent that they all came from one source and they would have no independent value.  It is because there are different stories and accounts of events after the Resurrection, clearly independent of one another, but witnessing to the same fundamental conditions, but from different points of view, that we have grounds for a strong conviction of the truth that underlies all the narratives. [10]

It seems, then, that the very “discrepancies” in the accounts – because they are indications of the independence of these accounts, and because they can be harmonized with a little study – are the greatest indication of the truthfulness and candor of these accounts.

The notion of resurrection, like the notion of the “self-disclosure of the noumenon” mentioned previously, is unique in Jesus among the major religious leaders:

Abraham, the father of Judaism, died somewhere about 1900 B.C., but no resurrection has even been claimed for Abraham.  In fact, his tomb has been most carefully preserved for almost four millennia, in Hebron, in southern Palestine, now covered with a Mohammedan mosque, recognized by almost all authorities on biblical history as being the genuine burial place of the great patriarch.  The original accounts of Buddha never ascribe to him any such thing as a resurrection; in fact, in the earliest accounts of his death, namely, the Mahaparinibbana Sutta, we read that when the Buddha died it was “with the utter passing away in which nothing whatever remains behind.”  One of the outstanding modern authorities on Buddhism, Professor Childers, says, “There is no trace in the Pali scriptures or commentaries (so far as I know in any Pali book) of Sakya Muni having existed after his death or appearing to his disciples.”  Mohammed died June 8, 632 A.D., at the age of sixty-one, at Medina, where his tomb is annually visited by thousands of devout Mohammedans.  All the millions and millions of Jews, Buddhists, and Mohammedans agree that their founders have never come up out of the dust of the earth in resurrection. [11]
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The importance of the resurrection is in its concreteness.  There ARE AT Least four major elements to be noted in these appearances of Jesus.  First, Jesus appears in a real body:  Thomas touches him, inspecting his wounds.  Jesus eats, drinks, talks to his disciples, reassuring them that he is indeed not a ghost.  Second, his body is a “glorified” body.  He can appear at will; he can appear in a room without going through the door, perhaps “stepping into” another dimension rather than walking through walls.  Third, he appears in many situations; he says and does things characteristic of him, and looks like the Jesus they all knew.  He appears to many at a time – as many as five hundred! – or just a few (the women, the men on the way to Emmaus), or individually (Mary Magdalene, Peter, James).  And fourth, the appearances are always connected with the empty tomb.  The body, the physical body of Jesus is not in the burial place, despite his apparent death and interment, and the Roman guard placed over him.

When we place the claims of Jesus to be God-in-the-flesh in conjunction with the resurrection-claim, we see they stand or fall together (as Paul states in 1 Corinthians).  Either it is true, or false.  Jesus’ body is not half-resurrected.  If it is out of the grave, then he had the power to pull it off; then he probably is the manifestation of God claimed in the documents.  But if he is still in the grave, no matter what is claimed by him, he can’t substantiate his claim.  The resurrection propels Jesus’ claims into the realm of concrete, objective history. 

What are the logical alternatives available to us, if Christian claim is not true?  There are only three.  

1. If it can be shown that those accounts are in fact not apostolic, that is, that they were written by people not directly in touch with the facts, then the accounts of Jesus’ claims, of his death, and of his resurrection are not necessarily based on fact.  If the documents are not substantially eyewitness reportage, then their value as evidence is suspect.  We will call this possibility the “Legend Hypothesis”, for the majority of critics that hold non-apostolicity do so on the basis of the alleged legendary, or mythological, character of the accounts.


2. The second alternative open to us, once we have established the eyewitness characteristic of the documents, is that the apostles who wrote them did so in a fraudulent manner.  That is to say, that – knowing the accounts were untrue – they may have developed the story themselves, for their own personal gain, prestige, etc.  Whatever motive, the idea that the disciples developed a plot to deceive their contemporaries and posterity will be called the “Plot Hypothesis.”


3. The third alternative concedes that the documents are both apostolic and sincere.  This alternative would hold, then, that the disciples really believed their story, but were somehow misled by Jesus.  This alternative would indicate that they tried to relate Jesus’ statements and actions, and their own witness to his resurrection, but these statements were in reality untrue, and these events were somehow misinterpreted.  In order for the wealth of information available to us concerning Jesus’ self-conception, his death, and his resurrection to exist, it must have come from somewhere.  Therefore, the “misunderstanding” occasioned by living with Jesus for at least three years must have developed out of that relationship:  it certainly didn’t come out of thin air.  We will then call this theory the “Misled Hypothesis”, for Jesus must have either intentionally or unintentionally misled his followers for such a monstrous interpretation to have occurred.

We must examine the credibility of each hypothesis.  The first, the “Legend”, is the most popular among the critics.  There, we will devote chapters eight and nine solely to this one.  The present chapter will deal with the “Plot” and “Misled” theories.
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There are at least six problems in holding the “Plot Hypothesis.”

Problem 1

The first problem is simply that no reputable scholar really holds. It.  Even, for example, Hugh Schonfield – who made “plot” a household byword with this his book The Passover Plot – doesn’t contend that the disciples themselves concocted a plan to fool the world.  Instead, he sees the plot as formed by Jesus himself and various peripheral characters of the gospels.  He says, “Christians are surely right in protesting that the Church could not have been established on the basis of a deliberate falsehood on the part of the apostles …” [12]  There is in fact no logical, evidential, and respected articulation of the Plot Theory.

Problem 2

If the disciples invented a new religion, with the cornerstones of Jesus’ deity and resurrection, then they couldn’t have picked a gospel better calculated to offend virtually all of their intended audience!  Consider this.  The Greeks openly mocked the all-too-physical announcement of Jesus’ resurrection; it contradicted the core belief that the soul/spirit was good and the body an impediment to spirituality.  The Jews, where Christianity was first openly preached (in Jerusalem), considered Jesus’ claim to deity to be blasphemy, punishable by stoning to death.  The Romans, who ruled the region, most certainly saw these claims to be direct challenges to the authority of Caesar, who alone was the “Son of God” and “Lord”, and they quickly punished such impudence.  If they had decided to make up a false story, surely they would have selected something that would have been more palatable to their hearers and thus had a chance to succeed.

As a result of this situation, the disciples themselves were – almost to a man – imprisoned, often tortured, and brutally murdered for their declaration.  The early Christians were often in the same boat, in times and places where Christianity had become illegal.  Those who truly believed often held fast to their witness to their death.  Those who did not, recanted under this incredible pressure.  Notice that the disciples themselves did not recant, held fast to their witness.  They had not motive to invent this new religion:  they lost what they had; instead of “making a killing” with this shrewd maneuver, they were killed; they were persecuted and hounded; they sometimes lost their families and many friends; they were poor and despised.  This fact is often enough for people to shake their heads and give up the Plot Theory.

But the objection arises, “Don’t you think Christianity is a good thing?  Then couldn’t this have been a ‘white lie’, motivated by the desire to give people something good to believe in?”  It has to be understood that the ethics of Christianity, hope for eternal life, and a spiritual understanding of life would have been entirely compatible with a gospel of Jesus as “Great Moral Teacher”, as prophet, as spiritual guru, supplemented with purely spiritual experiences of him as “with us”, “guiding us”, etc. – without the stark claims of deity and bodily resurrection.  That would have given people something “good to believe in.”  However, believers in the deity and resurrection put the believers totally at risk.  Thousands upon thousands of believers gave up their normal lives, interests, and careers only to embrace dramatic and lethal civil disobedience and religious blasphemy.  If the gospel was an intentional hoax, it was a cruel hoax – destined in its essentials to produce suffering.  As Paul himself said, if this thing doesn’t produce eternal value, Christians are of all people to be the most pitied.

Problem 3

The third difficulty is the practical problem of bringing outsiders into the plot.  Paul, for instance, was a bitter persecutor of Christians.  What turned him around?  Similarly, James the brother Jesus was not an original follower – he was not a believer in Jesus during his lifetime.  But something changed his mind, and he became a leader of this band of disciples.  What turned him around?  This has proven to be one of the strongest objections to both the plot and misled theories. [13]

Problem 4

The fourth problem is the New Testament itself.  It cannot have been the product of a conspiracy.

1. A great deal has been made about the differences in the four gospel accounts, and about differences between the gospels, Acts, and epistles.  They are called “alleged discrepancies” by some, and full-on “contradictions” by others.  Lawyers such as Simon Greenleaf have examined the differences and concluded that they are surface discrepancies that can be harmonized at a deeper level, indicative of eyewitness reportage.  But the fact remains that obvious differences exist, which opens the door to trouble.  Why were there four gospels and not just one?  Why couldn’t the deceivers get their stories straight?  The notion of collusion is simply out of the question.
  

2. Similarly, the stark historicity of Luke’s Acts would give honest scholars every chance to locate errors, yet Luke confidently relates all the events described in his account to the secular events and locations appropriate to them.


3. The “criterion of embarrassment” is certainly met in these documents.  This criterion says that material is especially likely to be genuine if it puts its authors and/or heroes in a bad light.  In the gospels, the disciples stupidity, obstinacy, cowardice, and sins are clearly shown.  It is inconceivable that the plotters would want to do this, especially since it was not necessary.


Problem 5
The last, and probably the most startling, problem is with the person of Jesus himself.  Arguably most of the people in the world who do not accept Jesus’ claims still regard him as a “Great Moral Teacher” (GMT).  But if the Plot Theory is true, then he couldn’t have been a great moral teacher.  Remember that this was not a benign plot, but intentionally exposed believers to the horrors of hardship and persecution.  

1. If Jesus prompted this plot, then he was a liar, a deceiver, a false teacher and an evil man.


2. If Jesus was not part of the plot, then he was a dupe, used as a figure-head by the disciples.  In that view, he was an ineffective moral teacher.  If he was a “good man”, he was only good in a sort of weak, pathetic way – fundamentally flawed and unworthy of respect. 

So, on either account, Jesus was a bad moral teacher and a poor excuse of a man. 

Summary

People will perhaps feel they can get over one of the problems or other, but the cumulative effect is daunting.  I know that if I were placed in a debate with real stakes on the line, I certainly would not want to defend this position.  But perhaps this is merely a “formal possibility” rather than a live option.  Let’s see what the other options are.
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The next major alternative to be considered is the “Misled Theory.”  Perhaps, since we see that it is extremely unlikely that the disciples intentionally invented Jesus’ claims, that they honestly believed them.  Surely, they might even die for something they earnestly thought was true.

There two separate aspects of this that must be considered:  (1) problems concerning the resurrection of Jesus, and (2) problems relating to the person of Jesus himself, especially as they pertain to his claims.

Empty Tomb
There are two aspects of the resurrection to be understood:  (a) the empty tomb, and (b) the resurrection appearances.

If we are to defend the Misled Theory, we must account for the disappearance of the body.  The first thing is to note that – according to this theory – the disciples themselves didn’t take the body, for that would be part of a plot, not a misunderstanding.  There is no reason to think that it was removed legitimately by Joseph Arimathea, for (1) there is no evidence to indicate that he did; (2) the guard was watching the tomb; and (3) Joseph was a member of Jesus’ following, he was a disciple, even if not one of the twelve. [14]  

The Jews could not have taken the body, for they would surely have produced it at the first signs of the disciples’ announcement that Jesus had risen from the grave.  Similarly, the Romans had every reason to want the body to stay in the tomb, which was being guarded, and could have produced the body at will.  They certainly wanted to destroy Christianity.

Some have theorized that the women went to the wrong tomb, and that this confusion was sufficient to fool the rest of the disciples, and all of Jerusalem as well.  Wilbur Smith comments on this notion:

… we read that when these women ran back to the city and reported what they had experienced to the disciples, Peter and John, hurrying back to the burying place, also found the tomb empty.  Is it to be argued that not only these tear-blinded women, but Peter and John also went to the wrong tomb?  … The whole idea is so utterly fantastic that Professor A.E.J. Rawlinson, no conservative, in his epochal commentary on St. Mark’s Gospel, felt compelled to say of Lake’s suggestion “that the women went by mistake to the wrong tomb, and that the attempt of a bystander to direct them to the right one was misunderstood, is a rationalization which is utterly foreign to the spirit of the narrative.” [15]

Again, even if all the disciples and followers of Jesus lost track of the tomb, the Jews and Romans would certainly know where it was, and would then be able to produce the body at will, thus erasing Christianity in a stroke.

We see, then, that to support the Misled Theory is tantamount to saying that “X” stole the body, for all of the interested parties – the Romans, Jews, and the disciples – are logically ruled out.

Resurrection Appearances
The empty tomb must be put in conjunction with the appearances to Jesus’ disciples.  In order for the misled theory to explain these appearances, it must essentially propose a brand-new theory of hallucination, for the mass hallucination required cannot fit into the traditional notions. [17]

· Not Shared Hallucination – It should be strongly urged that hallucinations are private events, like dreams.  There is no confirmed record of a group of people (a few, a dozen or more, up to 500 at a time) have ever shared the same hallucination.

· Tactile Quality - The disciples touch the appearance, rather than just view it.  They think Jesus is a ghost, and he proves otherwise by eating fish and inviting them to touch him.  The combination of senses in this way is not a characteristic of hallucinations.  

· Specificity of Communication.  The disciples report Jesus teaching them, in specific ways, during their encounters with him.

· Not Auto-Suggestion.  The appearances were usually to people in a dejected mood that didn’t expect Jesus’ appearance.  They were surprised.

· Widely Different Settings.  These occurred inside a room, outdoors by the Sea of Galilee, walking along the road to Emmaus, with no obvious trigger for the experience.

· Duration.  These events ceased precisely after forty days, and never returned. 

How do we know whether we are dreaming, hallucinating, or experiencing reality?  I would submit that the points listed above are part of the criteria we use to judge the reality of our experiences.  To deny the resurrection appearances tends to undermine these well-established principles.

To put the two together – the empty tomb and appearances – there is no real evidence to sustain the notion of collective hallucination, and none of the interested parties could have made off with the body.
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The second area to consider in proposing the misled hypothesis is the person of Jesus.  As noted earlier, the disciples – under this theory – couldn’t have invented the idea that Jesus was the unique Son of God, and rose from the dead, because of two things:  (1) they, being his immediate followers, had the opportunity to hear his sayings first-hand for over three years, and had the opportunity to judge the notion of his resurrection; (2) they are, here, honestly trying to relate the pertinent events and sayings accurately.  Therefore, if Jesus said and did half the things related about him, he must have taught them he was indeed the Son of God.

If this is true, there are now two possibilities before us:  either Jesus honestly believed he was the Son of God, or he didn’t. 

Liar  

If Jesus knew he wasn’t the Son of God, but claimed that he was, then he was simply a fraud, a false prophet and false religious teacher:  a Liar.  Some might try to say that Jesus was a “nice” liar, thinking that he wanted to give posterity something to believe in, but they don’t take into account the results which inevitably followed from this “white lie.”  As we noted in our treatment of the Plot Theory, Paul pointed out that if these claims are false, then Christians are indeed the most miserable of all men.  What happened to Jesus best friends? – crucified upside down, sawn in two, etc.  What happened to the early Christians, Jesus’ posterity?  They were persecuted, thrown to the lions, burned at the stake (such as Polycarp), and so forth.  If Jesus were merely fooling these people, his lie was by no means a “white” one:  he really deserved to be crucified.  As the Jewish claimed, he would then be one who “led astray” God’s people.

The idea of Jesus as a charlatan – as an intentional deceiver who claimed to be something He knew He was not – has never had much appeal, even among fanatical anti-religionists.  Jesus’ high ethical teachings and noble personal character have made such an interpretation improbable in the extreme. [18]

Lunatic 

If Jesus honestly thought he was the Creator of the universe, come down in human flesh, the Ultimate Judge of every human, personally sinless, authorized by his Nature to forgive sins, then he makes the megalomania of Hitler and Stalin appear as humility in comparison.  If he really thought he was uniquely more than human, then his grasp on reality was deficient.  The Wikipedia definition seems very appropriate here:

A psychopathological condition characterized by delusional fantasies of wealth, power, genius, or omnipotence – often generally terms as delusions of grandeur.  The word is a collaboration of the word “mania” meaning madness and the Greek “megalo” meaning an obsession with grandiosity and extravagance, a common symptom of megalomania.  It is sometimes symptomatic of manic or paranoid disorders.

This alternative, that Jesus was a lunatic, is particularly difficult to defend.  And, as Chesterton so graphically points out, the man who claims to be the self-disclosure of the noumenon as we have shown – and in fact is not – must be a lunatic indeed:

Normally speaking, the greater a man is, the less likely he is to make the very greatest claim.  Outside the unique case we are considering, the only kind of man who ever does make that kind of claim is a very small man; a secretive or self-centered monomaniac.  Nobody can imagine Aristotle claiming to be the father of gods and men, come down from the sky; though we might imagine some insane Roman Emperor like Caligula claiming it for him, or more probably for himself.  Nobody can imaging Shakespeare talking as if he were literally divine; though we might imagine some crazy American crank finding it as a cryptogram in Shakespeare’s works, or preferably in his own works.  If it possible to find here and there human beings who make this supremely superhuman claim.  It is possible to find them in lunatic asylums; in padded cells; possibly in strait waistcoats. [19]

There are a variety of indications common to schizophrenics, culminating in the withdrawal from reality.  It is often noted that – while the schizophrenic seems to be illogical – he operates within his own logical framework.  The common traits of the schizoid personality are noted in Appendix K.  Does Jesus fit into this pattern?  Chesterton doesn’t think so:

It is by rather an unlucky metaphor that we talk of a madman as cracked; for in a sense he is not cracked enough.  He is cramped rather than cracked; there are not enough holes in his head to ventilate it.  This impossibility of letting in daylight on a delusion does sometimes cover and conceal a delusion of divinity.  It can be found, not among prophets and sages and founders of religions, but only among a low set of lunatics.  But this is exactly where the argument proves too much.  For nobody supposes that Jesus of Nazareth was that sort of person.   No modern critic in his five wits thinks that the preacher of the Sermon on the Mount was a horrible half-witted imbecile that might be scrawling stars on the walls of a cell.  No atheist or blasphemer believes that the author of the Parable of the Prodigal Son was a monster with one mad idea like a Cyclops with one eye.  Upon any possible historical criticism, he must be put higher in the scale of human beings than that.  Yet by all analogy we have really to put him there or else in the highest place of all. …

If Christ was simply a human character, he really was a highly complex and contradictory human character.  For he combined exactly the two things that lie at the two extremes of human variation.  He was exactly what the man with a delusion never is; he was wise; he was a good judge. [20]

And so, once again, note that in this scenario Jesus cannot be seen as a “Great Moral Teacher” (GMT).  One cannot be considered a true GMT if he simply spouts platitudes but fails to live by them; especially if he is deceptive at his core!  He is a bad man.

If he is a lunatic, he could be a “nice” lunatic, but he clearly deficient as a human being.  Even if malice is lacking, we would have to admit that humility and wisdom (perspective) are not to be found in him!  We must say that he is a “bad man” in at least that sense.
Summary 

We now see that one major problem with the Misled Theory goes like this:  It grants the writers of the New Testament the position of apostolicity, and therefore the dignity of eyewitness status to the things of which they speak.  Once this is acknowledged, and Jesus’ claims understood, the paradox is obvious.  They got the idea from him.  If he believed it, he was insane; if he didn’t believe it, he was a fraud.  Neither interpretation fits the picture at all, and any reasonable person is reluctant to draw this conclusion.

Furthermore, we have seen the problems in explaining the resurrection (the body was stolen by “X”, the appearances were not hallucinations nor ghostly experiences) are severe.  

The combination of these two problems presents a massive obstacle.  Again, if I were assigned this position to defend in a debate, I would find myself hard-pressed to do it.  This position, it seems to me, is even worse than the Plot Theory!
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At this point, I want to press home the startling conclusion about Jesus that follows from this discussion.  We can now say that if Jesus’ claims do indeed go all the way back to his disciples, and if these claims are not true, then Jesus cannot be a “Great Moral Teacher”, and in fact is defective as a human being and not worthy of respect, much less adoration.  To recap:

1. If he instituted the Plot, he was a Liar.

2. If he was a dupe of the Plot, he was a failed teacher.

3. If he claimed to be the Son of God and knew he wasn’t, he was a Liar.

4. If he made that claim and believed it, he was a Lunatic.

This boils down to the famous “Lord, Liar, Lunatic” trilemma, or “God Man or Bad Man.”  It is simply not a logical option to say that Jesus was a “Great Moral Teacher.” 

Let’s look back.  Why are these hypotheses untenable?  Because, once they grant the eyewitness character of the New Testament, the case falls apart.  This is because of three things:  (1) the claims are clear; (2) Jesus’ character is clear; (3) the disciples’ own sacrifice and unimpeached character are universally accepted.  Therefore, to think that they developed a plot, or that Jesus was somehow a lunatic or liar, are unthinkable.  The practical problems of the body, the appearances, the nature of the accounts, etc. are merely icing on the cake:  further evidence that we are barking up the wrong tree.

The third possibility is still open:  that the accounts are not those of eyewitnesses, but are in fact the development of legendary material around Jesus to such an extent that the real historical facts are obscured.  And this is precisely the claim that is generally made by the critics.  They bypass the obviously unsupported plot or misled theories by questioning the authenticity of the accounts themselves.  

We will therefore examine the “Legend Hypothesis” by see if it can fit the facts better than the other two.  If it can, then well and good.  If it can’t, and the eyewitness character of the accounts can be shown according to sound historiographic procedure and tests, then we will have exhausted all three logical alternatives to the claim being true.



Chapter Eight:  The Legend Hypothesis
1

The basic proponent of the legend hypothesis is the school of “Form Criticism.”  While this term technically means an analysis of documents on the basis of form, the designation is generally taken to mean the results of this particular school.  Noting that various form critics have drawn various conclusions, we will stick to the mainstream results of the liberal scholars.  W.D. Davies gives an analysis of form criticism’s major assumptions:

They assume that the tradition, that is, the word of and stories about Jesus which we now have in the Gospels, serves the needs and purposes of the Church. … It was the needs of the churches in worship, in catechism, in apologetic, in exhortation, and in other ways that determined what tradition was transmitted and how it was used.

… the tradition had assumed a certain “form” or “structure” before it came to be written down.  And Form Criticism assumes that this “form” can be recognized. … The tradition was orally transmitted in self-contained units. … These forms had already taken shape before the material came to be written down.  These stories and sayings about Jesus had been retold many times in preaching, in catechetical activity, in liturgical settings, and elsewhere.  … As pebbles in a river are carried on and gradually smoothed, so that they lose their awkward corners, so the stories about and sayings of Jesus were refined as they were conveyed down the stream of tradition. [1]

R.H. Lightfoot confirms this understanding of Form Criticism:

They remind us that the early church is by no means likely to have expressed itself at once in a literary way, and they believe, first, that in the earliest years memories and traditions of the words and deeds of Jesus were only handed on from mouth to mouth, and secondly, that they were valued, not so much (as we might have expected) in and for themselves, as for their importance in solving problems connected with the life and needs of the young churches. … They believe, further, that these memories and traditions would circulate at first chiefly in two forms … Both would gradually assume a more or less fixed shape, through constant repetition in the churches; and, whatever may be true about the sayings, the stories would tend to form themselves upon the model of similar stories about teachers and leaders in the Jewish or the Hellenistic world. [2]

The legend theory is based on four main points.

1. The first is that the form of the narratives like that of separated, isolated accounts, unconnected in a real chronological way, like beads without the string.  These beads are called “pericopae.”  This forms makes the scholars very suspicious of the eyewitness qualities of the material, and looks to them like a collection of legends arbitrarily woven together.


2. The second point is that the early Christians were not willing to get at the real truth about Jesus, that they molded and even invented material according to their religious needs and contemporary situations.


3. The third point is that the early Christians were not able to recall the true events, that the story had passed down from mouth to mouth, changing with the various interpretations added to the original.  


4. Finally, the fourth point is that Hellenistic notions of mythological character were added to a substantially Jewish message, changing their ideas of Jesus beyond recognition.

We will examine each of the four points, one at a time, to see if they are valid.

