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INTRODUCTION
TO THE PRESENT EDITION,

BY PROFESSOR OTTO PFLEIDERER, D.D,

Tue Leben Jesu of David Friedrich Strauss, which
was published in the year 1835, marked an epoch
in the history of theology. On the one hand, this
book represents the crisis in theology at which the
doubts and critical objections of centuries as to the
credibility of the Bible narratives had accumulated
in such overwhelming volume as to break through
and sweep away all the defences of orthodox
apologetics. On the other hand, in the very com-
pleteness of the destructive criticism of past tradi-
tion lay the germs of a new science of constructive
critical inquiry, the work of which was to bring
to light the truth of history. It is quite true that
the Life of Jesus of 1835 was far from perfect, as
judged by the present standard of scientific criti-
cism, and Biblical science has long since advanced
beyond it. Nevertheless, it cannot be disputed that
it takes rank amongst the standard works which
are secure of a permanent place in literature for all
time, for the reason that they give final expression
to the spmt of their age, and represent typically
one