2
Martin Dibelius explains the importance of the idea of pericopae, saying that when “we trace the tradition back to its initial stage we find no descriptions of the life of Jesus, but short, separate paragraphs or pericopae.  This is the fundamental hypothesis of the method of form-criticism, as a representative of which I am speaking here.” [3]  Although there are some scholars that see a coherent framework in the narratives, [4] it is easy to see what the form critics mean.  Take Mark as an example.  So often, we see “One time, when Jesus …”, or “after this, he …” which connect the independent units. 

 However, the eyewitness hypothesis can explain this phenomenon just as easily as the legend theory.  We will see in the next chapter that Papias confirms Mark’s authorship of his gospel, and explains that Mark received his information from Peter’s sermons, and therefore put the narratives down “not in order”, but as he was able.  And furthermore, Papias assures us that Mark was careful not to omit anything or invent anything, but to record as accurately as possible.  And so we see that the presence of pericopae is not conclusive in itself:  it fits with eyewitness accounts as easily as with the legend hypothesis.
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The second point is that the early Christians didn’t want to preserve the accurate truth about Jesus.  The form critics start by pointing out that the early Christians had more than a “mere biographical interest” in this subject, because they were interested in applying these things to their practical lives.  Then they slowly slide this concept into one that’s totally different:  that they were so interested in their own lives that they didn’t care what the real facts were!  

See how they shift, almost imperceptibly, from the legitimate understanding of the church’s “more than biographical” interest, to the illegitimate notion of “no biographical interest.”  Vincent Taylor says:

… practical demands arising from daily life, the need to explain the new faith to themselves and to others, the necessities of defense against objections and slanders from unfriendly and hostile neighbors.  These and other considerations have determined the form which the tradition now has, and the changes it has undergone, and by taking them into account it is often possible to explain why this or that element in the tradition has survived and why much we should greatly desire to know has been handed down to us. [4a]

Dibelius shifts this a little:

All these considerations confirm this judgment:  the oldest traditions of Jesus came into existence because the community was in need of them – a community which had no thought of biography or of world-history but of salvation – a community which had no desire to write books but only to preserve all that was necessary for preaching. [5]

And Bultmann completes the transition in his inimitable way:

I do indeed think that we can now know almost nothing concerning the life and personality of Jesus, since the early Christian sources show no interest in either, are moreover fragmentary and often legendary; and other sources about Jesus do not exist. [6]  (italics mine)

This type of shift is never justified, merely asserted.  How Bultmann can say that the Christian accounts show no interest in the life or personality of Jesus is hard to imagine, when we take even a cursory look at the documents themselves.  Why, they are full of the life and personality of Jesus!  The extent of this will be shown in the following chapter.  As W.D. Davies comments, the notion that the founder of Christianity was not an interesting subject for his followers strains one’s credulity, and flies directly in the face of the facts. [7]

That the material in the gospels primarily reflected the churches’ “life-situation” is refuted by a careful examination of the gospels in light of the epistles.  We know that the epistles were concerned with their contemporary problems:  Gentile circumcision, speaking in tongues, particular church issues are covered in detail.  Where are these problems in the gospels, if these narratives deal with the “life-situation”?  Why aren’t Paul’s pronouncements, so easily transferable to Jesus, actually attributed to their Lord (to give them added authority)?  

In conjunction with this, we also note two phenomena preserved in the gospels that aren’t included in epistles:  the parables, calling Jesus the “Son of Man.”  It is significant that these primitive elements are never used by Paul, but held as real recollections of the historical Jesus.  If the life-situation of the church was the real impetus, we would see a greater similarity between the letters and the historical accounts, for they would both be dealing with the same thing.  Instead, we see a true separation, explicable only as a real separation between Jesus’ words and Paul’s.
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The third charge is that the early Christians were unable to preserver the truth.  The form critics draw comparisons between the Christian accounts and the “laws” of oral tradition shown by various legends, myths, etc.  Bultmann explains that form criticism has developed from “an attempt to apply to them [the gospels] the methods of form-criticism which H. Gunkel and his disciples had already applied to the Old Testament.”  The technique involved is “discovering what the original units of the synoptics were, both sayings and stories, to try to establish what their historical setting was, whether they belonged to a primary or secondary tradition or whether they were the product of editorial activity.” [8]  It is significant that Dibelius cites the “Apophthagmata Patrum” (whose time span from the events to their recording is at least one hundred years) as the closest parallel! [9]

First, in response, it has been noted that the Semitic character of the teachings must be taken into account.  A lot has been said concerning the ability of the Semitic mind to memorize “sayings”, and the relevance to the oral propagation of the gospel. [10]  In addition, the terms “receive” and “deliver” used by Paul are technical terms, with a mind to literal accuracy. [11]  Even if we had an oral tradition, passed from mouth to mouth for decades, we might still be in possession of sound, accurate material.

But there is much more to go on.  The dating of the documents counts decisively against the legend theory.  Paul’s epistles are dated by all scholars in the fifties of the first century, and contain a full Christological picture, clearly spelling out what he means by the incarnation and the resurrection.  Therefore, the early Christians belived the gospel essentials within twenty years after the events, and since it seems clear that Paul quotes hymns or poems concerning Christ, the time period must be significanly shorter than the twenty years.  Adding the gospel of Mark, admitted to be from 60-70 by most scholars, we have the concrete accounts confirming the doctrine within thirty years of the events!  This means that people who were twenty when Jesus was crucified were only in their fifties at the time of Mark, and only forty at the time of the epistles – hardly senile yet!  Furthermore, if we consider the good evidence for the pre-seventy authorship of the other gospels and Acts, we can strengthen the case even further.  But this is mostly frosting on the cake.  The point is, there is simply not enough time for a decent legend to develop.  Every comparison made by the form critics to the Christian accounts involves time spans of one hundred or more years, sometimes extending into centuries.  There is no comparison made with a “legend” that developed full-blown within one generation of the events asserted.

A corollary to this is that eyewitnesses, both pro and con, were still alive when the materials were published.  First, the apostles were the founders and working leaders of the early Christian communities; while some were martyred rather early on, the rest were still active in teaching and preserving the kerygma.  There is simply no reason to believe the apostles quit, or all died, or moved away.  The accounts of the apostles’ dealings in Acts, in particular the Council (with James, Peter, and other present) of Jerusalem, give us evidence that they were in control.  Vincent Taylor pokes fun at the notion that the apostles were not around:

All this opens up the interetsing question as to how far the formation of the primitive tradition was influenced by “eyewitnesses and ministers of the word.”

It is on his quesiton of eyewitnesses that Form-Criticism presents a very vulnerable front.  If the form-critics are right, the disciples must have been translated to heaven immediately after the Resurrection.  As Bultmann sees it, the primitive community exists in vacuo, cut off from its founders by the walls of an inexplicable ignorance. [11a]

F.F. Bruce elaborates in discussing the eyewitnesses, both pro and con, alive during the writings:

We are, in fact, practically all the way through in touch with the evidence of eyewitnesses.  The earlier preachers of the gospel knew the value of this first-hand testimony, and appealed to it time and again.  “We are witnesses of these things”, was their constant and confident assertion.  And it can have been by no means so easy as some writers seem to tink to invent words and deeds of Jesus in those early years, when so many of His disciples were about, who could remember what had and had not happened. 

… And it was not only friendly eyewitnesses that the early preachers had to reckon with; there were others less well disposed who were also conversant with the main facts of the ministry and death of Jesus.  The disciples could not afford to risk inaccuracies (not to speak of wilful manipulation of the facts), which would at once be exposed by those who would be only too glad to do so.  On the contrary, one of the strong points in the original apostolic preaching is the confident appeal to the knowledge of the hearers; they not only said, “We are witnesses of these things”, but also, “As you yourselves also know” (Acts 2:22).  Had there been any tendency to depart from the facts in any material respect, the possible presence of hostile witnesses in the audience would have served as a further corrective. [12]
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In addition to the idea that pericopae come from an accretion of legends, the notion that the church didn’t want to preserve the truth, and the charge that the oral tradition was rather like the legends and myths of various cultures, the form critics believe that Hellenistic (Greek) ideas were added to a Jewish framework.  There are three replies to this.  

The first is that, if the Greeks had the idea of the “self-disclosure of the noumenon”, they didn’t claim that that revelation had actually occurred in objective, recorded history.  The presence of “mythological” notions doesn’t necessarily mean that they couldn’t have occurred. [13]  

In fact, if Jung’s “collective unconscious” is an actuality, we would expect such notions to precede the historical actuality!  If the central point of the world was God-becoming-man, then this event would probably pop up in dreams, myths, and desires throughout all cultures, throughout the centuries.  The New Testament authors don’t claim that the concepts are original, but that they are actualized in the real world.  And so, to show that the concept were not original with Christianity proves absolutely nothing.  A causal connection must be shown for this charge to be significant.

The second point is made by W.D. Davies.  He points out that it used to be thought by scholars that the Judaism in Jesus’ day was similar to that directly after the Fall of Jerusalem (70 A.D.), but more recent studeis have shown that Jesus’ Judaism was already considerably Hellenized.  In fact:  (1) Israel was Hellenized as an occupied territory (333 B.C. by the Greeks and 63 B.C. by the Romans); (2) Israel became less Hellenized after 70 A.D.; (3) The Jews in Israel had many contacts with the dispersion Jews; and (4) New evidence concerning Qumran shows that certain concepts were current in Jesus’ day, previously thought to be Greek.  

He states:

The upshot of all this is that the traditional division between Palestine and Hellenistic Judaism is false.  There was far greater fluidity and complexity in the Palestinian Judaism of the time of Jesus than we had previously supposed. … We saw that many of the traditions found in the synoptic gospels were thought to be the products of Hellenistic Christianity and, therefore, late.  But much in the synoptics which it has been customary to label Hellenistic may turn out to be Palestinian. [14]

The precise concepts that are most important for the charge of Hellenization are those of the “redeemer-savior” come to save the world, found in “gnosticism.”  Bultmann relates this notion:

His person is viewed in the light of mythology when he is said to have been begotten of the Holy Spirit and born of a virgin, and this becomes clearer still in Hellenistic Christian communities where he is understood to be the Son of God in a metaphysical sense, a great, preexistent heavenly being who became man for the sake of our redemption and took on himself suffering, even the suffering of the cross.  It is evident that such conceptions are mythological, for they were widespread in the mythologies of Jews and Genitles and then were transferred to the historical person of Jesus.  Particularly the conception of the pre-existent Son of God who descended in human guise into the world to redeem mankind is part of the Gnostic doctrine of redemption, and nobody hesitates to call this doctrine mythological. [15]

He bases a great deal of this idea:  that there existed prior to Christianity a concept of a heavenly redeemer, which was applied to Jesus.  Unfortunately, what he neglects to tell us is that all of the Gnostic manuscripts that tell us about a heavenly redeemer were written after Christianity, not before!  In fact, the evidence would indicate that gnosticism derived its notions of the redeemer from Christianity, and was therefore merely a Christian heresy (as was reported by the early Christian writers such as Irenaeus).  

Edwin Yamauchi’s workon this subject is fascinating.  He lists the major sources showing gnostic traits: [16]

1. Hemetica (extant 14th c), written second centry (p 71)

2. Mandaic texts:  fifth century (p 120)

3. Manichaean texts:  third century (extant 400 A.D.) (p 80)

4. Gospel of Thomas, 140 A.D. (p 90)

5. Odes of Solomon, about 120-130 A.D. (p 92) (no redeemer shown)

6. Hymn of the Pearl, 226 A.D.+ (p 95)

7. Nag Hammadi, fourth century (p 101)

If we didn’t know better, we might think the form critics are trying to pull afast one.  It is pointed out by Yamauchi that the legend advocates often blindly appeal to authority in this matter without examining the evidence for themselves.  This takes two forms:  the first is that the authority they cite usually boils down to one or two scholars [17]; the second is that there is a circular appeal between mid-east scholar sand New Testament scholars, each using the other to support their case!

It is somewhat of an ironic situation that a “circular” appeal for support with respect to pre-Crhistian Gnosticism exists in the relationship between New Testament scholars and Mandaean scholars – though no-one seems to have noticed this.  We have seen that Newe Teatment scholars like Bultmann, Schmithals, Schlier, Bornkamm, Robinson, etc., have appealed to the Mandaean evidence.  What is not so well known is that Mandaean scholars have in turn appealed to the studies of Bultmannian scholars for a major source of their conveiction that the Mandaean texts represent an early Gnosticism. [18]

It is clear that, until we have some real evidence to show the pre-Christian existence of the redeemer-notion, we can’t claim that this notion was stolen from gnostic sources and applied to Jesus:  there simply is no evidence for this. [19]

In short, the idea that Hellenistic ideas were applied to a Jewish framework must deal with three things:  (1) the presence of Hellenistic ideas in itself does not necessarily prove connection (if it were true, we would expect these ideas to be universal, veritable “shadows of things to come”).  (2) The Jewish world of Jesus’ time was already Hellenized; (3) The notion of “heavenly redeemer” being prior to Christianity has virtually no evidence in its behalf.
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R.T. France gives us insight into this problem when he spells out the method used by form critics in interpreting and judging the documents.  The critics are concerned with resotring the “real human, historical Jesus” by weeding out the extraneous, supernatural items.

The chief criterion accepted by the school of Bultmann is now too well known to need much introduction.  It is that which Perrin labels the “criterion of dissimilarity.”  If a saying displays the thought or concerns of the primitive church, it must be presumed to owe its origin to that source, not to Jesus; if it is such that any Jew of the period could have said it, then it must be presumed to be a piece of popular teaching put into the mouth of Jesus; but if it shows neither of these characteristics, the presumption is that it is a genuine saying of Jesus. [19a]

Other modifying factors are the coherence with material already confirmed by dissimilarity, multiple attestation (the inclusion of a passage in more than one document), and linguistic considerations.  But it is clear that dissimilarity is the main factor.

There are two things wrong with this approach.  First, it has been shown that a really rigorous application of the rinciple would leave us with almost no “genuine” material at all.  “By thus playing off one half of the criterion of dissimilariy against the other, it would be possible to exclude practically every saying of Jesus.  Which ones are in fact excluded depends much more on the preference of the individual scholar than on any objective use of the criteria.” [20]

The second mistake in using this approach is that this principle is legitimate only as a means of validation, not of exclusion.  That is, it is easy to see that just because Jesus agrees with his contemporaries, or his church, etc. doesn’t mean that the passage in question is not genuine.  In fact this leads to the “cath 22” of the liberal theologians:  If any material can be attributed to Hellenistic ideas, or contemporary Jews or the early church, it could not have originated with Jesus; therefore, Jesus could not have agreed with any of his contemporaries, or with the church he founded.  The only sayings that are saved in this manner are those that are totally idiosyncratic:  the very periphery of his message.  This is absurd.

The form critics, in fact, have proven their own approach to be a faulure.  They were concerned with separating the human, historical Jesus from the supernatural accretions of legend, and found “no such animal.”  This is clear from their own statements (that, for instance, it is impossible to know exactly what Jesus did or taught), and from the inconsistencies between them (if this approach was really the “assured result of modern study”, you would think they would agree on what, precisely, these results are!).

This is not surprising, when we look at the results of similar methods in the field of classical literature:  subjectivistic interpretation runs rampant:

Remarkably enough, this approach (form criticism) had already been flogged to death in the history of Homeric criticism, in an attempt to “get behind” the Iliad and the Odyssey as we have them.  The result was complete chaos, for, in the absence of any objective manuscript evidence to indicate where one “pre-literary” source left off and another began, the critics all differed with one another.  H.J. Rose, in discussing the dreary history of the problem in his standard Handbook of Greek Literature from Homer to the Age of Lucian, writes:  “The chief weapon of the separatists has always been literary criticism, and of this it is not to much to say that such niggling wrd-baiting, such microscopic hunting of minute inconsistencies and flaw in lagic, has hardly been seen, outside of the Homeric field, since Rymar and John Dennis died.” (p 42-3) [21]

C.S. Lewis presents four damaging criticisms of the form-critical method.  The first is that the critics themselves do not demonstrate a sufficient familiarity with non-Biblical literature to make accurate compariosns (e.g. how many myths and legends are they really familiar with?):

… whatever these men may be as Biblical critics, I distrust them as critics. … A man who has spent his youth and manhood in the minute study of New Testament texts and of other people’s studies of them, whose literary experiences of those texts lacks any standard of compariosn such as can only grow from a wide and deep and genial experience of literature in general, is, I should think, very likely to miss the obvious things about them.  If he tells me that something in a Gospel is legend or romance, I want to know how many legends and romances he has read, how well his palate is trained in detecting them by the flavor; not how many years he has spent on that Gospel. [22]

The second criticism is in questioning the assumption that modern men can understand the meaning of these documents better than those contemporaneous with the writings themselves.

These men ask me to believe they can read between the lines of the old texts; the evidence is their obvious inability ot read (in any sense worth discussing) the lines themselves. … The idea that any man or writer should be opaque to those who lived in the saem culture, spoke the same language, shared the same habitual imagery and unconscious assumptions, and yet be transparent to those who have none of these advantages, is in my opinion preposterous.  There is an a priori improbability in it which almost no argument and no evidence could counterbalance. [23]

Thirdly, knowing the results of hypothetical reconstructions created about his own work, and the work of his friends, he questions their validity in understanding the why’s and wherefore’s of the documents:  “The assured results of modern scholarship”, as ot the way in which an old book was written, are “assured, we may conclude, only because th emen who knew the facts are dead and can’t blow the gaff.” [24]

Lewis’ fourth and final point brings us to the crux of the whole matter:  the form critics pre-judge the issue on the basis of philosophical presuppositions.  They don’t believe that miracles can occur, and therefore they must fish around for alternative explanations of these events.  But clearly, in doing this, they are not acting as historians, or even theologians, but as philosophers; and, in general, they are thus acting as laymen, not experts. [25]  Let’s examine this more carefully.
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Bultmann gives us his basic framework, by which he judges the validity of the New Testament documents:

The whole conception of the world I which is presupposed in the preaching of Jesus as in the New Testament generally is mythological; i.e., the conception of the world as being structured in three stories, heaven, earth, and hell; the conception of the intervention of supernatural powers in the course of events; and the conception of miracles, especially the conception of the intervention of supernatural powers in the inner life of the soul, the conception that men can be tempted and corrupted by the devil and possessed by evil spirits.  This conception of the world we call mythological because it is different from the conception of the world which has been formed and developed by science since its inception in ancient Greece and which has been accepted by all modern men.  In this modern conception of the world the cause-and-effect nexus is fundamental.  Although modern physical theories take account of chance in the chain of caues and effect in subatomic phenomena, our daily living purposes and actions are not affected.  In any case, modern science does not believe that the course of nature can be interrupted or, so to speak, perforated, by supernatural powers. [26]

The importance of this view is not to be overlooked; Bultmann explains further that he must interpret the text in light of this presupposition.  In fact, no matter what the evidence asserts, and no matter who strong it is, Bultmann is already committed to a materialistic, “modern” world-view:

Reflection on hermeneutics makes it clear that interpretation, that is, exegesis, is always based on principles and conceptions which guide exegesis as presuppostions, although interpreters are often not aware of this fact. … Every interpreter is inescapably dependent on conceptions which he has inherited from a tradition, consciously or unconsciously, and every tradition is dependent on some philosophy or other. … It follows, then, that historical and exegetical study should not be practiced without reflection and without giving an account of the conceptions which guide the exegesis.  In other words, the question of the “right” philosophy arise. [27]

In this matter, Bultmann has surely takenhold of the “wong” philosophy.  In speaking previously, in the sections concerning assumptions and canons of investigation, we were careful to point out the fallacy of assuming matters of fact, as opposed to presuppositions of method.  When we simply pre-judge the issue by assuming what we are trying to determine, then this is clearly circular reasoning, or “begging the question.”  It is true that exegesis means presuppositions, but this is a far cry from imposing one’s subjective viewpoint upon the facts; as Vincent Taylor points out, “It goes without saying that in any recreation of the past much has to be supplied by the imagination; but there is all the difference in the world between idle fancy and the historical imagination controlled by facts which have been patiently investigated.” [28]

The form critics, in the final analysis, drop all pretension to factual, empirical investigation.  They deny the evidence in front of them by virtue of their philosophies.  Their presuppositions dictate their findings; their findings, then, can only be as strong as their assumptions.  And as philosophers, they do not rigorously show their assumptions to be correct ones; they never demonstrate the impossibility of miracles.  They merely insinuate their way around this difficult subject.  If the reader wishes to review the arguments for the possibility, and need for, miracles, let him/her turn back to chapter four of this paper, bearing in mind the importance of the issue for the Legend Hypothesis.
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Let us summarize the arguments presented by the Form Critics, and objections to them.

Pericopae

The critics say the form of the narratives in the gospels is such that the original units are isolated, artificially strung together.  Therefore, they are oral units of legndary material.  But we’ve pointed out Papias’ explanation of this phenomenon, which fits very nicely with the eyewitness character of the documents (namely, that Mark recorded Peter’s sermons, “not in order”).

Want To

The critics say that the early Christians were not concerned to preserve the truth about Jesus.  They do this by a tricky term-changing from “they cared about more than a mere biography”, to “they have no biographical interest.”  The evidence, i.e. the entire New Testament, points consistently in the opposite direction:  that it was written precisely to preserve the truth about Jesus.

Able To

The critics say that the early Christians were not able to preserve the truth about Jesus.  But we’ve seen that this is not so.  Paul’s epistles were written within 20-30 years of the crucifixion; Mark 30-40 years.  This is hardly enough time for an oral legend to develop.  Furthermore, the apostles were alive and functioning at the time of this material; therefore, it doesn’t come from “mouth to mouth”, but from the apostles to the churches.

Hellenistic Accretions

The critics say that Greek elements were added to a basically Jewish framework.  But we’ve seen that the mere presence of Greek ideas prior to Christianity in a theoretical form doesn’t necessarily mean that they were the cause of the Christian historical claims.  Secondly, W.D. Davies tells us that the Jews were already Hellenized.  Thirdly, the pivotal claim of pre-Christian Gnosticism falls short when we realize that all the texts appealed to are later, not earlier, than Christianity.

These four arguments are the major “empirical” elements in the form critic’s case.  Why is there not better evidence?  That is because his case is not evidential at all.  It is presuppositional.  His “catch 22” interpretation of the material limits his findings to his assumptions (it certainly is hard to learn anything new this way!).  He has failed to produce the human, historical Jesus promised to us, and instead has contradictory views of the real nature of his subject.  His subjectivistic interpretations have been tried and found wanting in classical literature, and can lead only to chaos.  Finally, he bases his assumptions (which determine his findings in the “empirical realm”) entirely on a philosophy that denies miracles.

In short, the form critic doesn’t squarely face the facts.  He uses circular reasoning to come up with a conclusion tta was presupposed at the outset.  He may be a professional theologian, but he is an amateur philosopher.  Before we turn to the positive evidence for they eyewitness character of the New Testament, A.H.N. Green-Armytage has a pertinent comment to sum up this section (paragraph breaks are mine, for readability):

There is a world – I do not say a world in which all scholars live but one at any rate into which all of them sometimes stray, and which some of them seem permanently to inhabit – which is not the world in which I live.  In my world, if the Times and the Telegraph both tell one story in somewhat different terms, nobody concludes that one of them must have copied the other, nor that the variations in the story have some esoteric significance.  But in that world of which I am speaking this would be taken for granted.  There, no story is ever derived from facts but always from somebody else’s version of the same story. …

In my world, almost every book, except some of those produced by Government departments, is written by one author.  In that world almost every almost every book is produced by a committee, and some of them by a whole series of committes.

In my world, if I read that Mr. Churchill, in 1935, said that Europe was heading for a disastrous war, I applaud his foresight.  In that world no prophecy, however vaguely worded, is every made except after the event.

In my world, we say “The first world-war took place in 1914-1918.”  In that world they say, “The world-war narratives took shapein the third decade of the twentieth century.”  

In my world men and women live for a considerable time – seventy, eight, even a hundred years – and they are equipped with a thing called memory.  In that world (it would appear) they come into being, write a book, and forthwith perish, all in a flash, and it is noted of them with astonishment that they “preserve traces of primitive tradition” about things which happened well within their own adult lifetime., [29]



Chapter Nine:  Eyewitness Characteristics
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People often think that the New Testament was officially approved only hundreds of years after its composition, by the councils convened to judge the validity of various works.  These councils were supposedly motivated by a number of theological, political, and personal interests, and therefore are not necessarily a trustworthy indication of the truth regarding these matters.  This is a misconception.  Whether these councils were biased or not has no significant whatsoever in this study – for one simple reason:  the books that were either included or excluded by their decision were really only a few peripheral works not necessary to make our point.  

There are four types of works in relation to Jesus:

1. The works accepted by all at all times – Homologoumena

2. The works disputed, and then finally accepted – Antilegomena

3. The works disputed and finally rejected – Apocrypha

4. The works that were always rejected – Pseudepigrapha

The disputed works were the ones that were judged by these councils, whether to be included in the antilegomena or the apocrypha.  The undisputed works have been accepted by the early Christians as soon as there is documentary evidence to show a judgment either way.  These undisputed books are the works of Paul (that, those definitely Pauline), Mark, Matthew, Luke/Acts, and John.  We will focus on these works in the remainder of the chapter, for it is not necessary to get involved in peripheral matters:  the cry about the bias of the councils is a red herring – not germane to the subject.

One thing must be emphatically stated.  The New Testament books did not become authoritative for the Church because they were formally included in a canonical list; on the contrary, the Church included them in her canon because she already regarded them as divinely inspired, recognizing their innate worth and generally apostolic authority, direct or indirect.  The first ecclesiastical councils to classify the canonical books were both held in North Africa – at Hoppo Regius in 393 and at Carthage in 397 – but what these councils did was not to impose something new upon the Christian communities but to codify what was already the general practice of those communities. [1]

(A list of the disputed and undisputed works is included in Appendix F.)

The early communities accepted the works.  They read them in the churches (see 1 Thess 8, Rev 1), circulated them between the churches (see Rev 1, Col 4), and collected them together (see 2 Peter 3). [2]

The early Christian leaders (from about 70 AD to 250 AD) were aware of the legitimacy of these books.  The following table gives us a quick indication that the undisputed works were well-known and accepted by those closest to the scene. [3]

	
	
	Mt
	Mk
	L/A
	Jn
	Pl

	Ps-Barnabas
	70-130
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	Clement Rome
	 95- 97
	x
	
	
	x
	x

	Ignatius
	110
	
	
	
	x
	x

	Polycarp
	110-150
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Shepherd Hermas
	115-140
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	Didache
	120-150
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	Papias
	130-140
	x
	x
	x
	x
	

	Irenaeus
	170-200
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Tatian
	170
	x
	x
	x
	x
	

	Origin
	150-250
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Justin Martyr
	150
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Clem Alex
	150-250
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x


The works were collected very early.  Ignatius (115 AD) refers to “the Gospel”; particular gospels were called “the gospel according to Matthew”, etc.  Similarly, the corpus of Paul’s letters was called “the Apostle”, with each work called “the apostle to the Romans”, etc.  Polycarp also seems to be aware of a collection of apostolic works.  By the time of Irenaeus, the four-fold gospel was so axiomatic that he likened it to the four winds:

For as there are four quarters of the world in which we live, and four universal winds, and as the Church is dispersed all over the earth, and the gospel is the pillar and base of the Church and the breath of life, so it is natural that it should have four pillars, breathing immortality from every quarter and kindling the life of men anew.  Whence it is manifest that the Word, the architect of all things, who sits upon the cherubim and holds all things together, having been manifested to men, has given us the gospel in fourfold form, but held together by one Spirit. [4]

Tatian in 170 AD composed a harmony of the gospels.  The Muratorian canon was published around the same time.  The Old Latin and Old Syriac (200, 400 AD) also incorporated the same canonical works.

The councils of Nicaea (325 AD), Hippo (393 AD), and Carthage (397, 419 AD) were convened to determine the authoritative books, and simply ratified officially the works that had always been accepted, and judged between the disputed works (To judge their choice, it is interesting to read the rejected works, replete with fantastic stories and unhistorical details). [5]

We will turn our attention to the homologoumena – first Paul, then Mark, Luke/Acts, Matthew, and John, to point out the various empirical evidences for their being eyewitness, apostolic material.
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In turning to the works that were always accepted by the believing Christians, we must not overlook Paul’s material.  His writings are in the form of letters, addressed to the early churches, to settle problems, explain doctrine, and generally to make sure that they are on the right track.  These epistles, rather than presenting the gospel to unbelievers, seem to assume a somewhat detailed knowledge of the gospel facts on the part of Paul’s hearers.  He is not concerned to relate the various details of Jesus’ life, for it seems these details have already been made familiar to the early Christians through the personal testimony of the apostles.  But it goes too far to assert that Paul was never interested in the historical Jesus, or that his presentation ignores the facts of Jesus’ life.  On the contrary, the similarities between the gospel facts and their reflection in the epistles is clearly demonstrable.  F.F. Bruce gives us a summary of these similarities in Appendix J.

Paul’s letters can be generally classified into four categories:  the early epistles (Galatians, 1-2 Thessalonians), the major epistles (1-2 Corinthians, Romans), the prison epistles (Philemon, Colossians, Ephesians, and Philippians), and the pastoral epistles (1-2 Timothy, Titus).  Some in addition to these include Hebrews as Pauline, but this is disputed even today.  

W.D. Davies tells us that the early epistles, the major epistles, and Philippians are considered by sound scholarship to be authentic, Pauline documents while the rest have been disputed more or less vigorously through the years. [6]  

As J.W. Montgomery tells us, “In point of fact, except for the so-called Pastoral Epistles and Ephesians, it would be next to impossible to find any competent present-day scholarship that denies the Pauline authorship of the corpus of letters purporting to have been written by him.” [7]  And so, we will take the same position with the letters as we did with the other “disputed” documents.  For this study, we will ignore the disputed works, and concentrate on those letters already determined to be genuinely from Paul, thus avoiding peripheral issues that are not relevant to the task at hand.

Paul’s letters must, naturally, be dated within his lifetime, therefore they must precede 67 AD, when he was martyred in Rome.  Most scholars feel that the first epistles couldn’t have been written earlier than 48 AD, and so we see this 19-year spread incorporates all the relevant material.  

First, consider how early these dates are, within 18-35 years of Jesus’ crucifixion.  This puts us very close to the events.  Refer to chapter six of this paper to review the content of these epistles relevant to Jesus’ claims.  In section 9 of that chapter, Paul applies terms expressly dealing with Yahweh to Jesus himself.  In section 11 of that chapter, Paul defines Jesus’ relationship with God and with man in no uncertain terms.  Surely, the full notion of Jesus as the “self-disclosure of the noumenon” is already the foundation of the Christian literature – as early as 18-30 years after the facts!

We see, further, that Luke’s writings connect Paul with the apostles, and with the gospels, for Luke wrote both his gospel and the Acts of the Apostles, dealing with Paul and his relationship to them. [8]  It is obvious that (1) Paul’s writings were received as authoritative and apostolic by the churches, and (2) the apostles were the leaders of those very churches at the time of writing.  Acts shows us that Paul was accepted by those apostles as a fellow in the task of preaching Jesus.  

The only way to drive a wedge between Paul and the rest is to suppose (on what evidence?) that Paul managed to browbeat the disciples into proclaiming a fraudulent message (as, surprisingly enough, Walter Kauffman charges).  The response to this should be clear:  the same arguments that refute the “plot theory” would apply in this situation.  It is just as unlikely for the disciples to (1) claim to preach on the basis of their own experience (of Jesus’ teaching and resurrection), and (2) die under torture (in many cases), unyielding, still claiming this revelation, when in fact it was a fraud perpetrated by Paul, or a delusion, etc.  The fact that they personally died for this, couple with their own personal testimonies, is exactly the same fact that destroys the plot theory.  The two go hand in hand.  In short, to say that Paul’s letters are unrepresentative of the apostolic position is simply to ignore the relevant facts in the situation.  

Instead, Paul’s epistles are the earliest primary source material we have in dealing with Jesus. 

1. They are dated 18-30 years after the events, well within the mature lifetime of the eyewitnesses.


2. The apostles were the heads of the church at that time; therefore, as they were accepted as apostolic, we must agree that the apostles too accepted this material.


3. The content of that material (as shown in Chapter 6) is that Jesus is the self-disclosure of the noumenon; further this is based on the historical resurrection of Jesus (as shown in Chapter 7).  The full content of the gospel (for our purposes) is already present.


4. Therefore, These documents rank as first-rate eyewitness reportage concerning Jesus’ nature.
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The gospel of Mark is generally considered to be the earliest gospel.  It is attributed to John Mark, who was a companion of Paul and of Peter.  John Mark is mentioned in Acts, Colossians 4, 2 Timothy 4, Philemon, and 1 Peter 5.  His mother’s home was a meeting place for early Christians (Acts).  Acts tells us that he accompanied Paul and Barnabbas on their missionary journeys, and Peter’s first letter mentions him as his companion.

Internal Tests

There are many internal indications that Mark’s gospel incorporates eyewitness material concerning Jesus.  We cannot give this a thorough treatment here, but we can point to some interesting items.  First, it seems that Peter’s reminiscences can be seen simply by changing “they” to “we” in the relevant passages. [9]  The personal touch is considered by some to be unmistakable.  Similarly, the very expressions and reactions, the attitudes and even the gestures of Jesus are recorded, and they are done so in a matter-of-fact, under-stated way. [10]  

Also, the narratives are most often viewed from the standpoint of the disciples, not from the “hero’s” standpoint, as might be expected.  This is either a tricky dramatic touch, or – more plausibly – a real eyewitness reminiscence. [11]  One interesting fact is that the bad points of the disciples are repeatedly pointed out, especially Peter’s failings and actual denial of Christ. [12]  Finally, the “young man” who flees at the Garden of Gethsemane, at the expense of his clothing, is not recorded anywhere else in scripture, and is quite possible is John Mark the author, himself.

The historicity, that is, the accuracy of historical details, has been argued in my circles.  There are many good reasons to think that Mark’s history is very good, and that the details he supplies are actually true – the places mentioned, the prevalent political and religious conditions, etc.  A summary of pros and cons is given in Appendix G. for those who wish to go deeper into this.

The language of Mark remarkably supports the concept that Mark preserved Peter’s reminiscences.  It is in rough Greek, with Aramaic flavoring (for Peter probably spoke Aramaic), just as we might expect.  And it has Latin terms, for this was probably distributed first in Rome. [13]

All in all, the internal indications within Mark’s gospel are good for the eyewitness theory’s case.  Many of the hallmarks of “legend” are missing.  Instead, we find the characteristic touches of eyewitness material (either that or extremely clever first-century drama), accurate reportage of historic confirmable details, and the proper language expected by the recordings of Peter’s eyewitness accounts.
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In addition to this, is there external confirmation of this material?  The principal external indications are given by three main witnesses – Papias, Irenaeus, and Clement of Alexandria.  These are further confirmed by other sources.  

Papias of Hierapolis

First, Papias is a good source, for he was bishop of Hierapolis around 115 AD and claims to have been personally in touch with the living eyewitnesses, whom he interviewed and questioned so that he could know the truth concerning the gospel accounts:

But I will not scruple also to give a place for you along with my interpretations to everything that I learnt carefully and remembered carefully in time past from the elders, guaranteeing its truth.  For, unlike the many, I did not take pleasure in those who have so very much to say, but in those who teach the truth; nor in those who relate foreign commandments, but in those (who record) such as were given from the Lord to the Faith, and are derived from the Truth itself.  

And again, on any occasion when a person came (in my way) who had been a follower of the Elders, I would inquire about the discourses of the elders – what was said by Andrew, or by Peter, or by Philip, or by Thomas or James, or by John or Matthew or any other of the Lord’s disciples, and what Aristion and the Elder John, the disciples of the Lord say.  For I did not think that I could get so much profit from the contents of books as from the utterances of a living and abiding voice. [14]

And so, being in touch with the eyewitnesses in this manner, Papias tells us that Mark incorporated Peter’s sermons into narrative form:

And the Elder said this also:  Mark, having become the interpreter of Peter, wrote down accurately everything that he remembered, without however recording in order what was either said or done by Christ.  For neither did he hear the Lord, nor did he follow Him; but afterwards, as I said, (attended) Peter, who adapted his instructions to the need (of his hearers) but had no design of giving a connected account of the Lord’s oracles.  So then Mark made no mistake, while he thus wrote down some things as he remembered them; for he made it his one care not to omit anything that he heard, or to set down any false statements therein. [15]

Note that Mark did not necessarily record everything in strict chronological sequence, but in a general order, which fits the evidence of pericopae.  Similarly, Peter selected his material according to the appropriateness of the moment, but this does not mean that he invented it.  The notion of “interpreter” does not necessarily mean a translator, but can simply refer to a secretary, companion, or aide-de-camp. [16]  Finally, Papias doesn’t tell us when Mark wrote his work, whether after Peter’s death or before it, merely that he incorporated Peter’s sermons into a gospel.  

Irenaeus

The second witness to Mark’s authorship is Irenaeus, born somewhere between 115 and 125 AD, who was Bishop of Lyons circa 178 AD. [17]  His qualification as an external witness is his acquaintance with the martyr Polycarp (Bishop of Smyrna), who was a personal disciple of John the apostle and “beloved disciple.”  Irenaeus tells us of his acquaintance with living material, first in general, and then in a letter to Florinus (177 AD):

We have learned from none others the plan of our salvation than from those through whom the Gospel has come down to us, which they did at one time proclaim in public, and, at a later period by the will of God, handed down to us in the Scriptures, to be the ground and pillar of our faith. [18]

For while I was yet a boy, I saw thee in lower Asia with Polycarp, distinguishing thyself in the royal court, and endeavoring to gain his approbation.  For I have a more vivid recollection of what occurred at that time, than of recent events; inasmuch as the experience of childhood keeping pace with the growth of the soul become incorporated with it; so that I can even describe the place where the blessed Polycarp used to sit and discourse … also how he would speak of his familiar intercourse with John and with the rest of those who had seen the Lord. [19]

We must note here that when, in a letter for instance, an author refers to things already taken for granted to make another point, when he refers the reader to things that are common knowledge between them, we are in touch with excellent source material; for these accepted things are indirectly confirmed by the fact that they are not being debated, but being appealed to.  And so Irenaeus, on the basis of this living line with the apostles, tells us:

… after the departure of these (Peter and Paul), mark the disciple and interpreter (hermeneutos) of Peter, also handed down to us in writing the things preached by Peter. [20]

The third witness is Clement of Alexandria, born around 150 AD, and writing in the latter quarter of the second century. [21]  He tells us:

When Peter had preached the word publicly in Rome … those who were present … besought Mark, since he had followed him (i.e. Peter) for a long time and remembered the things that had been spoken, to write out the things that had been said; and when he had done this, he gave the Gospel to those who asked him.  When Peter learned of it later, he neither obstructed nor commended. [22]

Further external confirmations are from Hermas (130 AD), Tatian (170 AD), the Muratorian Canon, Origen, and Jerome. [23]  The early Church accepted Mark early on, but it was overshadowed by Matthew, which was a church favorite.  Its position in the four gospels is uncertain, but it was probably backed by an important church, most likely the church in Rome. [24]

In comparing Irenaeus’ and Clement’s witness, we see a difficulty in deciding whether Mark wrote these things before or after Peter’s death.  If we take Irenaeus as being the more qualified to speak, living closer to the time and having the advantage of a living contact with Polycarp, then we might simply throw out Clement’s testimony.  However, in looking at Irenaeus’ statement, we see that “departure” might indicate Peter’s death, but also might indicate Peter’s departure for Rome.  Perhaps Mark wrote during Peter’s life-time and published after his death.  Perhaps, if departure doesn’t mean death, Clement is correct after all.  

Either way, we see that the problem is not a contradiction, for the accounts all agree in the essentials, but disagree in some of the particulars.  One parallel with this is two witnesses of a traffic accident:  one says it occurred before the light changed, the other after.  But we would not conclude from these two reports that there was no accident, but merely that the timing was in dispute.  Similarly, we can’t conclude from this problem that the total testimony is wrong; on the contrary, they all three agree that Mark incorporated Peter’s sermons into a gospel.  It is merely unclear whether this took place immediately before or after Peter’s death, or some combination (such as, first draft before, and final version after).

5
This leads us to the problem of ascertaining the date of the gospels.  First, it is disappointing to note that the documents were apparently not dated when written (e.g. July 4, 55 AD), and the originals are not extant, so procedures dealing with writing materials, handwriting analysis, carbon-14 dating, etc. are not useful here.  Instead, we must use  internal and external indications of various sorts to find a probable date.  

J.A.T. Robinson, in his book Redating the New Testament, indicates some of the ways scholars can date the books we are dealing with.  There are four principles to articulates:

Paul’s Letters
The only material we have a concrete date for is the body of Paul’s letters.  This is because we can accurately fix Paul’s death at 67 AD.  The gospels have no strict date assignable on such an objective basis.


Ceiling Date

The external material can only provide us with a ceiling date.  The evidence of first attestation, early MS evidence, and literary dependence can only give us the latest possible date for the body of material; it cannot fix the date with any accuracy.  The idea that Ignatius (115) refers to something, and Irenaeus (170) refers to something else doesn’t mean the second document is 55 years later than the first!  But by the first attestation (e.g. Ignatius 115) and early MS evidence (e.g. Rylands fragment 117-138) we can be assured of the latest possible dates.


Dates via Internal Evidence

The internal evidence can apply to such a wide range of dates that to assign a fixed, clear date is very difficult.


Prophecy vs. Past Events

What concrete events are (or are not) referred to?  Clearly, some scholars feel, an event that occurred in 70 AD cannot be referred to in writing prior to 70 AD.  And this is generally true; but in this case, we must be careful, for the nature of the documents in part is that of prophecy (which includes the prediction of future events).  If we are evaluating the documents for the purpose of this study (that is, to determine if they are eyewitness primary sources for understanding the nature of Jesus, and to see if there has occurred in history such a thing as the “self-disclosure of the noumenon”), then we cannot rule prophecy out at the outset.  That is, we cannot just assume that Jesus was incapable of predicting future events until we have reason to think he is not in fact the unique self-disclosure we are seeking. 

Therefore, if the major reason for dating a book after 70 is simply the inclusion of predictive prophecy, then that reason is insufficient:  therefore, the book may well be before 70, if there is evidence in that behalf.  Similarly, we must make a distinction between events clearly designated as prophecy and events simply reported.  For instance, if Mark were to report the fall of Jerusalem as a past event, then of course we cannot date Mark prior to 70.  And, to take it a step further, even if Mark refers to concomitant events (i.e. events logically connected with the fall of Jerusalem) as having taken place, then we would date it later than 70 AD.  But – on the other hand – if he fails to mention significant events and this failure is not explicable in normal terms, then we would find this to be empirical evidence in dating the material before the occurrence of these events.

For the record, on the basis of these considerations, and others, Robinson himself and archeologist W.f. Albright independently conclude that the entire New Testament was written prior to 70 AD. [25]
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In finding a date for the gospel of Mark, the event of the fall of Jerusalem was been a major factor.  Some scholars have ruled out a pre-70 solely on the basis of predictive prophecy.  We have seen that this is illegitimate.  There are, in fact, at least three options to those who refuse predictive prophecy in this material, by which a date prior to 70 can still be set:

1. The “abomination of desolation” refers to events around 70, but Mark is written so close to 70 that he can see the events coming. [26]

2. The A of D refers to events around 40 AD, and then Mark can have been written shortly after 40 AD. [27]

3. The A of D refers to apocalyptic events in the “end times” totally unrelated to the fall of Jerusalem or early events, and therefore bears to relationship to date of composition.  

Clearly therefore, the mere inclusion of this passage is not sufficient to place Mark later than 70.  There must be more evidence than this for such a decision.

The external evidence already cited shows good reason to place Mark in the early-to-mid 60’s, either closely before or possibly after Peter’s death.  In fact, this time period, about 65 AD, is considered by most scholars to be the most likely date for Mark. [28]  In fact, as Guthrie mentions:

In spite of the confidence of the majority of scholars that Mark must be dated A.D. 65-70, it is by no means impossible to maintain an earlier date.  In fact, Harnack maintained a date before A.D. 60 and Allen a date before A.D. 50.  Harnack’s arguments were based on an early date for Acts (i.e. A.D. 63) which involved a slightly earlier date for Luke, and in his view a still earlier date for Mark.  Allen’s theory was influenced by his contention that the original Marcan Gospel was written in Aramaic, a hypothesis which would clearly require an early date. [29]
Harnack’s approach will take on significance when we look at the good reasons for dating Luke/Acts prior to 70.  This would push Mark back somewhat.  But we are content with the majority of scholarship on this point, and it seems that, all things considered, a date in the early 60’s is correct on the basis of the internal and external evidence.  (For an evaluation of the arguments for a later date, see Appendix L.)

While there is some debate about the authorship and/or dating of the other gospels, the gospel of Mark is comparatively fixed and agreed among scholars.  They are in general consensus that Mark in fact wrote the work attributed to him, and should be dated in the sixties of the first century.  Therefore, we have an excellent eyewitness source concerning Jesus’ life and his nature.  The following, then, should be noted:

1. Mark received his information from Peter, a direct eyewitness.


2. He wrote his gospel in the early 60’s, therefore within 30 years of the events described.  The apostles are still the heads of the church, and his gospel is accepted as apostolic in authority by those in personal touch with the eyewitnesses (Papias with several; Irenaeus with John via Polycarp).  His gospel was never questioned by the church.


3. Mark’s account contains the notion that Jesus was the self-disclosure of the noumenon, as indicated in this paper’s chapter six.


4. Therefore – Mark’s gospel is a primary source collection of eyewitness material, confirmed by external witnesses in touch themselves with eyewitnesses, accepted by the church headed by eyewitnesses; and it contains Jesus’ nature as the self-revelation of the God of the Hebrews.
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The next work for our consideration is Luke/Acts.  First, the preface to Luke’s gospel states that the author was not himself an eyewitness, but that he canvassed those who were.  He refers to earlier attempts at a compilation of the gospel material, but distinguishes his own in that he interviewed a variety of sources, called “eyewitnesses and ministers of the word.”  His cultured Greek introduction follows a standard procedure for such a presentation, and is addressed to “Theophilus.”  Luke and Acts are connected as being two parts of one work, because they are both addressed to Theophilus; Acts refers to the “first treatise;” both are similar in language, style, and interest, and there is a remarkable continuity between the two. [50]

The internal evidence for Luke’s authorship and eyewitness characteristics is varied.  First, in Acts, one notes the alternating “we” sections and “they” sections, as if Luke was careful to distinguish between the events which he personally witnessed (as Paul’s companion in Acts), and those which occurred while he was not present. [31]  The material in Acts, coupled with a number of references in the Epistles, reveals internally that Luke is most probably the author of both works, as other possibilities are ruled out. [32]

The language of Luke shows a remarkable faithfulness to his sources, because he changes style from the cultured Greek (his own) to rough Greek, to Septuagint Greek, to Aramaic-flavored Greek, depending upon the nature of the material, and the type of source he utilizes. [33]

Luke’s history has become renown.  The correct titles of rulers, the correct names of places, the reference to known historical events, and accurate description of the religious and political situation have shown Luke to be an historian of the first rank. [34]  Indeed, his accounts have often been questioned by theologians, only to be confirmed by recent archeological finds.  There is such a wealth of documentation on this point that we refer the reader to Appendix H. for a further discussion.

Luke’s probable sources would probably include the Antioch church, Manaean (foster-brother of Herod Antipas), Paul himself, James the brother of Jesus, Philip’s family in Caesarea, Mark the author of the second gospel, and perhaps even Jesus’ mother Mary. [36]  Luke himself was a companion of Paul on his missionary journeys, who was a physician, connected with the region of Antioch. [37]

The external evidence for Luke’s authorship and eyewitness character is also very good.  Irenaeus, whom we cited as a witness on behalf of Mark’s gospel similarly testifies to Luke’s:  “Luke also, the companion of Paul, recorded in a book the Gospel preached by him.” [38]

The prologue to the work designed to refute Marcion the heretic similarly attests to Luke’s authorship.  It is called the “Anti-Marcionite Prologue”, to be dated around 140 A.D.:

Luke was a native of Syrian Antioch, a physician by profession, a disciple of the apostles.  Later he accompanied Paul until the latter’s martyrdom, serving the Lord without distraction, for he had neither wife nor children.  He died in Boeotia (a district of Greece) at the age of eighty-four, full of the Holy Spirit.  So then, after two Gospels had already been written – Matthew’s in Judea and Mark’s in Italy – Luke wrote this Gospel in the region of Achaia, by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.  

At its outset, he indicated that other Gospels had been written before his own but that the obligation lay upon him to set forth for the Gentile believers a complete account in the course of his narrative and to do so as accurately as possible.  The object of this was that they might not be captivated on the one hand by a love for Jewish fables, nor on the other hand be deceived by heretical and vain imaginations and thus wander from the truth.  So, right at the beginning, Luke has handed down to us the story of the birth of John (the Baptist), … Later still the same Luke wrote the Acts of the apostles. [39]

 In addition to this witness, the Muratorian Canon, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and Tertullian specifically state the authority of Luke/Acts, and that Luke was indeed the author. [40]

To sum up, the internal evidence indicates Luke’s real authorship, and the presence of eyewitness material; Luke’s language and style is cultured, educated Greek yet changes to faithfully reflect the style of his sources;  his history is truly excellent; he had the opportunity to interview a number of eyewitnesses; and external confirmations (including Irenaeus) point to Luke as the true author.
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In attempting to date Luke/Acts, most scholars take one of two positions:  either 80-85, or prior to 67 (the date of Paul’s death).  Davies sets the date at 80-85; F.F. Bruce and J.W. Montgomery agree that many good scholars find that date the most likely, yet they would both opt for the earlier date. [41]  The reasons will be outlined below.

First, there are some scholars that have chosen a rather late date for Luke, because of supposed affinities with Josephus and later authors.  This is rather unlikely, because (a) the affinities with Josephus have been shown to be fairly tenuous, and (b) the affinities with later authors, e.g. Justin Martyr, are easily explained by reversing the causal connection:  Justin borrowed from Luke!  Donald Guthrie gives a good review of these arguments. [42]

A more probably option is the 80-85 region.  If this is truly the case, the Lucan authorship cannot be ruled out, for there is evidence (already cited) that he lived to be an old man.  The reasons for this date are four:  (a) if was probably written after Mark; (b) the “abomination of desolation” is mentioned; (c) there are many previous attempts referred to; and (d) Luke is seen as roughly contemporaneous with Matthew. [43]  It is easy to see that a short interval after Mark, with Matthew also shortly after Mark, would fill the fill – for there would have been plenty of time for numerous “attempts” to have taken place.  It remains that the fall of Jerusalem is the main obstacle.  To simply deny predictive prophecy is clearly circular reasoning, as outlined above.  Therefore the hard evidence for a late date is definitely seen to be wanting.

The best option in dating Luke – although unlike Mark this doesn’t have the vote of the vast majority of scholars, only a substantial few – is probably before 64 AD.  There is one major reason for this:  Luke/Acts doesn’t refer to a single event in the range 60-70 A.D. [44]  There are at least four major events one would expect to be covered:  

· the fall of Jerusalem itself

· the Neronian persecution

· James’ (the brother of Jesus) death (the martyrdoms of Stephen and James the brother of John are included)  

· Paul’s imprisonment and death (the most significant omission, since Paul is the protagonist of Acts)

The argument from silence is not always conclusive, but in this case it certainly impressive.  It is supported by an argument from the fact that Luke/Acts is concerned with the events of the proper time with which he is dealing:  the Jewish/Gentile problem, the food problem, primitive titles, the persecution from Jews (not Romans), and an accurate knowledge of the rights and privileges of Roman citizens. [45]

It is primarily the accuracy of Luke’s history, coupled with the eyewitness indications that show his account to be believable.  Whoever wrote it certainly knew a great deal about the time and place, and has either a phenomenal fiction style (the “we” to “they” sections, especially) or else was indeed a personal witness to many of the events that transpired.  The language, that varies with the narratives, shows either a man with a great imagination or else an historian with a tremendous respect for his sources.  And the internal and external evidence combines to narrow down the possibilities of authorship to just one:  Luke the physician, companion of Paul.

Whether this account was written before or after the fall of Jerusalem, the facts remain.  It must rate as a faithful collection of eyewitness material concerning Jesus’ life and the actions of his followers.  If the date can be moved to 64 or earlier, then the eyewitness character of the accounts is even stronger.

Luke’s connection with the disciples is very strong – whether the earlier or later dates are chosen – because of the many references and indications of relationship with Paul, with Mark, with James the brother of Jesus, and others.  In order to get around this apostolicity, one would have to show the documents to be out-and-out forgeries – a very difficult task, considering the strength of the material.
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Matthew’s gospel, compared with Mark’s and Luke’s, is somewhat enigmatic.  There is not the wealth of eyewitness and historical indication of Luke, nor the strong external witness of Mark.  However, the strength of Matthew is probably that it was received early on by the church, and remained a church favorite until the time of Irenaeus.

The one striking internal clue is that Matthew is called Levi in the other gospels, and Matthew in this one.  This gospel is also the only one to talk about the temple tax. [46]

The first external witness is Papias:

So then Matthew composed the oracles in the Hebrew language, and each one interpreted them as he could. [47]

The second witness is Irenaeus:

Matthew also issued a written gospel among the Hebrews in their own dialect, while Peter and Paul were preaching at Rome and laying the foundations of the church. [48]

There are two problems with these witnesses; the first is the notion of “oracles” or “logia.”  The second is the language of Matthew.  Some scholars feel that Papias is referring to a collection of Jesus’ sayings (called “Q”, from the German word for source “Quelle”) rather than the gospel.  This is because when the sayings parts (as opposed to the narratives) of the gospel are translated into Aramaic, they revert to a poetical form; the narratives don’t seem to work that way.  This would lead them to assume an Aramaic sayings-collection was combined with a Greek narrative-framework.  

If there was a “Q” it would probably be dated very early, before 50 AD. [49]  However, there are arguments against a real documents containing sayings; these very saying seem to be a collection of odds and ends. [50]  Second, Luke may have used Matthew’s gospel and then a Q would not be necessary to explain Luke/Acts.  Third, why is Q not extant?  And fourth, the sayings should have an Aramaic flavoring, for they represent Jesus’ Aramaic words, and there is no reason to think that this means they were actually written down in Aramaic.

There are arguments for thinking “logia” refers to the gospel.  The title was used in Papias’ time (Ignatius), therefore the concept should have been known to Papias.  The use of “logion” in Papias’ own Interpretations of the Lord’s Oracles refers to more than a collection of sayings.  He cites the “Elder” for Mark, but not for Matthew, indicating a common acceptance of Matthew’s gospel as authentic. [51]  Further, there are no philological grounds for saying that logia can’t refer to the gospel. [52]

The context of Papias’ passage is that of gospels.  Why does Papias ignore the gospel and refer merely to a sayings collection when the rest of the gospels are mentioned?  There is no evidence of a sayings collection during Papias’ time. [53]

The second problem in the external witnesses is in language.  While some scholars assert an Aramaic original of Matthew (e.g. Burney, Torrey, Black), [54] others find no clear trace of Aramaic in the narrative portions. [55]  Irenaeus’ term “dialect” can mean literary style, and then Matthew might be a Greek document using the Hebrew Biblical style. [56]  There are numerous pros and cons on this subject; the issue remains.

Although it is more difficult to be sure in regard to the “logis” than in the case of Mark’s and Luke’s material, the absence of good evidence for the hypothetical “Q” document, plus the reasons why “logia” can refer to a gospel, plus the external witness of Irenaeus to that fact, would fairly strongly indicate that Matthew’s gospel is referred to.  The language of that original is still difficult to decide.

A further difficult is that Matthew, who most probably wrote after Mark, borrows so much from this other gospel.  If Matthew was himself an eyewitness, why does he rely so heavily on other material?  There are three reasons for this:  (a) borrowing was more common; (b) Matthew alters Mark (there is no more than 50% verbal identity in similar passages; [57] (c) Mark incorporates Peter’s reminiscences, and if Mark is correct, why not?  Matthew may have been basically thrilled to death with Mark’s version, originating as it did with Peter’s reminiscences.

The strongest evidence in behalf of Matthew is that it was a favorite in the early church until the time of Irenaeus (170 AD). [58]  Ignatius, in his letters to the church at Smyrna and to Polycarp (125 AD) is the earliest known reference to Matthew’s gospel; it clearly was accepted by that time.  Why didn’t Ignatius and Polycarp know better, if Matthew was a “community product” or forgery?  And, if a forgery, why Matthew? – why not a more prominent disciples?
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W.D. Davies places Matthew in the 80-90 interval, because there are various internal indications that much time has passed since the events described. [59]  The importance of the issue of predictive prophecy is clearly seen in Matthew’s dating, as it has been in the others:

The argument runs as follows:  First, since the predictive power of Christ is denied, it is assumed that Mark was produced only a few years before the fall of Jerusalem.  Secondly, Matthew used Mark and therefore must be dated after the fall of Jerusalem.  Thirdly both Ignatius and the Didache appear to have cited Matthew’s Gospel and so the latter must have attained authority some time before the writings of the former. … If, however, it be admitted that our Lord had power to predict the fall of Jerusalem, the main prop in the Marcan dating falls away and other data would need to be used in determining the dates of both Mark and Matthew. [60]

F.F. Bruce sets the date at shortly after 70 AD. [61]

The content of Matthew, relevant to Jesus’ nature, is the same as Paul, Mark, and Luke/Acts.  Jesus is the self-disclosure of the noumenon.  It was accepted as a favorite of the same general body of Christians that accepted the other homologoumena and rejected the spurious works.  It is therefore powerful evidence regarding the events related.
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The next work for our examination is the gospel of John.  There are many internal indications that the apostle John was the author of the gospel, perhaps in conjunction with others.  It says “we beheld his glory” (1:14), reminiscent of 1 John 1:1-4, “he who saw it has borne witness”; also “This is the disciple, we know his testimony is true” (21:24).  It is striking that John is not mentioned by name in this gospel, while he is mentioned no less than twenty times (counting parallels) in the synoptics. [62]  John the Baptist is simply called “John”, for there is no other John mentioned in this gospel with whom to confuse him.

The “beloved disciple” is idiosyncratic to the fourth gospel.  This beloved disciple is one of:  Peter, Thomas, Nathaniel, sons of Zebedee (John and James), two others (John 21:2).  Peter, James, and John were the three favored disciples.  The beloved disciple is present at the last supper.  Peter is ruled out, for he is mentioned in distinction to the beloved disciple; James the brother of John is ruled out because he was martyred in 44 AD. [63]  John the disciple is clearly the logical choice.

The historical accuracy of John is interesting.  The author seems to possess a Palestinian background, for he shows a familiarity with Jewish customs, Jewish history, Palestinian geography.  A fuller review of the historical accuracy of John is given in Appendix I.

It is clear that the author (1) is familiar with first century Palestine; (2) clearly claims to be a physical eyewitness of the events he describes; (3) identifies himself not only as the “beloved disciple”, but – by inference – as John the Apostle; and (4) writes in conjunction with other Christians.
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There are four external witnesses to the authorship of John.  They are Papias, Irenaeus, the Anti-Marcionite Prologue, and the Muratorian Canon.  First, Papias tells us:

… on any occasion when a person came (in my way) who had been a follower of the Elders, I would inquire about the discourses of the elders – what was said by Andrew, or by Peter, or by Philip, or by Thomas or James, or by John or Matthew or any other of the Lord’s disciples, and what Aristion and the Elder John, the disciples of the Lord, say.  For I did not think that I could get so much profit from the contents of books as from the utterances of a living and abiding voice. [64]

The second witness is Irenaeus:

Afterwards, John the disciple of the Lord, who also leaned upon His breast, he likewise published a Gospel while he dwelt in Ephesus in Asia.  John the disciple of the Lord, being desirous, by declaring the Gospel, to root out the errors that had been sown in the minds of men (by) Cerinthus … he thus beginning in his doctrine, which is according to the Gospel:  “in the beginning was the Word.” ‘[65]

The third witness is the Muratorian Canon:

John, one of the disciples, wrote the fourth of the gospels.  When his fellow-disciples and bishops urged him, he said:  “Fast along with me for three days and then let us related to one another what shall be revealed to each.”  The same night it was revealed to Andrew, one of the apostles, that John should write down everything in his own name, and that they should all revise it. [66]

The fourth witness is the Anti-Marcionite Prologue:

The gospel of John was published and given to the churches by John when he was still in the body, as a man of Hierapolis, Papias by name, John’s dear disciple, has related in his five Exegetical books.  He indeed wrote down the gospel correctly at John’s dictation.  But the heretic Marcion was thrust out by John, after being repudiated b him for his contrary sentiments.  He had carried writings or letter to him from brethren who were in Pontus. [67]

In addition to this, further significant witness is provided by Basilides (130 AD), Origin (184-254 AD), and Clement of Alexandria. [68]  Ignatius, the Epistle of Barnabas, and the Shepherd of Hermas may have quoted and/or referred to the fourth gospel.  Polycarp, a significant figure, regarded the Fourth to be of Johannine authorship. ‘70]

How are we to interpret these external witnesses?  First, the Anti-Marcionite Prologue, combined with Papias, gives rise to the idea of two Johns, the disciple and “the elder.”  If this is through to be true, then a juxtaposition of the two would naturally read that the gospel of John (the elder) was given while he (the elder) was still alive, as Papias tells us.  He (the elder) took down the gospel at the dictation of John (the disciple).  The elder John was involved with Marcion.  

There is no indication from the external reports that a second John wrote the gospel without apostolic approval.  Indeed, we should probably understand these things in light of Irenaeus and Polycarp, who proceeded as a living line from the Apostle John himself.  Polycarp, who should know, bears witness to the Johannine authorship, and Irenaeus reiterates.  Therefore, by a combination of the four witnesses, we are left with two possibilities:  (1) Using the better witnesses (Irenaeus, Polycarp, and the Muratorian Canon), the apostle John was the author; (2) Taking the less likely Anti-Marcionite Prologue, in light of Papias, we would conclude that John the disciple dictated his gospel to John the elder, and it was confirmed by the various witnesses shown in the internal indications.
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The latest date possible for the gospel of John is probably about 100 AD, because of the MS evidence provided by the Rylands fragment of this gospel, found in Egypt and dated 117-138, provides a ceiling, and some time must be allowed for migration of the gospel to Egypt.  An early date for the gospel is not necessarily required for it to be of eyewitness character, for – according to sound tradition – John lived to be a very old man.  Most scholars date John’s gospel 90-100 AD. [71]  However, because of the strong internal eyewitness characteristics, many scholars opt for a pre-70 date. ‘72]  Perhaps there was an early form of the gospel, rewritten later for the early church.  But this is not necessary for our account.  The fact of the strong internal and external witnesses to John’s authentic authorship, plus the primitive, accurate flavor of the narratives, result in granting to this gospel a very strong degree of eyewitness primary source evidence.
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We are finally in a position to evaluate the legend hypothesis.  We have shown that there are only four logical, formal alternatives when dealing with the question:  “Is Jesus of Nazareth the self-disclosure of the noumenon?”

1. It is true.  We have shown that this, far from being a contradiction or impossibility, is in fact the sole condition upon which we could expect to understand reality and know right from wrong.


2. It is a plot by the disciples.  We have pointed out that no one holds this alternative, as it is entirely unsupportable by the empirical facts - the psychological and moral difficulties, the practical problems, the notion of Jesus as a dupe or fraud, and the absence of collusion in the accounts.


3. The disciples were misled.  We have seen two monumental problems with this theory.  First, it doesn’t explain either the empty tombs or the resurrection appearances (for the Romans, Jews, and disciples couldn’t have stolen the body, and the appearances do not behave like any known type of hallucination); second, Jesus must be described as a lunatic (if he believed it) or a liar (if he didn’t).


4. The legend hypothesis, in point of fact, is the only position chosen by the critics.  It escapes the problems of #2 and 3, and enjoys a superficial plausibility.  Therefore we spent two full chapters dealing with it.  Let us now summarize the arguments for and against it.  

Then, if each alternative is examined, and the plot, misled, and legend theories are shown to be inadequate, and the “true” hypothesis is shown to be in accordance with the facts, then we will have to go with the evidence as it stands.  We cannot simply choose according to our desired; we must face facts.

Legend Hypothesis – Arguments

These are the main arguments, or points, on behalf of the Legend Hypothesis.

· There are pericopae, therefore these accounts are not eyewitness accounts.

· The early Christians did not want to preserve the historical truth about Jesus.

· The early Christians were not able to preserve the historical truth about Jesus.

· Hellenistic ideas were added to a Jewish framework.

The Refutation - Summary
First, we have at our disposal primary source material concerning Jesus.  The earliest material is the body of Pauline letters.  The definitely authentic letters were written 48-62 AD, within 18-30 years of the events.  Paul is representative of the apostles, because he is connected with them (reported in Luke/Acts), and wrote at a time when the apostles were the leaders of the church.  The notion of Jesus as the self-disclosure of the noumenon is already fully developed in Paul.

The gospel of Mark was written in the 60-70 time period.  The internal indications, the historical accuracy, and external witness tell us that Mark received his material from Peter the apostle, preserving the latter’s reminiscences in the form of narrative material.  The pericopae, noted by the legend hypothesis, are entirely explicable in terms of Mark’s recording of Peter’s sermons.  The self-disclosure of the noumenon is fully present in this account.  In the 60’s, many eyewitnesses – both pro and con – were surely alive.

The work of Luke in compiling Luke/Acts is one of a first-rate historian.  The internal and external evidence points to Luke as the author, a physician and companion of Paul.  He consulted various eyewitnesses, and preserves the linguistic style of his sources.  There is excellent evidence for a pre-70 date for Luke/Acts, therefore putting it within the same decade as Mark.

Matthew’s gospel can be dated either pre-70 or post-70, although there is no evidence which forces a late date.  The external witness is somewhat ambiguous.  But the acceptance by the church rates this account acceptable as apostolic.

John’s gospel is probably the latest written.  It needs no early date to support its eyewitness characteristic, for its internal evidence and external witness bear strong evidence that John the disciple is the eyewitness author.

That the Christians wanted to preserve the historical truth about Jesus is abundantly evident merely by the wealth of material at our disposal.  The constant internal evidences of eyewitness quality, the concern of the early Christians to connect the narratives with apostles, the care taken by the same Christians (exemplified in Papias) to acquaint themselves with a “living and abiding voice”, the historical accuracy, and the objective historical nature of the subject matter all point to the intense desire to record, preserve, and believe the truth about Jesus, their leader.

The early dates of Paul’s letters and Mark’s gospel, each preserving eyewitness material, clearly point to their acceptance by the heads of the church in those days:  the apostles themselves.  That the apostles were still alive is shown by a number of evidences:  the council in Jerusalem, the living line through John and Polycarp, the activities of the apostles recorded, etc.  The extremely small time-span – especially with Paul’s epistles quoting established hymns/poems around 50 AD – is certainly insufficient for a legend to develop.

The abundant wealth of eyewitness material supplementary to Paul’s and Mark’s material (i.e. Luke/Acts, Matthew, and John) must be dealt with, and cannot simply be passed off as “legendary.”

The notion that Hellenistic ideas were added to a Jewish framework is not supported by fact.  Judaea was already Hellenized; the crucial “heavenly redeemer” concept was developed only after Christianity; mere existence of the idea of divine revelation does not explain how that notion became applied to a concrete  historical person within the lifetime of his immediate followers by those followers.

The fundamental presupposition of the form critics, upon which the legend hypothesis succeeds or fails, is that miracles are impossible.  This is a philosophic issue, not an historical one.  We have seen that miracles are not theoretically impossible, and that the only way to know if they have occurred is to see if they have.  Their credibility is exactly the same as the credibility of theism.  Once this presupposition is taken away from the legend theory, then we see how sparse indeed is the evidence that the legend hypothesis has at its disposal.

We have two choices in dealing with the legend theory.  The first is to deny the weight of the evidence on the basis of a faulty philosophic presupposition.  The second is to accept the evidence for what it is.  Indeed, once we have shown that we have at our disposal first-hand primary source material, it is logically necessary to draw the proper conclusions – i.e. that it is true.  Jesus of Nazareth is indeed the self-disclosure of the noumenon, because there is sufficient eyewitness reportage concerning him, coupled with his nature as revealed in the material, his claim as stated, and the nature of his disciples in dying for their eyewitness message.
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Throughout the sections dealing with the New Testament, we have been implicitly utilizing the standards of legal and historiographical evidence.  It remains to explicitly show how these standards have been put to use in this investigation.

Textual Criticism

First, because we must start with the raw material, we analyze the “traces” left in history by the event in question.  We find numerous Greek documents, supplemented by other versions, quotes, etc. that can be compared through textual criticism in order to determine the substance of the autographs.

Interpreting Documents

The rules for interpretation of documents have helped us in our exegesis of these texts relevant to Jesus’ nature.  These rules are:  (a) the document must interpret itself insofar as is possible; (b) it must be interpreted in context; (c) ambiguities must be interpreted in light of that which is clear; (d) the literal interpretation must prevail over private, subjective interpretation.  Utilizing these standards, we have seen that the documents clearly point to Jesus as the self-disclosure of the noumenon, for which we are searching.

Internal and External Evidence

The internal indications and external witness must be analyzed in order to determine the authenticity of the documents in question.  We have discovered them to be of eyewitness nature or incorporating similar material which is accepted by eyewitnesses contemporaneous with that material.

Cross-Examination

The method of cross-examination is utilized insofar as is possible in order to determine the ability and willingness of the witnesses.  The internal and external confirmations of historiography mentioned above cover two of the three areas.  The third is the character of the witnesses, which has been agreed on all sides to be of the highest order.  There was, further, a wealth of opportunity for those contemporaneous with the witnesses to examine them at length, for the entire early Christian community was established in living relationship with these witnesses, they were questioned by later authors or sources close to those authors, and finally were murdered for their testimony.

Clear and Convincing Proof

The strength of this eyewitness material, that Jesus made the claim is at least that of clear and convincing proof – i.e. stronger than a mere preponderance but weaker than logical compulsion.  In fact, it seems to go beyond the acceptable standards into “reasonable doubt”, which is sufficient to convict a criminal that has previously been presumed innocent.

Now that we have determined the evidence to be sufficient to state that Jesus did indeed make the claim, we must evaluate his testimony by legal standards.  (As the character of the apostles has already ruled out the “plot” theory, during the test of “cross-examination”; we are left with Jesus’ testimony.)  In cross-examination, it is easy to see that there are three possibilities:  Jesus is telling the truth, Jesus is telling a lie thinking it is the truth, or Jesus is telling a lie knowingly.  If it is the second, Jesus is a lunatic, because of the nature of the claim.  If it is the third, Jesus is a truly evil man, perpetrating such a fraud.  But his testimony shows an internal consistency; it agrees with the material facts; and his character is of the highest order.  There is no reason at all to suspect either his sanity or his veracity, and therefore must conclude that he is indeed telling the truth.  The strength of this proof is also greater than “clear and convincing evidence”, actually closer to “reasonable doubt” proof.

In short, of the four alternatives:

1. Jesus is the self-disclosure of the noumenon

2. Jesus is a liar

3. Jesus is a lunatic

4. The disciples made up a plot

5. The story is a legend

Only one makes any sense.  Jesus must indeed be the unique incarnation of the Personal, Infinite God.  His answer is authoritative.  He tells us what the noumenon is like in true, though not exhaustive, knowledge.  His standards of right and wrong solve our deepest ethical dilemma, for they are absolute.  The problems of metaphysics and ethics are solved by his life and by his word.  The appropriation of this solution is now possible.


Chapter Ten:  Contra the Critics
Now it is time to reply to the critics.  In doing so, we will categorize their arguments (see chapter one), and answer them by (a) referring them to the parts of the paper that refute their point, by use of material facts, and (b) point out the logical fallacy (if any) in their understanding of the material.  The evidence appealed to in replying to the charges will be coded by citing the chapter and section of this paper relevant to the charge (e.g. “2.1-3” means “chapter two, sections one through three”).  The logical fallacy pointed out will be underlined; the definitions of these fallacies are given in Appendix M.

1

“Christianity is based on emotion, not reason.”

The present paper should be enough to refute this charge.  Throughout the ages, Justin Martyr, Augustine, Athanasius, Aquinas, and myriad others have sought to explain Christianity in reasonable terms; more modern authors:  e.g. Butler, Newman, Copleston, and Lewis have been intelligent scholars appealing to reason, not emotion.  The New Testament itself, in the presentation of the keyrgma (6; 7.1-2), the appeal to eyewitnesses (9), and the care demonstrated to accurately reconstruct the text itself (5.3-10) show an appeal to reason.  

Pointing to individuals who have embraced Christianity on an emotional basis is certainly an unrepresentative generalization.  Furthermore, it is an example of the genetic fallacy, that is, the fallacy that the origin of something exhaustively explains its truthfulness.

2
“Christianity is a belief-system, not true-or-false.”

Does the critic find this as a result of examining Christianity, or from his own philosophy?  The New Testament notion of faith is the appropriation of one truth concerning God and man.  This one truth is equal to the gospel of Jesus, and nothing else.  Only this faith is valid, not a vague “belief-system.” (2.1-3)  

FALLACY:  This position is a false dilemma, assuming an either/or distinction between belief and truth.  It demonstrates a certain cultural bias, thinking that our age is concerned with truth while the past ages have only desired convenient beliefs.  It is therefore begging the question by assuming a belief to be untrue, simply because it is a belief.

3
“God’s existence is not verifiable.”

The importance of verifying God’s existence, not merely asserting it, is a valid point.  Kant’s problem was that the noumenon could not be known, therefore God’s existence could not be demonstrated (3.4).  It is proper to try to verify God’s existence (4.6).  But the proper method is not the classical “proofs” (4.1-2), but by examining the possible modes of revelation open to God (4.3), understanding that such a revelation would – be definition – be miraculous (4.4), and use the best standards (legal and historiographical) (4.7-10) to verify or falsify any claims concerning this revelation.  To deny historical, inductive verification is to deny all factual knowledge whatsoever.  To accept only deductive absolute knowledge is to accept nothing at all, for it can have no content (2.9-10).  Therefore, those who accept only deductive knowledge cannot verify God’s existence, while those who accept the best results of inductive knowledge possibly might.

FALLACY:  The fallacy of this argument is the misunderstanding of the roles of deduction and induction.

4
“Miracles cannot occur.”

This statement presupposes an infinite knowledge of the universe, that is, what can and cannot happen.  It is not to be refuted by “a-causal” events, but simply by asking “how big is the system we’re studying?”  The possibility of the miraculous exactly equals the possibility of a theistic God’s existence, and would seem to go hand-in-hand with that existence.  To declare an event miraculous would take the sufficient testimony of the self-disclosure of the noumenon himself (4.4).

FALLACY:  The fallacy which excludes the theistic God’s intervention in His creation is a case of circular reasoning, also called begging the question.

5
“Proofs of God’s existence are not valid.”

In the classical-proof sense, this may well be true – they are not logically compelling.  But God’s existence may be legitimately be verified through facts in the world induction and rules of evidence.

FALLACY:  This is a red herring (“a clamorous insistence on an irrelevancy”).

6
“Not interested in the historical Jesus.”

This is the second part of the red herring mentioned above.  Inductive verification of God’s existence means that we must investigate the claim that He has disclosed Himself within history.  Jesus made that claim, and seems to be the most prominent one who did.  Therefore, if we refuse to examine the most obvious occurrence of God’s self-disclosure, we can never know if it truly occurred in this person.  We must be open to finding the truth where it is.

FALLACY:  Red herring.  “Invincible Ignorance.”
7
“Private interpretation of the documents.”

As shown in the paper (4.10; 9.15), documents must be interpreted according to the best standards available, i.e. in context and without extraneous, subjective interpretations.  

FALLACY:  When the presuppositions of the exegete prevail over the text, circular reasoning is bound to occur, for he winds up with his assumptions at the end of the study.  This is also called a priorism.

8
“The New Testament text is corrupt.”

This is an unfortunate ignorance of the facts.  There is such a wealth of material sufficiently close to the date of composition that no reputable scholar doubts the textual integrity of the New Testament (5.3-10).

9
“There was probably no real historical Jesus.”

This is refuted by the facts.  The material from pagan and Jewish sources alone establishes Jesus’ historicity.  One would be hard-pressed to find a scholar doubting Jesus as a figure of history (5.1-2; 9:1.15).

10
“Hellenistic ideas were added to a Jewish framework.”

To show that a concept existed prior to the writing of the New Testament does not necessarily show a causal relationship between the two (8.5).  Secondly, the facts are that Judaea was already Hellenized before Jesus’ time, and therefore didn’t become Hellenized after his crucifixion (in fact, it became less so).  And third, the Gnostic redeemer myth which supposedly influenced the Christian documents has been shown to be later than these documents, not earlier.

FALLACY:  This involves post hoc reasoning; also faulty causal generalization, as well as a simple ignorance of the historical facts.

11
“The Councils determined the acceptance of the N.T. books.”

By attending only to the “homologoumena”, and not the disputed works, we can deal with the books that have always been accepted; and their testimony is sufficient for our study (9.1).  

FALLACY:  Red herring.

12
“The New Testament is a collection of legends, not eyewitness accounts.”

This is the major position of the critics.  First, the hard evidence they appeal to has not stood up under scrutiny.  The “pericopae” and “Hellenistic idea” theories are examples of faulty causal generalization (the first, because the external witnesses for the gospels confirms that pericopae exist, and that they come from a compilation of Peter’s sermons; the second, as shown above already).  The “life-situation” which was the supposed motivating force for the gospels leads them to a false either/or distinction between the needs of the hearers and the objective truth.  

That the “early Christians didn’t want to, and weren’t able to, preserve the facts” ignores the weight of the evidence (the eyewitness assertions within and about the N.T. are there as indications that they wanted to preserve the truth; the early date and presence of the apostles themselves during the time of some of the writings indicates that they were able to preserve the truth).  The hard evidence consistently refutes their position (8.1-5; 9:2-15).  The reason they stand against the empirical evidence is because of a faulty system of interpretation (a “catch 22”) based on a philosophic presupposition against the miraculous, already shown to be circular reasoning.

FALLACY:  Faulty causal generalization concerning Hellenstic ideas; false dilemma regarding needs of hearers vs. objective truth; and circular reasoning in denying the possibility of miracles.
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Now we will tabulate the critics’ claims, and respond in three ways:  (a) the part of the paper that rebuts the claim, (b) the part in the analysis just made that pertains to the particular objection (for instance, if the objection was that the “councils determined the acceptance of the New Testament”, we would put “R11” for the response given in section 11 of this chapter), and then (c) we will label the logical fallacy committed.

	Bertrand Russell

	
	1. Proofs are no good
	R5
	4.1-3; 4.6
	Red herring

	
	2. Based on emotion, not reason
	R1
	5.3-10; 6; 9; 7.1-2
	Genetic fall.

	
	3. Not concerned with hist. Jesus
	R6
	4.3; 4.7-10
	Red herring

	
	4. God incapable of verification
	R3
	3.4; 4.1-3, 6-10
	Ded vs induct

	
	
	
	
	

	Ludwig Feurbach

	
	1. Based on wish-fulfillment
	R1
	5.3-10; 6; 9; 7.1-2
	Gen fall.

	
	2. No miracles
	R4
	4.4
	Circ reason.

	
	3. Hellenstic added to Jewish
	R10
	8.5
	Post hoc

	
	4. God incapable of verification
	R3
	3.4; 4.1-3, 6-10
	Ded vs induct

	
	
	
	
	

	Walter Kauffman

	
	1. Paul brow-beat disciples
	-
	9.2
	Interp

	
	2. Jesus’ testimony vague
	-
	6; 7.1-2
	Interp

	
	3. Disc test. Not based on pers exp
	-
	7.1-2; 4.10; 9.15
	Interp

	
	
	
	
	

	Sigmund Freud

	
	1. Religion is defense mechanism
	R1
	5.3-10; 6; 9; 7.1-2
	Unrep gen.

	
	2. Textual corruption
	R8
	5.3-10
	Ignorance

	
	3. No miracles
	R4
	4.4
	Circ reason.

	
	4. Similar religions
	R10
	8.5
	Post hoc

	
	
	
	
	

	Paramahansa Yogananda

	
	1. New interpretation
	R7
	4.10; 9.15
	Interp

	
	
	
	
	

	Mahatma Gandhi

	
	1. Son of God impossible
	R3
	3.4; 4.1-3; 4.6-10
	Circ reason.

	
	2. Councils distorted Jesus’ msg
	R11
	9.1
	Red herring

	
	3. No miracles
	R4
	4.4
	Circ. Reason.

	
	4. Not interest in hist Jesus
	R6
	3.4; 4.1-3; 4.6-10
	Invinc ignore.

	
	
	
	
	

	Hugh Schonfield

	
	1. Jesus messiah in political sense
	-
	6.1-5
	Interp.

	
	2. Didn’t claim to be Son of God
	-
	6.6-12; 7; 9
	Interp.

	
	3. Growing Christology
	R10
	8.5
	Post hoc

	
	4. Late date for New Testament
	-
	9
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Erich Von Daniken

	
	1. Faith not based on reason
	R1
	6; 9; 7.1-2; 5.3-10
	Genetic fall.

	
	2. Contradictions in the accounts
	-
	7.3
	Interp.

	
	3. Hellenistic notions added
	R10
	8.5
	Post hoc

	
	4. Jesus = Essene zealot
	-
	6.1-5+
	Interp.

	
	5. Textual corruption
	R2
	5.3-10
	Ignorance

	
	6. Gospels dated late
	R12
	9.5-10; 9.13
	

	
	7. Apostles not alive
	-
	8.4; 9
	

	
	8. Councils
	R11
	9.1
	Red herring

	
	
	
	
	


In studying the above chart, one can concentrate on each critic, looking up the section appropriate to the challenge.  The deeper refutation, of source, is given in the paper proper.  Therefore, we have accomplished two things:  we have given an answer to the critics, category-by-category and point-by-point; and we have given a detailed explanation of the truth of the belief that Jesus of Nazareth is indeed the personal, unique, concrete revelation of the personal, infinite God – using philosophic and historiographic tools.  
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Appendix A:  Interviewing College Professors
As I was researching this paper, I started hearing accounts of professors at the local colleges who were becoming known for debunking Christianity, for embarrassing the Christian students with pointed questions and criticisms.  I thought we should get to the heart of the matter, and deciding to find some of these professors and interview them, and then take a look at their arguments.

At that time, I somehow got hooked up with the local Christian CCM station, KYMS, and they agreed to let me do a series on these interviews and then provide rebuttals.  At first, Walter Martin was tentatively scheduled to provide rebuttals, but eventually I had to do that myself.

And so I went to a few colleges.  My basic technique was either to take an already-known figure (such as Dr. Larue), or to just go to the campus and ask which professors were known for being vocally anti-Christian.  I set up appointments with four professors, and Dave Spiker from KYMS accompanied me with the recording equipment.

All of the interviewees were surprisingly genial, and were pretty restrained, for the most part, with their comments.  I wondered what all the fuss was about.  The only professor who actually knew anything about the subject was Dr. Larue, a published religion professor.  

At the least, these interviews provide some insight into the thinking of generally educated people, and they reveal a fundamental ignorance of Christian fundamentals.  And speaking of that, I can’t much about the interviewer’s technique – kind of obsessive!

(Passages in quotes within parenthesis are interruptions by the other person.)



James Utter

Photography, Santa Ana College

Part I.  Understanding of Christianity

Erick:  Our first question is, do you think Christianity is true, or false, and generally how come?

Utter:  I suspect it’s true, by virtue of the number of people that participate in it, or take part in Christian activities.  I think that I would like to know, basically what Christianity is.

Erick:  Some people think that Jesus Christ was the only Son of God, that is, incarnation of a personal infinite God, that he rose from the dead in a body that was both physical and spiritual, and that he is coming again to judge the world – some people think that’s true, and some people think that’s false.  Do you think that’s true or false?

Utter:  That’s a scary bunch of things to kind of lump together and identify.  You have to subscribe to a really fundamental belief in Christianity to subscribe to what you’ve just said, and I suspect that I prefer to view Christianity in a broader sense; in a sort of contemporary life-style, rather than searching back and trying to identify with specific acts that have occurred in history, or previous to the time.  It would that, if you’re going to be a Christian, you’re going to be that kind of person, that you Christian-like things, you practice rules or a certain code of ethics or morality that would lead people to believe you’re a Christian.

Erick:  How do you think a Christian would differ from your basic moral atheist, like Bertrand Russell?  Do you think there’s a real difference?

Utter:  I have no idea.  I’m not a philosopher.  I have read no philosophy, other than just a few books.

Part II.  Evaluating the Evidence
Erick:  If you were going to think of the essence of Christianity as being Jesus and who he is, and address yourself to the problem of “Is he the Son of God” and “did he rise form the dead”, do you think those things are true?  Do you think they’re important?

Utter:  Sure, I suspect that they’re important, for the people who choose to believe them.  They’re probably some of the prime things that they rest their belief on, or they refer to in their belief.  Whether or not they’re true, you’d have to question I suspect the truth in the Bible itself, as a document of a history of a group of people, and it would seem that the Bible from my knowledge of it, is a kind of collection of writings.  Joe, Harry, Pete, Tom, Ed, Sam, Dick, etc., wrote these things and they put them together in a collection called the Bible.  I think with so many people participating in such a thing and all coming to the same kind of general position that it’s true that these things happened and those things happened – that there’s a lot of truth in it as an event:  as a series of things that actually happened.  And I know of no way to substantiate this.

Erick:  Do you think that the writers sincerely believed what they wrote?

Utter:  Yes, I suspect they did; they profoundly believed in it, and they died for it (“it’s not a plot then …”) … no they died for it, and that to me attests to their belief.

Erick:  Do you think that the New Testament is a collection of eyewitness reportage of the things that Jesus did and said, or do you think that it’s a collection of legends that were written people a long time later?

Utter:  I don’t know, frankly, because I have no way to compare the New Testament to the Old Testament; I haven’t read enough of it to know.

Erick:  Some people say that the Bible has changed through the years – that obviously they didn’t have Xeroxes in those days, and they had to copy it by hand, and so the Bible (they say) has changed through the years so that now we don’t even know what the original copies really said.  Do you think that’s true?

Utter:  Oh, I’m sure it’s true.  Guttenberg translated it when he did it in 1642, the first printed Bible.  He had to make some errors.  And those errors were transmitted in those copies, and recopied – just the mechanics of the process would tend to change it, regardless of whether there was any attempt to change it or not.  By virtue of the fact that people were copying it would change a word here and there, and every time there’s a translation they get changed.  I suspect that every one who has changed it intentionally has put their own two-bits in, or warped it, or changed it, or modified it, or omitted it – for their own personal gain.  I don’t know who those people are, or why they were doing it, but I’m sure that these things have happened.

Erick:  A lot of people have compared Jesus to religious leaders and figures, etc.  It seems obvious to me that in the New Testament documents he claims to be the incarnation of God (the Son of God is the technical term for it, I guess); and I have a hard time trying to find any other person in history whose disciples have claimed that for him, or who claims that for himself.  Have you thought about that, that he’s unique in that respect?

Utter:  I suspect his claims are unique, if you want to compare that, sure … well, I don’t know if they’re unique or not.  You just said that they were, so I’ll have to agree with you – because that sounds logical – although I suspect there are other races of people, religions, that have elevated some personage from their midst to a position to deity, somehow.  I can’t think of any … the Japanese emperors have always been deified.  (“How about the Roman emperors, too …”)  I suspect, yeah.  I think the Egyptians – some of their ruling class deified, or thought to be direct descendents of a god or series of gods – I think, I’m just kind of winging it, because I don’t know for sure, but it sounds like it would work.

Part III.  Is it Important?
Erick:  Now this idea that God could become a man, one time in human history, and that he died for a particular reason, and that he rose from the dead, seems to me – if it is true – then it’s the most mind-blowing historical event that has ever happened.

Utter:  Well, I suspect that there would be people who differ with you.  (“What would be more important than that?”)  I don’t know.  I can’t think of anything.  Moveable type.  I’ll cite the Bible, because that was a pretty important event.  Modern man seems to have extended rapidly from the point of moveable type.  It just so happens that moveable type and the Bible came at the same time – not really, because the Koreans had it in 1046, well before Guttenberg was even conceived.  (“Yes, but how can you compare moveable type with God becoming man?”)  You were saying mind-blowing events, so I picked a – for – mind-blowing event:  moveable type, for that seemed to expand knowledge.  I was just giving you a counter-offer.  (“Well, that would blow my mind less than …”)  I agree, but I could trade and say that God manifesting himself in the presence of a human being is not as important as moveable type to me.  I’m just contrasting your view.  (“Well, that is one view to take, I’m sure”)  I could cite other – for me – events that were of equal importance:  mostly relative to communications, I suspect.  Those seem to be the things that have changed our society …

Erick:  Do you think that this alleged event would be important enough to really investigate it – for instance – you had a friend who told you all these things happened; now, do you think this event is important enough for you to say:  “Yes, I think the evidence is in favor of it and I think it’s really true”, or to say, “No, I think it’s not true, because of a particular reason.”  Do you think it’s important enough to really deal with like that?  Or do you think you can just … pass it off, or something?

Utter:  Again, it comes down for me to “Why should I investigate it, why should I spend my time, what kind of gain am I going to get from it?”  Lately, I suppose, in the last four or five years I have decided there are some things that are not important to me.  I would rather do other things:  be productive, make pictures, build a house, work in the garden, etc.  And so I tend not to spend time verifying events like that – because they haven’t happened, that is, it hasn’t happened in contemporary society, so I don’t need to verify it … It may not be worth the energy because I couldn’t see any gain, any reason – I still don’t see a reason to take the time to do that, because it would mean a lot of research.

Erick:  What would it take in order to show you that this is important?  That it’s important enough to spend a little time and effort?  Can you imagine any series of circumstances of things that would happen?

Utter:  I’m a materialist, I always measure those things in some kind of material exchange.  Because I feel relatively secure in my own personal philosophy, I kind of look for exterior kinds of things.  I can’t think of anything in those terms, right now.

Erick:  Well, how about life after death?  (“That depends on where it happened.”)  … (patter) … It seems like that would be important.

Utter:  Sure, it’s important, but difficult to measure, somehow.  It would be practically impossible.  (“Can’t think of anything that would make it important to you?”)  Nothing measurable, no.  It comes down to that, I suspect.

Erick:  The upshot of the thing is that if it could be shown to you – although s far we haven’t established how that could happen – that this is so important that you should spend a lot of time on it, in looking into it; then – obviously you would.  (“That’s right.”)  And then evidence may turn out to be very good, and then we would just all go to heaven together and be happy forever after.  (“Great solution.”)  Ok.



Dr. Barry M. Dank

Sociology, Long Beach State
Part I.  Meaning and Importance of Christianity
Erick:  Why do you think people become Christians?  Where do you think the impulse is to become a Christian?

Dank:  Well, first of all let me say the impulse is quite strong, obviously, because people have been becoming Christians for numerous centuries.  I’ll give a rather simple answer and elaborate on it.  I would say that the basic attraction of Christianity is that Christianity is a sort of life-insurance policy.  People fear extinction, insignificance, consequently they want to feel significant, they want to feel important.  And ultimately, vast numbers of people want to feel that when their physical life ends, that this is not really the end.  In other words they want to transcend death.  And Christianity offers them the opportunity – if they have faith, if they embrace Jesus – to transcend death.  And that, in essence, is the symbolism of Jesus Christ, because Jesus Christ was a person who many people believe transcended death; he denied death, which I believe is the essence of the attraction to Jesus as a religious figure.  One might also go on and say, basically, that much of Christianity is basically death-oriented, rather than life-affirming.  One, of course, can look at the basic symbolism of Christianity, which has been Jesus on the cross, which is a sort of death symbolism.  One can go on from there in terms of asking questions.

Erick:  You spoke of the idea that Jesus transcends death.  Right?  (“Correct”)  And that Christians feel that he actually rose from the dead, and that validated his claims to be God in the flesh.

Dank:  Right, he became a God-like figure.  Consequently, by embracing Jesus the person who embraces Jesus becomes a God-like figure, takes on attributes of God, and does not become simply another mortal, another person.  And by people embracing a God-like figure, whether it’s Jesus or whoever else it might be, this gives them a sense of importance, a sense of significance, a sense of meaning to their life, and a feeling that they are not going to end in extinction, that their being in some sense will continue after death.  We don’t want to – and I say we in a very general kind of way – we don’t want to believe that we go from dust to dust.  It’s really inconceivable for most of us to deal with.

Erick:  Why do you think people choose to be Christians, rather than Jews, Moslems, or Buddhists, etc.?

Dank:  I would say because of death.  Because Christianity, of all the major religions, most effectively deals with that, and most effectively deals with people’s fears and insecurities concerning the termination of their own life.

Part II.  Christianity’s Bad Witnesses
Dank:  Unfortunately, the underside has always been that many Christians that have embraced Jesus Christ – and therefore have felt that they were significant or important – could not accept the significance, importance of their own beings without therefore demeaning or degrading other people.  I would say that the underside of Christianity historically has been anti-Semitism, persecution of the Jews, not only in terms of missionary activities (because Christianity has been historically characterized by a zealous kind of missionary kind of activity), but persecution of people who will not embrace Christianity, and in fact some of the major Christian leaders have been vehement anti-Semites.

For example, many Christians look to Martin Luther as a very major historical figure in the development of Christianity.  And I think we cannot possibly deny that Luther did have a tremendous effect on Christianity.  And I want to give one quote from Luther.  This is from 1543, and Luther is talking about how Christians should deal with Jews.  He says, (1) to “set fire to their synagogues and schools, (2) I advise that their houses should be razed and destroyed, (3) I advise that all their prayer books and Talmudic writings in which such adultering lies, cursing and blaspheming be taken from them, (4) I advise that their rabbis be forbidden to teach henceforth on pain of loss of life and limb, (5) I advise that safe conduct on the highways be abolished completely for the Jews, (6) I advise all cash and treasure of silver and gold be taken from them, (7) Let whosoever can, throw brimstone and pitch upon them so much the better, and if this is not enough, let them be driven like mad dogs out of the land.”

In fact, I could have read you that quote and incorrectly prefaced it by saying that it was written by Adolph Hitler, and this would not have stunned you.  Of course, although Hitler came from a Catholic background (by the way, he was never ex-communicated from the Catholic Church, was not a professing Christian), however his basic appeal was to Christians, many of whom profess to be true believers in Christianity, and destruction of six million Jews originated out of a traditionally Christian society, from which in fact, Martin Luther came (which was Germany).

Erick:  Where did he write that?  Does it come from a book?

Dank:  No.  It comes from a book on Hitlerism.  The exact source I can’t tell you off the top of my head.  But it’s a very well known source.  In fact, the Nazis, when they gained power in Germany in the 30’s, in a sense resurrected this quote, and it was distributed in many of their anti-Semitic pamphlets.  Most people who are into Lutheranism are quite familiar with his anti-Semitism.  And also another concept of Luther which has had tremendous impact, was that true Christians, although they should have spiritual and religious freedom (sort of internal kind of freedom), should always obey the State.  This is one of the prime concerns of Luther.  

Consequently, when Hitler came into power, the vast bulk of Lutherans in Germany and in Europe remained silent because it was incorrect to dissent from the official state policies.  In fact, one might say – or ask the question – how is it possible continue to be a confessing Christian with the knowledge of Auschwitz, a death camp established in a Christian society which gassed to death four million Jews?

Part III.  Is Christianity True or False? – No Public Reality
Erick:  How would a person decide whether it was true or not?  (“Whether what was true or not?”)  Whether Jesus really rose from the dead and was the Son of God, or it was false.  How would a person decide that?

Dank:  I don’t think I can give you a general kind of answer to that.  That depends on each individual’s particular ethics, world-view, etc.  Personally, I can’t decide that question because I don’t consider it to be a meaningful question.  (“Why is that?”)  I’m not going to put myself into evaluating whether a person is God-like or non-God-like.  I’m not going to judge persons.  Personally, I don’t deal with that question.  I see all of us as human beings who ultimately will die and my concern in life is to make life more humane, more ethical, to decrease the blood baths which have been with us through the history of mankind and unfortunately with us in the history of Christian societies.

I’ll be more blunt.  I will embrace no one personally as a reflection of God.  However, if persons state or profess to me that they in some sense have embraced Jesus Christ or embraced some other God figure, I will not judge them.  But at the same time, I ask that they not judge me, either positively or negatively, for not embracing their viewpoint.  And this is one of the things that concerns me greatly in my interactions with Christians, and born-again Christians.  Particularly, I find that a number of people I have contact with who say they are born-again Christians, and when they find out that I am not a born-again Christian, and in fact Jewish, a number of such persons tend to distance themselves from me or judge me or try to convert me.  They won’t accept where I’m at.  On the other hand if they do, I’d be quite willing to accept them.

Erick:  … How do you think the Jews contemporaneous with Jesus, and who were his disciples, got the idea that he was a God made man, which is a very odd idea?

Dank:  No, it’s not an odd idea.  Jews were waiting for the messiah for many years.  Where did they get the idea?  Well, they got the idea the messiah would appear from Jewish writings and from Jesus.  (“Do you think he claimed to be God in the flesh?”)  What he claimed is not really important, it’s what other people believe.  And I would say that many people believe that, yes, he is God in the flesh.  And many people today literally believe that by taking wine they take Jesus’ blood and taking break they take his body – which is still the official position of the Catholic Church, this is not a symbolic thing but a literal thing, that by engaging these rituals you taste the blood and body of Jesus Christ.

Erick:  The reason I asked that is because it seems to me that I don’t know any other Jewish prophet type who claimed to be God in the flesh.  In fact it seems that at his trial he was executed for that – for blasphemy – and that for his fellow disciples to get that idea, he must have taught it to them, or gave them an indication he was.  In which case, if it wasn’t true, then he must be a religious maniac.  I don’t see him being a good religious teacher.  I see him either being what he said he was or …

Dank:  Listen, I’m not going to use the word maniac.  You could say possibly he was deluded or under an illusion.  But, I’m not going to hold Jesus personally responsible for what his followers have done.  Many of his followers in essence have in effect reacted as maniacs, and been totally unrestraining in sacrificing, or willing to sacrifice, other people in the name of Christianity – rationalizing oppression of other people in the name of Christianity.  I want, on the other hand, to be perfectly clear that there have been Christians who have not ever rationalized brutality and violence in the name of Christianity; unfortunately, Jesus has been a figure which people have conveniently used over the centuries to justify whatever they want to justify.  The most important concept flowing out of Christianity, which is a very simple kind of concept, is the concept of love.

Erick:  I’m trying to find a way to make you respond to whether Christianity is true or not, and … (“I would think that you ask this question for a true believer, … for a Christian”).  I’m talking about the world of real reality, either it is true or it is false.

Dank:  But see, I don’t believe there is one true, real reality.  We create realities.  Your reality, if you are a Christian, is true for you.  And I’m not going to say to you that your reality is a pseudo-reality, it’s inferior to my reality.  I feel most comfortable with my world-view, but on the other hand, I’m not going to degrade or demean other people as being inferior, and this is what you’re asking me to do.  I accept as valid for you what you profess about Christianity; however, if you start to flaunt your Christianity, saying that I must be a Christian, then I will fight your reality, which you are trying to coercively apply to other people.

[ At this point, the interview ends, but we continued to talk off-camera about his notion of “creating” realities.  He said that there was no “real” reality.  Always looking for something clever to say, I countered, “What kind of reality is there then, a FAKE one?”  I wanted to ask him for the keys to his car, since in my reality I owned that car, but I thought that would be out of line, so restrained myself. ]



Dr. Owen Jensen

Speech, Long Beach State
Part I.  Statement of Position
Jensen:  I believe there’s an order to the universe.  I believe there is some unifying spirit – some power source, if you will – or something that makes us brothers and sisters under the skin (so to speak), and that all of life has some connection one way or another.  Now whether we call that God or the essence of life, or power, or energy, or whatever you want to call it, depends on which major religion you’re talking about:  as to which they tap into and which direction they go in – I firmly believe there’s something there, and that all of life is connected one way or another.  Now whether this is a personal being called God or not, I don’t know – and again, there is evidence to say there must be a controlling influence, or a person if you will, directing things.  ON the other hand, there is some evidence that we all generated out of one place and will all go back to that place, and it really isn’t controlled all that much, but that it just works that way.  I don’t know.  I like to believe myself to be a religious man, in that I believe underneath there is something that pulls all of life together.  For some, that’s God, and that’s great, and I’m one hundred percent for people that believe that’s God.  I haven’t made up my mind on that yet.

Erick:  Some Christians feel that Jesus Christ was the Son of God, and that he rose from the dead.  They base this in large part on what they consider to be eyewitness recordings of the people who were concerned in the events – his immediate disciples – that they heard him say various things, and lived with him, and got the impression that he was the incarnation of God, and they said they saw him after his resurrection from the dead.  As a historical event, is this likely to be true or false – what is your attitude toward that?

Jensen:  My basic attitude to that is my basic attitude toward all historical events:  we’re left to the reporters’ veracity and truthfulness.  And since it’s my understanding the bulk of what we have in the New Testament was written even originally some time after the facts, we’re left with the recollection of people and their interpretation of what occurred.  Since we have the testimony of only a few people that he was certified “dead”, it’s entirely possible that he wasn’t dead at all, but when he was seen by other people after the “death” he very well may have not been dead but have been hiding out and reappearing.  

Those people who claimed to have seen him may very well have seen him; whether he was a spirit or ghost, or whatever you want to call him at the time they saw him or not is open to some speculation.  Whether he actually was there or not is open to some speculation.  And I believe like most religious principles and almost any of the major religions, you are left to an act of faith, if you will, that the explanation that is accepted by the members of the Christian church is the most logical explanation. 

And that requires an act of faith, because we’re talking about something that happened two thousand years ago, reported some time after the fact.  And you can accept that or reject it, and either way you’re sort of suspending judgment because you don’t have concrete, first-hand, sensual inputs of your own on which to base that decision.  So you have to accept either the historian that said he actually did die and did appear after his death in a resurrected form or the historian that said it didn’t happen at all:  it was all a big put-up job, and he either wasn’t dead originally, or he wasn’t really seen afterward, or whatever.  

The person sitting here in 1977 has to have an act of faith either way, which one is he going to believe?  I don’t have the answer to that.  I don’t know who to believe.  I think there’s evidence on both sides … but I’m not sure I buy that I’m going to be tried and weighed in the balance at the time I die or not.  I don’t have enough evidence to say I’m going to be, and as long as I don’t have enough evidence to convince myself, that I’m going to have to stand in front of the great tribunal, and answer questions or defend my faith and so forth.  It is relatively unimportant to me.

Part II.  Types of Evidence
Erick:  Once you did have some evidence that you would be tried in the balance, would that open the subject up to investigation for you?

Jensen:  Once I had enough to convince myself, yes.

Erick:  If this guy Jesus was a contemporary of ours, if you hung out with him for a few years, and talked to him, and he told you that yes, he was the incarnation of God, yes you would be tried in the balance, and that he would take care of you; and you saw him after he rose from the dead:  would that be enough evidence to start you responding?

Jensen:  It probably would if I had evidence that I’m taking in with my own sensual apparatus and I could … that he was there, that I had been there at the time he died, and I verified for myself that he was dead; then he reappeared at a later time and I verified for myself that he was the same person; and that I had no other logical explanation than to accept his claim that he was the Son of God and that he indeed rose from the dead, then I’d be included to pursue quite a bit further.

I realize, of course, that my own sensual apparatus might feed me incorrect data.  I know I’m fooled very day when I watch TV by the angle of the camera, and so forth; I know that I’m fooled every day by my own sensual inputs, when I say to myself “this looks this way” or “this looks the other way”, etc.  I know I can be fooled, but it’s all I have.  And so, as long as that’s all I have, if I have that direct testimony for myself, then yes, I have to pursue it further, because I have to go on the assumption that what I have is correct for myself, and then I would pursue it.

Erick:  Taking it one step further, what if your best friend, who you trust and seems to be reasonably intelligent, came to you with that exact same information, would you draw a distinction between your own particular experience of the thing and real good reporting from a personal friend?  Would you say that that was not to be trusted or investigated?

Jensen:  If possible, I would probably want to investigate it on my own, and I would not believe his report as a report without verification on my own.  Even though I might trust his reporting is a fairly accurate report, I may have misunderstood his report, he may not have perceived correctly, so I’d be left to my own kinds of perceptions.

Erick:  … and you would accept it enough to consider it as a possibility, and in order to put some practical tests to it.

Jensen:  I would probably accept that he believed it strongly, and for that reason it might be worth my investigation because he believed it strongly enough.  But I wouldn’t believe it for me until I had put it to my own investigation.

Erick:  So you would have to put it to your own test.  (“Right”)  Sounds logical.  What if, instead of a friend, you had written documents that were written by people who had experienced these things; and if these documents could be shown to be of eyewitness nature, and that the people sincerely believed what they were talking about, and they had a reasonable opportunity to experience the things they did; would you consider that evidence enough to investigate it?

Jensen:  Not knowing the nature of the so-called eyewitnesses when I’m further removed from them, I may or may not look at it as worth further investigation. (“That would pretty much depend on what you knew about the eyewitnesses.”)  Pretty much.

Erick:  If you saw these events for yourself, you’d probably go with it, and if a friend told you about it, you would be interested enough to give it practical tests for yourself.  And if the documents told you about it, before you would want to even test it for yourself, you would have to be assured that the eyewitnesses are of sufficient character and intelligence, etc., that they would serve as a “surrogate friend.”  So you would need to (1) examine the eyewitnesses, (2) see if they qualify as friends, (3) and then put it to practical tests to see if it is true. (“That about sums it up.”)  That sounds fair to me.

Part III.  Evaluating the Evidence:  Who is Jesus?
Erick:  Could you give me what you would consider to be the closest couple of instances of people that were similar to what Jesus was?

Jensen:  I can’t give you any, because none of them claimed to be the Son of God; and Christ alone is the one that claimed to be the Son of God, at least in my studies of religions.  He’s the only one that made that claim.  I believe the very fact he made that claim may have been conducive to people deifying him and believing that claim.  (“In fact, I think it would be necessary, for his contemporaries to deify him, for him to have made that claim”)  Right.  I would go along with that.  But I don’t know of any others who made that claim, whether the claim was justified or not.  I have to say I’ve heard people at Metropolitan make similar claims, but they’re people we feel are not functioning in the normal run of society, or what we call normal reality.

Erick:  It seems as though if he were not the Son of God, then he would either have to be a candidate for Fairview Mental Hospital, or Metropolitan – or else he would have to be a pretty big fraud, a liar who was aware that he wasn’t the Son of God and simply went out to fool the world anyway.

Jensen:  He may have convinced himself that he was, whether that was self-delusion or whether he really was, I don’t know.  All I know is he is reported to have made the claim, and consequently, if he was reported to make the claim, and his close associates heard him make the claim, then they were left with the alternatives that either the claim was justified or it wasn’t.  They had no middle ground:  it was one or the other for them, because he made the statement.  And according to my study of biblical writers and scholars of that time, they either accepted it or rejected it.  I have read nobody that has a middle ground.

I fully believe that his followers accepted that he was, for whatever reason.  I fully believe that if the accounts of what he said are accurate, that he believed it, whether that was “true” or “not true.”

Erick:  What do you do with it then?  (“I don’t know.”)  Doesn’t it seem interesting to you that the only man ever to claim to be the Son of God … it seems interesting to me if he was, or even if he wasn’t.  He is a unique type of person.

Jensen:  Yes, he is unique.  Let me back up.  He’s the only one I’ve read about claiming to do that.  That doesn’t necessarily mean he’s the only one that ever did, he’s the only one I’ve read about.  Yes, he would be a unique person.  He could be the biggest and most unique fraud we’ve ever had; he could be the biggest and most unique liar we’ve ever had; he could be the biggest and must unique self-deluded person we’ve ever had.  He could be any one of these.  I don’t know … 

There is a fourth alternative that it may have been a whole group of people got together to perpetrate a religion, that he didn’t know anything about it till it was all said and done.  And they put words in his mouth, and built him up, and found this nice poor hapless guy who for one reason or another got hung on the cross – and they decided to build a whole myth around him, and did an excellent job of doing it.

Erick:  And then either those other people would be his followers or they would be later people that made it up and (“claimed to be his followers, and claimed to be eyewitnesses.”)  So that if it could be shown that they were eyewitness reports, then the later people would be ruled out, and the plot would have to have been perpetrated by his immediate disciples.

Jensen:  Yes, if there were enough evidence for me to accept that.  

Erick:  What he have here is 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 possible interpretations … (1) The New Testament is not eyewitness documents, they are legends or something perpetrated by people who were not the disciples, but later people, to start a religion or whatever (“Right.”)  (2) It was a plot by the disciples (“Right.”) (3) He was a lunatic; (4) He was a liar: or (5) It is true.

My question now is:  If the inherent absurdity of each of the other alternatives can be shown, that they are contrary to facts and contrary to logic, would that be sufficient evidence to convince you provisionally that Christianity is true, and to encourage you to apply practical tests in day-to-day life?

Jensen:  Providing I couldn’t find the other one was absurd, too.  For example, we’d first have to grant the existence of God, for the granting of the Son of God; and that may be manifestly absurd, too.  I don’t know.  So I would have to put that to the same tests as the other four, and if we put the same tests to all five of them and one came out as more probably than any of the others, or more possible – giving even a little more freedom – then it probably would be worth investigating a little more.

Erick:  The problem is:  investigating whether it’s true or not, and testing it, has to be done through personally experience God for yourself. (“Right.”)  And in the gospel of John, Jesus says that if any many wills to do the Father’s will, then “I will reveal myself to him” and “show myself to him.” J thus, if we’ve provisionally accepted the Christian position, then I suppose it would take a personal sort of commitment in order to verify that in one’s own life.  In other words, until you get in the water, you can’t really swim around.  (“Yes, I would agree with that.”)  But, however, this would not just be jumping in the dark – just some sort of “let’s believe what we want to” – because you’ve already investigated it historically, and find that – yes indeed – this is the most probably of all explanations.  And that would give us a reason for jumping into the water and checking it out in our lives. (“That sounds reasonable.”)



Dr. Gerald Larue

Religion, USC
Part I.  Myth, Faith, and Truth
Erick:  “We’re talking about the theme, was Jesus really the Son of God?  Did He really rise from the dead?  And of course, a lot of people have a lot of different opinions.  They base it sometimes on facts, sometimes on preference.  I’d like to know your opinion and basically your outlook on that.

Larue:  Well, you’ve asked two different questions.  And both of them are what I call “faith questions.”  These are matters of belief.  

Resurrection

Let’s take the resurrection from the dead.  This is a matter of which there is no proof.  An empty tomb; I’ve been to dozens of empty tombs.  All they say is the body isn’t there.  It doesn’t tell you what happened to the body.  So you don’t have an argument on that basis.  You have a New Testament set of recordings saying, “We have witnessed this”, or “We have experienced this”, and these are all written from the point of view of faith.  They’re not cold hard documentary reports, there was no television camera there, there was no one taking tapes.  Did you really see this?  This type of thing.  They’re all written after the fact.  If you once accept the physical resurrection of the body, you have a problem.  Then what happened to the body?  Did it live on for awhile, then did it die?  No, says the early church, it ascended.  And this raises another kind of problem, because now we’re in the space age.  We’re not in the three-layer world which the New Testament people were in.  

The other thing is, if you’re going to accept Jesus’ resurrection, you might as well accept all the others that go along with it.  Mary went to heaven physically, Prophet Muhammad, and there are a whole series of these.  We have Muhammad’s grave; we also have Muhammad going to heaven from the Dome of the Rock in Jerusalem.  So if you are going to accept one, you need to accept them all.  This is in fairness.  You can’t say one is mythology and the other is fact unless you have something to demonstrate.  

The other thing is, once you say that you have a physical body going to heaven, you’ve determined that heaven is a place where that physical body is now located.  And this is not a spiritual resurrection you’re talking about.  The body has to be gone (the tomb is empty, we saw Him on the road to Emmaus).  This gets into a whole different kind of time-space dimension which we are very conscious of in this 20th century.  That is to say, we now have projected people into space.  We no longer believe that heaven is right above, and hell is down below. – Sheol is the place of the dead which becomes a place of punishment in early Christian and Jewish thought).  So, we’re into a different time-place set of concepts.  

So if you want to believe this, if a person wants to believe it, this is fine.  To me, that means you’ve got to cut off a certain amount of your thinking, of 20th century thinking, and move back into time and space to the first century A.D., where such beliefs were possible.  For me this is unreal.  Now, there are people who speak of a spiritual resurrection.  Okay, then, the body would have apparently decayed and gone the way of all bodies.  You’re into something quite different, and again this can’t be proven or disproven.  It’s a matter of faith, you either believe that there is another dimension to you, like the Greeks call body-soul, and the early Christians believed in body-soul, or you believe that this is all there is and when you die you’re dead and you go into the ground, and there is nothing left.  And these are matters of faith which you can’t prove or disprove either way.  Whatever makes you happiest.  But for me, the idea of physical resurrection – this makes no sense, not in my way of thinking.

Son of God
Now, in terms of Jesus as the Son of God, this again is a tricky set of patterns.  There have been studies done on ‘son of’; what it means, for instance, in the Old Testament.  We have references to the “sons of the prophets.”   This didn’t mean they were physical descendants, it simply meant that they were men who gathered around the chief prophet, Elijah, and tried to become one like him.  And he had little camps of disciples and you can read how he moved from one to another, visiting them.  Elisha as one of his followers, one of the “sons of the prophet.”  So you can say, “Okay, Jesus is the Son of God in that sense - that he is close to God and he is trying to be, or manifest physically what God would do if He were in the flesh.  And this has been an argument, the incarnate God in the flesh … This is what God would do if He were here.”  

But again, physical son-ship and all of these terms are matters of faith - discipleship, these are senses of belonging to an organized movement.  You can’t say or prove a virgin birth, because virgin births are a dime a dozen in the ancient Near Eastern world.  Jesus was given this kind of a birth record in the New Testament.  Now, you can say, “Alright, I accept Jesus’ virgin birth, but I don’t accept a whole series of other ones, of people in the same place who made the same claim.”  Once again, it’s a kind of exclusiveness.  

Or you can say the early church wrestled with the nature of Jesus.  One group saw His son-ship in terms of a divine birth.  Others saw it as being chosen by God at the baptism.  Another sees it in terms of His whole pre-existence.  Then you get into pre-existence theology.  But any way you look at it, this is a wrestling with a figure who has come to be the dominant figure in the Christian cult.  And this is perfectly legitimate.  You can interpret it any way that makes you feel complete, and whole, and at one with this kind of a figure.

Erick:  I was looking at your book today, and I remember there is always the confusion over the word “myth”, because there are two definitions:  (1) The popular definition, that it’s not true, and (2) the scholarly definition that, I think, you don’t judge whether it’s true or false; it’s simply a category that deals with gods and their dealings with men.

Larue:  Yes.  This is a literary analysis approach.  The common kind of thing where we are talking about other peoples, and we say, “Well, Amin’s disappearance in Africa at a certain time was mythical”, meaning we don’t believe it, he was really there all the time.  He didn’t go to England as he pretended to go.  But that kind of definition that I work with in the book Ancient Myth and Modern Man, is that myths are narratives.  They have a narrative structure, and they deal with the idea of the activities of gods and goddesses, or demons, or the supernatural – not only in terms of their relationships, one to another, but also in the way in which these figures (these other, these non-human factors), affect the world of humans.  And so I have a very broad definition.  And this would include Christianity, and it would include the Moslem religion, it would include the claims of the Book of Mormon where you have angels giving keys to revelation to Joseph Smith, and so on.

Erick:  That would include all supernatural things.  (“All supernatural things.”)  So then, of course, to call Christianity a myth doesn’t necessarily (in that sense) mean it’s false.  No.  How can we tell whether it’s a true myth or not?

Larue:  Well, that’s a bad phrase I guess, whether it’s true or not.  I guess it depends on the person.  It’s true for those who whom it is true; the same as the Moslem faith is the true faith for those who accept Muhammad as the revealer of the will of God, the Mormon faith is true for those who accept the Book of Mormon as a revelation.  So your truth depends on who or what you accept as truth.  And if you say “I accept Jesus as the Son of God, I accept the New Testament and the Old Testament as true” – or if you’re in the Roman Catholic Church, you have sections of the Apocrypha as true, depending on whose Bible you’re using – “I accept these as true”, this then means that you have made a decision – what they used to call the leap of faith.  You can’t prove or disprove; it’s true for you.  But it may not be true for me, because I don’t buy it.  I may buy a different set of values.

Part II.  Eyewitness Evidence
Erick:  There’s a real popular work by F.F. Bruce called The New Testament Documents, Are They Reliable.  Have you seen that?  (“I know his argument, but I haven’t seen his book.”)  There are some people on that line like John Warwick Montgomery, and F.F. Bruce, and people who would argue, basically, that the New Testament is a collection of eyewitness reportage (which takes awhile), and because of that, the logical response to that would be either to figure that it’s some sort of plot that these disciples made up, or that it’s some sort of misunderstanding – even though they lived with Jesus and were responsible in large parts for these documents, they still misunderstood somehow.  And then you have to explain that – or that it’s true.

Larue:  I think I may misunderstand Bruce, but most people would argue that the New Testament is a collection of materials of the early Christian church, and that, as you know, the New Testament didn’t take its final form until the third century A.D.  There were a lot of documents over which they argued:  the Shepherd of Hermas, for instance, didn’t make it.  Third John was argued over for a long, long time, and finally made it (“barely squeezed in”).  Second Peter, and some of the other items.  So, we have here a selection process going on; the early church deciding what it’s going to use.  Now, in terms of eyewitness reports, I would say that the Pauline letters would be first-hand documents.  (The only confusion, perhaps, would be in the Corinthian correspondence, where apparently there are four letters embedded in two.  But that’s a small thing; they’re all Pauline, and so there is no argument there.)  The other later materials are also witnessed of the church, eyewitnesses to what they’re talking about, but not necessarily to Jesus himself.

The gospels for me come late.  They reflect, in my thinking, the evidence of the early church attempting to struggle with its mission, its destiny, and the meaning of Jesus.  These are not cold hard documentaries, this is something that is part of our time and our place.  For instance, we have an assassination in Dallas of a President, and it so happens that somebody is there with a camera, so that we actually catch that moment on film.  And it’s there for all to see.  Nobody can say this is a hoax; we have nothing like that.  What you have are the memories of people who are close to Jesus.  And I would argue that they were re-worked by the early church to make them presentable.  Nobody is there taking notes, this becomes incredible.  This was not the pattern, Paul apparently dictated his letters because he ends one by saying, or which gives the impression that he takes the pen, and writes and says, “Look how large my writing is compared to the official scribe.”  

So you have that kind of a first-hand thing.  But, in terms of the NT, how do you present – it’s like a minister trying to preach a sermon – how do you present what is the truth of this particular moment in time and history to a group of people who live here, here, and here:  Antioch, Rome, wherever?  And so we have this wrestling, you have this in the Roman epistle.  Paul is attempting to make real his experiences, his belief system, to a group of Christians living in Rome.  He’s writing a letter saying, “Look, here, this is it.”  But in terms of eyewitness reports, written when?  How long after the event?

I don’t know if you know that experience that a number of classrooms have done, where the professor is lecturing in the front of the room and all of a sudden the door bursts open and an ex-student comes in and grabs him by the throat.  And then he says to the class, “Alright” (he straightens his tie; it’s all tape-recorded and there’s a hidden camera in the back like Candid Camera), “write down everything you saw, everything you heard, every word.”  And so everybody writes busily.  He collects these, puts them in a file.  Three weeks later he says, “Write it again”, and so they all write it again.  Two weeks or a month later he says, “Write it again.”  Now, what happens is that the stories begin to change.  The farther you are from an event the greater the possibility for all kinds of interpretive elements to come in.  You talk to somebody, you say, “Did you see that?”  He says, “No, I didn’t see that”, so he adds it in his next report, or whatever.  

How close are these eyewitnesses to the event?  Are they writing right on the moment, a week later, two weeks later?  I just got a document here about a young lady who was writing about her mother’s suicide.  This happened two years ago.  She’s working on her feelings, her anger, and so on.  Things change; we’re not the same every moment.  And so I would ask F.F. Bruce, and these others:  When?  How close?  Even eyewitnesses, as any police officer will tell you, after an accident, will have varying things to say.  I’m cautious at this point.

Erick:  If it could be shown, somehow, that they found something that was dated earlier?  Or if the evidence could be shown that it was pretty strong in that type of eyewitness sense – do you think that the idea of Jesus being the Son of God and risen from the dead could be removed from the realm of a sort of leap of faith, to some sort of historical fact?

Larue:  I don’t know how you would handle that.  I really don’t.

Erick:  Do you think that would cause a revolution in …

Larue:  Again, you would have to say, what is the validity of this so-called eyewitness?

Erick:  Of course, it would have to be done by eyewitnesses, preferably – for instance – if they lived with him for three years …

Larue:  Well I’d rather have a report sent to the Roman police station by one of the guards saying, “The darndest thing happened to us earlier this morning while we were standing guard over the tomb” … or something like that.

Erick:  That would be a nice corroboration, wouldn’t it.

Part III.  Historical Evidence
Erick:  Do you remember J.A.T. Robinson, who wrote Honest to God?  Have you seen his book Redating the New Testament?  (“No, I haven’t.”)  It’s the most incredible thing.  I thought he was the liberal of liberal theologians; I guess he wasn’t (“he is a liberal”) – well, he got very un-liberal recently, because he says in the book that all the New Testament – he thinks – can be dated before 70 AD.  (“Yes, I’ve read that, I know he says that.”)  He is more orthodox than the orthodox.  What do you think about that, do you think it’s true? 

Larue:  I haven’t examined his evidence.  I’d have to read to see what it says.  You see, people can say anything; but what is the data?

Erick:  Basically, what he tries to show is the framework by which people date the gospel is really based on a couple of presuppositions and a couple of general ideas, and they kind of rise and fall with each other.

Larue:  The dating does have a few very specific points, and if these can be destroyed, then we would have to re-evaluate.  Are you talking about the whole New Testament?  I would argue that Second Peter – “Where is this promise of His coming?” – all these people are dying and so on.  I guess that could be 69.5 AD, but it sounds like something from later writings, because it fits in with some other documents that we have.

Erick:  Vincent Taylor said in one of his books that, according to Bultmann, the apostles must have been whisked away into heaven immediately after the resurrection, because you don’t have any overseers in the church that are trying to preserve truth – or else they’re being corrupted.  Like in Walter Kauffman’s book, Faith of a Heretic, he feels that Paul – because of his strong personality, psyched everybody out and made them go along.)

Larue:  Again, this is a matter of what happened to the apostles.  And this chap who has a church over in Glendale, McBirnie, has done a whole volume on tracing the apostles and where they went and so on.  He’s following legend; whether he believes it or not, I don’t know.

Let’s take 70 AD as kind of a date for this.  That would make the apostles about 70 years old – and that’s possible (“or John would be younger than that”).  Yes, he’s supposed to be younger than that.  Back to the gospels.  The problem with them, as far as I’m concerned, are the evidences that there was borrowing among them; Matthew and Luke apparently had Mark in front of them.  The endings are so varied; they can’t make up their minds if there’s one angel or two angels, who’s talking to who (at the end of the gospels in terms of the resurrection); there are contradictions there.  So you’d say if there are eyewitnesses, then there must be some sort of harmony.

Part IV.  Summary
Erick:  I’m going to try to summarize what we’ve established here in your position.  First of all, the big problem evidence-wise, is the fact that these seem to be later legends done by people who are not really in touch with the facts …

Larue:  Let me touch on this.  The legend idea is that around important people there grow up a fabric of stories that may say something true about the person, but they’re interpretive, and they’re designed to make the hero reasonable, intelligent, a model, a paradigm, for those who are looking to him, saying, “What would he do in this situation?”  So you have these stories created around this person.  They’re not fabrications in terms of being deliberate falsehood, they’re attempts to explain the meaning of someone for the person or the group involved.  They have a legitimacy; they may not be factual.

Erick:  The idea that the apostles were still alive and were heads of the church, overseeing and making sure that everything was accurately done, you think is probably a dubious proposition.

Larue:  Yes, I think that we’re laying on the apostles a role that they may or may not have had.  I don’t know.  This is a hypothesis; there simply isn’t evidence to say yes, this is what was taking place.  At least not for me.  I haven’t seen the evidence.  You don’t enter into truth or falsehood in this kind of mythology.  You enter into:  “Do you buy it or you don’t.”  If you buy it and it makes sense to you, fine; if it makes sense of your world.
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Appendix C.  Greek Papyri, Uncials, and Miniscules

Papyrus Fragments

	
	
	Cent
	Location

	1
	Mat 1.1-9, 14-28, 12, 13
	3
	U. of Pennsylvania 

	2
	Jn 7.12-15, Lk 7.18+
	5-6
	Florence

	3
	Lk 7.36-43, 18.38-42
	6
	Vienna

	4
	Lk 1.74-88, 5.3-8, 5.38-6.4
	4
	Paris

	5
	Jn 1.23-31, 33-41, 28.11-17, 19-25
	3
	British Museum

	6
	Jn 11.45
	
	Strasbourg

	7
	Lk 4.1, 11
	
	Kieff

	8
	Acts 4.31-7, 5.2-9, 6.1-6, 8-15
	4
	Berlin

	9
	1 Jn 4.11-13, 15-17
	4-5
	Harvard

	10
	Rom 1.1-7
	4
	Harvard

	11
	1 Cor 1.17-28, 6.13-18, 7.2, 4, 10-14
	5
	St. Petersburg

	12
	Heb 1.1-2
	3-4
	Amherst Library

	13
	Heb 2.14-5.5, 18.8-11.13, 11.28-12.27
	3-4
	British Museum

	14
	1 Cor 1.25-7, 2.6-8, 3.8-10.28
	6
	St. Catherine, Mt Sinai

	15
	1 Cor 7.18-8.4
	4
	Oxy.#1008, Oxford

	16
	Phil 3.5-4.1
	4
	#1009

	17
	Heb 9.12-19
	4
	#1078

	18
	Rev 1.4-7
	3-4
	#1079

	19
	Mt 18.32-11.4
	5
	#1170

	20
	James 2.19-3.9
	5
	#1171

	21
	Mt 7.24-33
	5
	#1127

	22
	Jn 15.25-31
	3-4
	#1228

	23
	James 1.10-18
	4
	#1229

	24
	Rev 5.5-8, 6.5-8
	4
	#1230

	25
	1 P 5.5-13
	4
	#1353

	26
	Rom 1.1-16
	6-7
	#1354

	27
	Rom 8.12-9.9
	3
	#1355

	28
	Jn 6.8-12, 17-22
	4
	#1596

	29
	Acts 26.7, 8, 20
	3-4
	#1597

	30
	1 Thes 4.13 – 2 Thes 1.1
	3-4
	#1598

	31
	Titus 1.11-15, 2.3-8
	3
	Rylands #5, Manchester

	32
	Rom 7.3-8
	6-7
	Rylands #4

	33
	Jn 8.14-22
	4
	Oxy #1780

	34
	Jn 16.14-30
	3
	Oxy #1781

	
	
	
	


(taken from A.T. Robertson, Handbook, p 76)

Papyrus Fragments

(updated from Wikipedia, 2007)

	Number
	Name
	Cat.
	Date
	Content
	Place

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	p1
	P. Oxy. 2
	1-fe
	III
	Mt 1:1-9,12,14-20
	Philadelphia, Univ. of Penns., Univ. Mus. of Arch. and Anthro. Egypt. Sect., E 2746; P. Oxy. 2

	p2
	 
	3
	VI
	Jo 12:12-15
	Firenze, Mus. Egizio., Inv. 7134

	p3
	 
	3
	VI/VII
	Lc 7:36-45;10:38-42
	Wien, Österr. Nat. Bibl., Pap. G. 2323

	p4
	 
	1-n
	III
	Lc 1:58-59,62-80,Z;2:1,6-7;3:8-38,Z;4:1-2,29-32,34-35;5:3-8,30-39,Z;6:1-16
	Paris, Bibl. Nat., Suppl. Gr. 1120

	p5
	P. Oxy. 208 + 1781
	1-n
	III
	Jo 1:23-31,33-40;16:14-30;20:11-17,19-20,22-25
	London, Brit. Libr., Inv. 782. 2484; P. Oxy. 208. 1781

	p6
	 
	2
	IV
	Jo 10:1-2,4-7,9-10;11:1-8,45-52
	Strasbourg, Bibl. Nat. et Univ., Pap. copt. 379. 381. 382.384

	p7
	 
	?
	III-IV(?)
	Lc 4:1-3
	Kiev, Centr. Nauch. Bibl., F. 301 (KDA) 553p

	p8
	 
	2
	IV
	Act 4:31-37;5:2-9;6:1-6,8-15
	Berlin, Staatl. Mus., Inv. 8683

	p9
	P. Oxy. 402
	1-fr
	III
	1Jo 4:11-12,14-17
	Cambridge (Mass.), Harvard Univ., Houghton Library, Inv. 3736; P. Oxy. 402

	p10
	P. Oxy. 209
	1
	IV
	Rm 1:1-7
	Cambridge (Mass.), Harvard Univ., Houghton Library, Inv. 2218; P. Oxy. 209

	p11
	 
	2
	VII
	1Cor 1:17-22;2:9-12,14;3:1-3,5-6;4:3-21,Z;5:1-5,7-8;6:5-9,11-18;7:3-6,10-14
	St. Petersburg, Ross. Nac. Bibl., Gr. 258A

	p12
	 
	1-n
	III
	Heb 1:1
	New York, Pierpont Morgan Libr., Pap. Gr. 3; P. Amherst 3b

	p13
	P. Oxy. 657
	1-fr
	III/IV
	Heb 2:14-18,Z;3:1-19,Z;4:1-16,Z;5:1-5;10:8-22,29-39,Z;11:1-13,28-40,Z;12:1-17
	London, Brit. Libr., Inv. 1532 v; P. Oxy. 657; Cairo, Egyptian Mus., PSI 1292

	p14
	 
	2
	V
	1Cor 1:25-27;2:6-8;3:8-10,20
	Sinai, St. Catherine's, P. Sinai II, Harris 14

	p15
	P. Oxy. 1008
	1-n
	III
	1Cor 7:18-40,Z;8:1-4
	Cairo, Egyptian Mus., JE 47423; P. Oxy. 1008

	p16
	P. Oxy. 1009
	1-n
	III/IV
	Ph 3:10-17;4:2-8
	Cairo, Egyptian Mus., JE 47424; P. Oxy. 1009

	p17
	P. Oxy. 1078
	2
	IV
	Heb 9:12-19
	Cambridge, Univ. Libr., Add. Mss. 5893; P. Oxy. 1078

	p18
	P. Oxy. 1079
	1-n
	III/IV
	Apc 1:4-7
	London, Brit. Libr., Inv. 2053v; P. Oxy. 1079

	p19
	P. Oxy. 1170
	2
	IV/V
	Mt 10:32-42,Z;11:1-5
	Oxford, Bodl. Libr., Gr. bibl. d. 6 (P); P. Oxy. 1170

	p20
	P. Oxy. 1171
	1-n
	III
	Jc 2:19-26,Z;3:1-9
	Princeton, Univ. Libr., Am 4117; P. Oxy. 1171

	p21
	P. Oxy. 1227
	3
	IV/V
	Mt 12:24-26,32-33
	Allentown, Muhlenberg Coll., Theol. Pap. 3; P. Oxy. 1227

	p22
	P. Oxy. 1228
	1-n
	III
	Jo 15:25-27,Z;16:1-2,21-32
	Glasgow, Univ. Libr., Ms. Gen. 1026/13; P. Oxy. 1228

	p23
	P. Oxy. 1229
	1-fe
	III
	Jc 1:10-12,15-18
	Urbana, Univ. of Illinois, G. P. 1229; P. Oxy. 1229

	p24
	P. Oxy. 1230
	1
	IV
	Apc 5:5-8;6:5-8
	Newton Centre, Andover Newton Theol. School, F. Trask Libr., OP 1230; P. Oxy. 1230

	p25
	 
	?
	IV
	Mt 18:32-34;19:1-3,5-7,9-10
	Berlin, Staatl. Mus., Inv. 16388

	p26
	P. Oxy. 1354
	1
	ca. 600
	Rm 1:1-16
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	01
	א
	Sinaiticus
	350
	Gosp, Acts, Paul, Rev
	British Library; Add. 43725
	London
	UK

	02
	A
	Alexandrinus
	450
	Gosp, Acts, Paul, Rev
	British Library; Royal 1 D. VIII
	London
	UK

	03
	B
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	350
	Gosp, Acts, Paul
	Vatican Library; Gr. 1209
	Vatican City
	Vatican City-state

	04
	C
	Ephraemi Rescriptus
	450
	Gosp, Acts, Paul, Rev
	National Library of France; Gr. 9
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	France

	05
	D
	Bezae Cantabrigiensis
	450
	Gosp, Acts
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Nn. 2. 41
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	UK
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	D
	Claromontanus
	550
	Paul, Hebrews
	National Library of France; Gr. 107 AB
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	France

	06
	Dabs1
	Sangermanensis
	900
	Paul
	ru:Publichnaya Biblioteka; Gr. 20
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	06
	Dabs2
	
	950
	Ephesians
	
	de:Mengeringhausen
	Germany

	07
	Ee
	Basilensis
	750
	Gospels
	Basel University Library; AN III 12
	Basel
	Switzerland

	08
	Ea
	Laudianus
	550
	Acts
	Bodleian Library; Laud. Gr. 35
	Oxford
	UK

	09
	Fe
	Boreelianus
	850
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	Utrecht University Library; Ms. 1
	Utrecht
	Netherlands

	010
	Fp
	Augiensis
	850
	Paul
	Trinity College; B. XVII. 1
	Cambridge
	UK

	011
	G
	Seidelianus
	850
	
	British Library; Harley 5684
	London
	UK

	012
	H
	Boernerianus
	850
	
	State Library; A 145b
	Dresden
	Germany

	013
	H
	Seidelianus II
	850
	
	Hamburg University Library; codex 91

Trinity College, Cambridge; B. XVII 20, 21
	Hamburg
Cambridge
	Germany
UK

	014
	H
	Mutinensis
	850
	
	Estense Library; A.V. 6.3. (G. 196)
	Modena
	Italy

	015
	H
	Coislinianus
	550
	
	Great Lavra; s. n.
	Mount Athos
	Greece

	016
	I
	Freerianus
	450
	Paul, Hebrews
	Smithsonian Institution; 06. 275
	Washington, D.C.
	U.S.

	017
	K
	Cyprius
	850
	
	National Library of France
	Paris
	France

	018
	K
	Mosquensis
	850
	
	Historical Museum
	Moscow
	Russia

	019
	L
	Regius
	750
	
	National Library of France
	Paris
	France

	020
	L
	Angelicus
	850
	
	Angelica Library
	Rome
	Italy

	021
	M
	Campianus
	850
	
	National Library of France
	Paris
	France

	022
	N
	Petropolitanus Purpureus
	550
	Gospels
	ru:Publichnaya Biblioteka; Gr. 537
	Saint Petersberg
	Russia

	023
	O
	Sinopensis
	550
	Matthew
	National Library of France
Suppl. Gr. 1286
	Paris
	France

	024
	P
	Guelferbytanus A
	550
	Gospels
	de:Herzog August Bibliothek
codices Weißenburg 64
	Wolfenbüttel
	Germany

	025
	P
	Porphyrianus
	850
	Acts, Paul, Cath, Rev
	ru:Publichnaya Biblioteka; Gr. 255
	Saint Petersberg
	Russia

	026
	Q
	Guelferbytanus B
	450
	Lk 4,6,12,15,17-23; Jn 12,14
	de:Herzog August Bibliothek
codices Weißenburg 64
	Wolfenbüttel
	Germany

	027
	R
	Nitriensis
	550
	Luke
	British Library; Add. 17211
	London
	UK

	028
	S
	Vaticanus 354
	949
	
	Vatican Library; Gr. 354
	Vatican City
	Vatican City-state

	029
	T
	Borgianus
	450
	
	Vatican Library; Borgia Coptic 109
	Vatican City
	Vatican City-state

	030
	U
	Nanianus
	850
	
	Saint Marks Library; L397(I,8)
	Venice
	Italy

	031
	V
	Mosquensis
	650
	
	History Museum; V. 9, S. 399
	Moscow
	Russia

	032
	W
	Washingtonianus
	450
	Gospels
	Smithsonian Institution; 06. 274
	Washington, D.C.
	U.S.

	033
	X
	Monacensis
	950
	Gospels
	Munich University Library
2° codex manuscript 30
	Munich
	Germany

	034
	Y
	Macedoniensis
	850
	Gospels
	Cambridge University Library
additional manuscripts 6594
	Cambridge
	UK

	035
	Z
	Dublinensis
	550
	Mt 1-2,4-8,10-15,17-26
	Trinity College; Ms. 32
	Dublin
	Ireland

	036
	Γ
	Tischendorfianus
	950
	Gospels
	Bodleian Library; Gr. 33
	Oxford
	UK

	037
	Δ
	Sangallensis
	850
	Gospels
	de:Stiftsbibliothek; 48
	Saint Gallen
	Switzerland

	038
	Θ
	Coridethianus
	850
	Gospels
	Manuscript Institute; Gr. 28
	Tbilisi
	Georgia

	039
	Λ
	Tischendorfianus III
	850
	Luke, John
	Bodleian Library; Auct. T. inf. 1.1
	Oxford
	UK

	040
	Ξ
	Zacynthius
	550
	Luke
	Cambridge University Library
BFBS Mss 213
	Cambridge
	UK

	041
	Π
	Petropolitanus
	850
	Gospels
	Russian National Library; Gr. 34
	Saint Petersburg
	Russia

	042
	Σ
	Purpureus Rossanensis
	550
	Matthew, Mark
	Diocesian Museum, Cathedral
	Rossano, Calabro
	Italy

	043
	Φ
	Beratinus
	550
	Matthew, Mark
	State Archive; Nr. 1
	Tirana
	Albania

	044
	Ψ
	Athous Lavrensis
	900
	Gospels, Acts, Paul
	Great Lavra; B΄ 52
	Mount Athos
	Greece

	045
	Ω
	Athos Dionysius
	850
	Gospels
	Dionysiou Monastery; 10 (55)
	Mount Athos
	Greece

	064=074=090
	
	
	550
	Matthew, Mark
	National Library of Ukraine
St Catherine's Monastery
Russian National Library
	Kiev
Mount Catherine
Saint Petersburg
	Ukraine
Egypt
Russia

	0162
	
	
	300
	John 2:11-22
	Metropolitan Museum of Art;
09. 182. 43; P. Oxy. 847
	New York City
	U.S.

	0171
	
	
	300
	Matthew 10; Luke 22
	Medici Library; PSI 2. 124
de:Staatliche Museen zu Berlin; P. 11863
	Florence
Berlin
	Italy
Germany

	0189
	
	
	200
	Acts 5:3-21
	de:Staatliche Museen zu Berlin; P. 11765
	Berlin
	Germany

	0220
	
	
	300
	Romans 4:23-5:3; 5:8-13
	no:Martin Schøyen; MS 113
	Oslo
	Norway

	0299
	
	
	1000
	John 20:1-7
	National Library of France
Copte 129, 10 fol. 199v
	Paris
	France

	0300
	
	
	600
	Matthew 20:2-17
	Coptic Museum; 3525
	Cairo
	Egypt

	0301
	
	
	450
	John 17:1-4
	no:Martin Schøyen; MS1367
	Oslo
	Norway

	0302
	
	
	550
	John 10:29-30
	de:Staatliche Museen zu Berlin; P. 21315
	Berlin
	Germany

	0303
	
	
	650
	Luke 13:17-29
	National Library of France
Suppl. Gr. 1155 VII, fol. 19
	Paris
	France

	0304
	
	
	850
	Acts 6:5-7:13
	National Library of France
Gr. 1126, fol. 160
	Paris
	France

	0305
	
	
	?
	Gospel of Matthew 20
	National Library of France
Copt. 133.2, fol. 3
	Paris
	France

	0306
	
	
	850
	John 9
	Bodleian Library
Selden Supra 9, fol. 114-120
	Oxford
	UK

	0307
	
	
	650
	Mt 11-12; Mk 11-12; Lk 9-10,22
	Vatican Library; Gr. 2061
	Vatican City
	Vatican City-state

	0308
	
	
	350
	Revelation 11
	Ashmolean Museum; P. Oxy. 4500
	Oxford
	UK

	0309
	
	
	550
	J 20
	Institut für Altertumskunde
University of Cologne; Inv. 806
	Cologne
	Germany

	0310
	
	
	950
	Tt 2:15-3:7
	Cambridge University Library
Ms. Or. 161699
	Cambridge
	UK

	0311
	
	
	800
	R 8:1-13
	Christopher de Hamel collection
Parker Lib. CCC; Gk. MS 1
	Cambridge
	UK

	0312
	
	
	300
	L 5:23-24. 30-31; 7:9.17-18
	Christopher de Hamel collection
Parker Lib. CCC; Gk. MS 2
	Cambridge
	UK

	0313
	
	
	450
	Mc 4:9.15
	Christopher de Hamel collection
Parker Lib. CCC; Gk. MS 3
	Cambridge
	UK

	0314
	
	
	550
	J 5:43
	Christopher de Hamel collection
Parker Lib. CCC; Gk. MS 4
	Cambridge
	UK

	0315
	
	
	400
	Mc 2:9.21.25; 3:1-2
	Christopher de Hamel collection
Parker Lib. CCC; Gk. MS 5
	Cambridge
	UK

	0316
	
	
	650
	Jude 18-25
	Morgan Library & Museum; M 597 f. II
	New York City
	U.S.

	0317
	
	
	650?
	Mark 14
	Cambridge University Library
Mss. Or. 1700
	Cambridge
	UK

	0318
	
	
	650
	Mark 9-14
	Morgan Library & Museum; M 661
	New York City
	U.S.


Miniscules

(quoted from Geisler and Nix, General Introduction, p 283-4)

The Alexandrian Family

This is represented by MS 33, the “Queen of the Cursives”, dating from the ninth or possibly the tenth century.  It contains the entire New Testament exception Revelation, and is now in the possession of the Bibliotheque Nationale, Paris.  Although it is predominantly Alexandrian type, it shows traces of Byzantine in Acts and the Pauline Epistles.

An Italian Sub-Family of Caesarean

This is represented by about a dozen MSS known as family 13 (including 13, 69, 124, 346, 543, 230, 788, 826, 828, 983, 1689, and 1709).  These MSS were copied between the eleventh and fifteenth centuries.  One of their interesting characteristics is that they contain the section about the adulterous woman (John 7:53-8:11) following Luke 21:38 instead of after John 7:52.

MS 28.  This is an 11th c. copy of the gospels having many noteworthy readings, especially in Mark where the text follows the Caesarean type.

MS 61.  This consists of the entire NT, dating from the late fifteenth or early sisteenth century.  It was the first MS found containing 1 John 5:7, the single basis by which Erasmus was compelled to insert this doubtful passage into his Greek New Testament in 1516.

MS 69.  This contains the entire NT and dates from the 15th century.  It is an important member of family 13.

MS 81.  This was written in A.D. 1004 and is one of the most important of all miniscules.  Its text in Acts agrees frequently with the Alexandrian text type.

MS 157.  This is a 12th century codex of the Gospels following the Caesarean type.  

MS 383.  This is a 13th century codex of Acts and the epistles having the Western type text in Acts.

MS 565.  This is one of the most beautiful of all known MSS.  It has all the gospels on purple vellum in gold letters.

MS 579.  This is a 13th century copy of the Gospels.  Matthew belongs to the late Byzantine group, whereas the other gospels belong to a good Alexandrian text, often agreeing with B, Aleph, and L.

MS 614.  This is a 13th century copy of Acts and the epistles, with a great number of pre-Byzantine readings.  Many of these readings agree with the Western type text.

MS 700.  This is an 11th or 12th century codex which is remarkable for its divergent readings.  It has some 2,724 deviations from the received text, and some 270 not found in any other MS.

MS 892.  This is a 9th or 10th century codes of the gospels, with remarkable readings of an early (Alexandrian) type.

MS 1241.  This contains the whole NT except Revelation.  It dates from the 13th century, and the text often agrees with C, L, dela, psi, and 33.  

MS 1224.  This includes the whole New Testament, dates from the 9th or 10th century, and heads a host of members into family 1224, which witnesses to the Caesarean text.

MS 1739.  This is a very important codex from the 10th c., based directly on a fourth century Alexandrian type MS.  It has marginal notes taken from the writings of Irenaeus, Clement, Origen, Eusebius, and Basil.

MS 2053.  This is a 13th century copy of Revelation.  Together with codices A, C, and 2344, it is one of the best sources for the text of the Apocalypse.

MS 2344.  This is an 11th century codex of the New Testament, minus the gospels and parts of the Old Testament.  It agrees frequently with MS 2053.



Appendix D.  Early Patristic Quotations of the N.T.
	Name
	Gospels
	Acts
	Epistles
	Revel
	TOTAL

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Justin Martyr
	268
	10
	49
	3*
	330

	Irenaeus
	1,038
	194
	522
	65
	1,819

	Clement of Alex.
	1,817
	44
	1,334
	11
	2,486

	Origen
	9,231
	349
	8,177
	165
	17,922

	Tertullian
	3,822
	302
	2,729
	285
	7,298

	Hippolytus
	734
	42
	414
	188
	1,378

	Eusebius
	3,258
	211
	1,860
	27
	5,176

	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	19,368
	1,352
	14,985
	684
	36,289

	
	
	
	
	
	



* (plus 266 allusions)


(taken from Geisler and Nix, General Introduction, p 357.)


Appendix E.  Bibliographic Evidence:

Time Spans and Extant Copies
	Author/Work
	When Written
	Earliest
	Span in Yrs
	Nbr Copies

	
	
	
	
	

	Caesar
	108-144 BC
	900 AD
	1,000
	10

	Plato (Tetralogies)
	427-347 BC
	900 AD
	1,200
	7

	Thucydides (History)
	408 BC
	900 AD
	1,300
	8

	Herodatus (History)
	480-425 BC
	900 AD
	1,300
	8

	Sophocles
	496-486 BC
	1,000 AD
	1,400
	100

	Euripedes
	480-486 BC
	1,100 AD
	1,500
	9

	Damosthenes
	383-322 BC
	1,100 AD
	1,300
	200

	Aristotle
	384-322 BC
	1,100 AD
	1,400
	5

	Aristophanes
	450-385 BC
	900 AD
	1,200
	10

	
	
	
	
	

	New Testament
	48-100 AD
	350 AD
	300
	1,300+

	
	
	
	
	



(taken from McDowell, Vol I, p 48)



Appendix F.  Disputed, Undisputed, and Spurious Works

(taken from Geisler and Nix, General Introduction, p 195-205)

Homologoumena (always accepted)

Canonical books of the New Testament, from Matthew through Philemon, plus 1 Peter and 1 John.

Antilegomena (disputed and accepted)
Hebrews

James

2 Peter

2 and 3 John

Jude

Revelation

Apocrypha (disputed and rejected)

Epistle of Barnabas (70-79 AD)

Clement’s Epistle to the Corinthians (96 AD)
Ancient Homily (120-140 AD)

Shepherd of Hermas (115-140 AD)

Didache (100-120 AD)

Apocalypse of Peter (150 AD)

The Acts of Paul and Thecla (170 AD)

Epistle to the Laodiceans (4th c?)

The Gospel According to the Hebrew (65-100 AD)

Epistle of Polycarp to the Philippians (108 AD)

The Seven Epistles of Ignatius (110 AD)
Pseudepigrapha (never accepted, spurious)
Gospel of Thomas (150 AD)

Gospel of the Ebionites (2nd c)

Gospel of Peter (2nd c)

Protevangelium of James (2nd c)

The Gospel of the Egyptians (2nd c)

Arabic Gospel of Childhood

The Gospel of Nicodemus (2nd – 5th c)

The Gospel of Joseph the Carpenter (4th c)

The History of Joseph the Carpenter (5th c)

The Passing of Mary (4th c)

The Gospel of the Nativity of Mary (6th c)

The Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew (5th c)

Plus:  The Gospel of the Twelve, The Gospel of Barnabas, The Gospel of 

Bartholomew, The Gospel According to the Hebrews, The Gospel of Marcion, The Gospel of Andrew, The Gospel of Matthias, The Gospel of  Peter, The Gospel of Philip 

The Acts of Peter (2nd c)

The Acts of John (2nd c)

The Acts of Andrew

The Acts of Thomas

Plus:  The Acts of Paul, The Acts of Matthias, The Acts of Philip, The Acts of Thaddeus.

The Letter Attributed to Our Lord

The Lost Epistle to Corinthians (2nd or 3rd c)

The Letters of Paul to Seneca (4th c)

The Epistle of Paul to the Laodiceans

The Apocalypse of Peter

The Apocalypse of Paul

The Apocalypse of Thomas

The Apocalypse of Stephen



Appendix G.  The Accuracy of Mark’s History

(quoting Guthrie, Introduction, p 60-1)

It is claimed that the author was unaquainted with Palestine, since he mentions Dalmanutha (8.10), which is otherwise unknown.  But the argument is tenuous, since it is not altogether impossible that this place-name is genuine in spite of the fact that no other record of it has been preserved.  

Again, Mark’s location of the country of the Gerasenes as extending to the Sea of Galilee (5.1), the description of Bethsaida as a village (8.26), the confused references to the Herodian family (6.17), the assumption that the appearance of Jesus before the high priest was a “trial”, and the reference to a wife’s power to divorce her husband, which was against the Jewish law (10.12), have all been claimed to point to a non-Palestinian origin.

But these alleged Palestinian discrepancies are open to challenge.  There may not be precise information about the Gerasene country but, unless there are data which conflict with Mark’s rather vague descripton, the possibility of his knowledge of the area must be admitted.  Vagueness of description does not necessarily imply non-acquaintance.  

Mark’s description of Bethsaida may be claimed to be technically correct, for there were few “cities”, in the Greek sense, in that area.  There may be some confusion about Herodias, who according to Luke was Philip’s wife, which seems to conflict with Josephus, unless there were two Philips, Philip the Tetrarch, husband of Salome, and Herod Philip, former husband of Herodias.  But the confusion, if it exists, is not enough to prove Mark’s lack of acquaintance with Palestinian affairs, for a glance at Josephus is enough to show the complexity of the intrigues and inter-mrriage in the Herod family, and it cannot be supposed that those were necessarily common knowledge to all Palestinians. 

The supposed vagueness of Mark about the trial scene is equally open to challenge, for iit is maintained by A.N. Sherwin-White that Mark’s description may be substantially correct.  As ot the question of a wife’s power to divorce her husband, it is certain that in Josephus’ time it was regarded as an offence against the Jewish law, as he mentions in the case of both Salome and Herodias.  But the statement in 10.12 cannot be regarded as an example of Mark’s ignorance of Palestinian procedrue unless that statement is Mark’s own invention.  As a saying of Jesus it consists of a pronouncement regarding adultery, not on the custom of a wife’s divorcing her husband.  Our Lord was not confining His teaching to Jewish custom.  

It will be seen therefore that these data provide no certain evidence for place of origin or destination.


Appendix H.  The Accuracy of Luke’s History

(quoting Guthrie, Introduction, p 354-5)

Sir William Ramsay has done much to reinstate Luke as a serious historian and this is largely due to archeological researches.  The author of Acts was acquainted with all the different political arrangements in those provinces which enter into the narration of Paul’s missionary journeys.  This is a remarkable testimony to Luke’s accurate knowledge in view of the several changes in administration of parts of the empire affected during the period covered by his history.

The following details will give some indication of the extent of this knowledge.  At the time when Paul was in Cyprus a pronconsul was in charge, and although there had been many changes within a brief period Luke used the correct title when describing Sergius Paulus.  Philippi is accurately described as a Roman colony, whose officials are called “strategoi”, apparently representing the senior magistrates according to the Roman pattern of “duoviri iuri dicundo.”  At Thessalonica the unusual “politarchs”, for which no parallels were known to exist in imperial organization, are now vouched for by inscriptions.  At Malta the ruler is correctly styled the “protos” or chief man, while at Ephesus there are correct references to the local government organization, with Asiarchs controlling religious affairs, the Secretary (or Chief Clerk) wielding considerable influence, and the proconsular authorities being regarded as the final court of appeal.

In addition to these, Luke shows detailed knowledge of the rights and privileges of Roman citizens.  Especially is this evident in the reluctance of the apostle Paul to invoke his privileges, for not only was it true that in the New Testament period provincials who possessed Roman citizenship claimed also citizenship of their own cities, but it was also difficult for wandering peoples to prove their Roman citizenship by appeal to the official registers in their own home areas.  It would not always have been to Paul’s advantage to invoke his privileges, although in the case of his appeal to Caesar it was clearly to escape from the hostility of the Jews.

In Luke’s various references to Roman legal procedures, he shows himself to be well informed.  In fact, there is no instance where Luke has introduced an anachronism, which is a striking testimony to the general reliability of his narrative.  Moreover, the description of the Gentile world which forms the background of Paul’s mission perfectly fits into what is known of city life in the Graeco-Roman world.



Appendix I.  The Accuracy of John’s History

(quoting Guthrie, Introduction, p 249-52)

1. Knowledge of Jewish customs.  Several times in the course of the Gospel the writer displays accurate and detailed knowledge of Jewish life in the period before the fall of Jerusalem.  He knows about Jewish ritual scruples, as is plain from 2.6 (purification rites), 7.37, 8.12 (libation and illumination ritual at the Feast of Tabernacles), and 18.28, 19.31-42 (pollution regulations regarding the Passover).  He mentioned several Jewish feasts (e.g. Passover, Tabernacles, Dedication).  He is acquainted with specific Jewish doctrines, as for instance the inferiority of women (9.27), and laws concerning the Sabbath (5.10, 7.21-23, 9.14+), and ideas of hereditary sin (9.2).

2. Knowledge of Jewish history.  The author possessed detailed knowledge about the time taken to build the temple up to the time of Jesus’ cleansing of it, and as far as can be ascertained his knowledge appears to be accurate.  He is aware, moreover, of the political attitudes of the Jewish people seen especially in their enmity against the Samaritans (9.9).  He knows of the Palestinian contempt for the Jews of the Dispersion (7.35).  He is acquainted with the history of the hierarcy, mentioning both Annas and Caiaphas as high priests and yet describing Caiaphas as THE high priest in that fateful year (11.49, 18.13+).

3. Knowledge of Palestinian geography.  The writer has clearly had some first-hand acquaintance with Jerusalem, for he knows the Hebrew name of a pool near the Sheep Gate and knows that it had five porches.  This detail is strikingly confirmed by recent excavations near the temple revealing a pool with five porticos with inscriptions suggesting the healing properties of the water.  He similarly knows the Hebrew name (Gabbatha) of a paved area outside the Praetorium, another detail confirmed by archeological discover near the tower of Antonia, which overlooked the temple area.  Since this pavement stood on a rocky ledge, the Hebrew name, with means “ridge”, would be descriptive of its position.  He also knows about the pool of Siloam (9.7) and the brook Kidron (18.1).

On numerous occasions topographical details are given in this Gospel, sometimes in narratives where the Synoptic parallels lack them.  There is mention of two Bethanys (1.28, 12.1), of Aenon near to Salim (3.23), of Cana in Galilee (2.1, 4.46, 21.2), of Tiberius as an alternative name for the Sea of Galilee (6.1, 21.1), or Sychar near Shechem (4.5), Mt. Garizim near a well (4.21), and of Ephraim near the wilderness (11.54).

It seems impossible to deny that the author was either himself native of Palestine or also in very close touch with someone who was.  The former alternative seems the more likely since in many cases there appears to be no reason for the inclusion of topographical details if personal reminiscence is not responsible.

(Guthrie continues to list the eyewitness details within the gospel on p 252-3.)



Appendix J.  Similarities Between the Gospels and Epistles

(quoting F.F. Bruce, The New Testament Documents, p 77-79)

Here, however, we are chiefly concerned with the information we can derive from his Epistles.  These were not written to record the facts of the life and ministry of Jesus; they were addressed to Christians, who already knew the gospel story.  Yet in them we can find sufficient material to construct an outline of the early apostolic preaching about Jesus.  While Paul insists on the divine pre-existence of Jesus, yet he knows that He was none the less a real human being, a descendent of Abraham and David; who lived under the Jewish law; who was betrayed, and on the night of His betrayal instituted a memorial meal of bread and wine; who, endured the Roman penalty of crucifixion, although the responsibility for His death is laid at the door of the representatives of the Jewish nation; who was buried, rose the third day, and was thereafter seen alive by many eyewitnesses on various occasions, including one occasion on which He was so seen by over five hundred at once, of whom the majority were alive nearly twenty-five years later.  In this summary of the evidence for the reality of Christ’s resurrection, Paul shows a sound instinct for the necessity of marshalling personal testimony in support of what might well appear an incredible assertion.

Paul knows of the Lord’s apostles, of whom Peter and John are mentioned by names as “pillars” of the Jerusalem community, and of His brothers, of whom James is similarly mentioned.  He knows that the Lord’s brothers and apostles, including Peter, were married – an incidental agreement with the Gospel story of the healing of Peter’s mother-in-law.  He quotes sayings of Jesus on occasion – e.g. His teaching on marriage and divorce, and on the right of gospel preachers to have their material needs supplied; and the words He used at the institution of the Lord’s Supper.

Even where he does not quote the actual sayings of Jesus, he shows throughout his works how well acquainted he was with them.  In particular, we ought to compare the ethical section of the Epistle to the Romans (12.1 to 15.7), where Paul summarizes the practical implications of the gospel for the lives of believers, with the Sermon on the Mount, to see how thoroughly imbued the apostle was with the teaching of his Master.  Besides, there and elsewhere Paul’s chief argument in his ethical instruction is the example of Christ Himself.  And the character of Christ as understood by Paul is in perfect agreement with His character as portrayed in the Gospels.  When Paul speaks of “the meekness and gentleness of Christ” (2 Cor 10.1), we remember our Lord’s own words, “I am meek and lowly in heart” (Mt 11.29).  The self-denying Christ of the Gospels is the one of whom Paul says, “Even Christ pleased not himself” (Rom 15.3); and just as the Christ of the Gospels called on His followers to deny themselves (Mk 8.34), so the apostle insists that, after the example of Christ Himself, it is our Christian duty “to bear the infirmities of the weak, and not to please ourselves” (Rom 15.1).  He who said:  “I am among you as the servant” (Lk 22.27), and performced the menial task of washing His disciples’ feet (Jn 13.4+), is He who, according to Paul, “took the form of a slave” (Phil 2.7).  In a word, when Paul wishes to commend to his readers all those moral graces which adorn the Christ of the Gospels he does so in language like this:  “Put on the Lord Jesus Christ” (Rom 13.14).

In short, the outline of the gospel story as we can trace it in the writings of Paul agrees with the outline which we find elsewhere in the New Testament, and in the four Gospels in particular.



Appendix K.  Symptoms of Schizonphrenia

(quoting V.W. Grant, This is Mental Illness, p 154-9.)

Little can be said about it that will apply to all schizophrenics, but important things can be said that apply to a great many.  The tendency to withdraw was mentioned earlier.  While not always present, it is very common.  The schizophrenic shows, with great frequency, clear signs of discomfort in social contacts and a marked tendency to avoid them.  He may complain of loneliness, yet he prefers to be alone.  He feels tense in the presence of others, and sometimes even with those familiar to him.  Such avoidance is especially marked in competitive situations.  Relationships already established may show diminishing warmth; withdrawal is, of course, basically emotional.

Along with the withdrawal there is often a tendency toward limitation of activities.  There is a narrowing down of living.  Desire for novelty and for diversity of experience weakens.  There is a narrowing down of living.  Desire for novelty and for diversity of experience weakens.  There is growing apathy and lack of zest.  As if by a kind of spiritual parsimony the victim cuts down on his contacts. …

A prominent feature of some of our cases is hostility.  This was best seen in Willie, whose personality was charged with it, and again in Ada and in Marcella, who managed to believe they were persecuted in order to have an excuse for vengeful feelings.  In the latter two, it was especially clear that the hostility was a reaction to rejection, and that rejection was linked with anziety.  The close relationship between hostility and anxiety has been well stated by May:  anxiety is an extremely painful experience, and therefore arouses strong resentment toward those responsible for arousing it in us.  To be dependent upon someone and helpless without him, for example, will cause us to feel angry toward him when we are frustrated in our needs.  Thus, even the loved parent may become the object of the child’s rage when its desires are blocked. …

Most important of all is the emotional effect of this experience of repeated disapproval.  To be rejected by a person who is almost the whole of one’s world, the sole provider not only of all physical comfort and satisfactions but of all wellbeing and security, can be nothing less than catastrophic.  The result is a certain kind of anxiety.  This kind of anxiety is of exceedingly great importance in relation to later mental illness.  It is not to be compared with the fear of threatening situations or of specific dangers.  It engulfs the entire self.  Patients who can recall it have described it in terms of overwhelming panic.  They may say:  “I just felt completely and utterly lost.”



Appendix L.  Concerning a Late Date for Mark

(quoting Guthrie, Introduction, p 75-76.)
Brandon … argues mainly from the historical situation in which the Gosopel was written.  He suggests that the production of such a Gospel as Mark’s must have had an effective cause, and he finds this in the situation in Rome a year or so after the Flavian triumphal procession celebrating the capture of Jerusalem.  His general idea is that the Roman Christians would need a Gospel which dissociated Jesus from the Jerusalem Jews, because of the odium which attached to the Jews at that time.  

Brandon works out his theory with great ingenuity, accounting, as he thinks, for the eschatological discourse in Mark 8 and sundry other incidental characteristics in Mark’s Gospel, such as the Roman centurion’s recognition of Jesus’ claims (whereas His own Jewish followers failed to accept them), the account of the rending of the temple veil, the attitude of Jesus towards tribute money to Rome and the omission to call Judas “the Zealot.”  

But most of Brandon’s reconstruction is conjectural and the evidence he quotes could well support an earlier date.  The period after AD 70 was not the first time that odium had been attached to Jews in Roman minds.  The edict of Claudius expelling Jews from Rome must have precipitated a sufficiently critical situation to provide an urge to make clear the relation of Christianity to Judaism.  Moreover, Brandon’s reconstruction is based on the presupposition that the author, after the fall of Jerusalem, would find it difficult to believe that Jesus had not predicted the event and thus a Dominical prediction to this effect was included.



Appendix M.  Logical Fallacies

1. A PRIORISM.  Closing one’s eyes to evidence alleged against something one believes in, such as the honesty of a friend, is frequently described as an attempt to deduce facts from principles, instead of inducing principles from facts.  Reasoning a priori, ‘in advance’ of the facts, is regarded as a fallacy.  When Galileo invited learned men of his time to view the moons of Jupiter through his telescope, some refused on the grounds that, if they saw anything, it would be an illusion, no doubt diabolical, since the number of the heavenly bodies had already been fixed with finality by astronomy.  This is the notorious, text-book example.  (W.W. Fearnside, Fallacy:  the Counterfeit of Argument, p 111-12)


2. BEGGING THE QUESTION.  Also called “Petitio Principii”, and “circular reasoning.”  Begging the question is a fallacy involving the assumption as premises of one or more propositions which are identical with (or in a simple fashion equivalent to) the conclusion to be provided, or which would require the conclusion for their proof, or which are stronger than the conclusion and contain it as a particular case or otherwise as an immediate consequence.  There is a fallacy, however, only if the premises assumed (without proof) are illegitimate for some toher reason than merely their relation to the conclusion – e.g., if they are not among the avowed presuppositions of the argument, or if they are not admitted by an opponent in a dispute.  (D.D. Runes, Dictionary of Philosophy, p 230)


3. CULTURAL BIAS.  “Cultural fallacy” is the name anthropologists give to the misapplying of the values of one culture to another. … In the case of the cultural fallacy, sometimes people find the foreign to be “alien” in the pejorative sense; that is, they regard it as bad or ugly or both.  At other times, they more charitably find it “exotic” or “quaint”, … Both reactions reflect a particular “pattern of culture.”  Both judge.  The one frankly accuses.  Though the other attempts to excuse, it excuses on the ground that what is different is only superficially so:  one’s own pattern is somehow still basis.”  (Fallacy, p 117)


4. FALSE DILEMMA.  In a false dilemma, the speaker represents the situation as offering only undesirable alternatives when the facts do not warrant it.  One of the given alternatives may actually be neutral or even desirable, or, more frequently, an unstated alternative exists which is at least neutral.”  In order words, the false dilemma turns out to be no dilemma at all.  The all-or0-nothing fallacy and the false dilemma are related since each involves ignoring alternative positions.  (Fallacy, p 32)


5. GENETIC FALLACY.  The misapplication of the genetic method resulting in the depreciatory appraisal of the product of an historical or evolutionary process because of its lowly origin.  (Dictionary, p 116)


6. POT HOC.  Called, “post hoc, ergo propter hoc”, and “faulty causal generalization.”  (The Latin is translated, “after this, therefore on account of this”).  A logical fallacy in which it is argued that a consequent is caused by an antecedent, simply because of the temporal relationship.  (Dictionary, p 244)  … there is a vulgar error in talking about causal relations which comes from a false generalization about causation itself.  This error takes the form of supposing that because something follows something else it is caused by it.  One feature that all paired constructions of causes and effects have in common is that the effects follow the causes.  This is a necessary feature, but it is by no means a sufficient one for constructing the classes of causes.  If it were sufficient, everything that preceded anything else could be regarded as a cause of it. … The sufficient conditions for a well-constructed class of causes are similar to those for any well-constructed generalization – lots of representative cases and no counter instances.  (Fallacy, p 21)


7. RED HERRING.  This is also called a “clamorous insistence on irrelevancies.”  One way of hiding the weakness of a position is to draw oisy and insistent attention to a side-issue. … This, the red-herring technique, is the tactic of the familiar speaker who, instead of meeting the real question, turns his talk into an attack on international communism, or Wall Street, or whatever else will deflect the attention of the audience.  Such speakers often lose all sense of proportion, they pettifog, they make much of little and little of much.  They talk of anything except the issue, at great length, with much noise and sawing of the air.  We all are addicted to this fallacy.  It is, of necessity, the patron saint of those being overwhelmed in argument.”  (Fallacy, p 125)


8. UNREPRESENTATIVE GENERALIZTION.  Polling experience abundantly demonstrates that even a very extensive acquaintance with particuilars does not warrant a universal conclusion unless the particulars enjoy a representative dispersion.  … Many people have an impulse to suppress the counter instances; consciously or unconsciously they vitiate the evidence by selecting only a part of it.  They look exclusively for evidence that will support an idea, with the result that they overlook the opposed evidence.  (Fallacy, p 14-15)
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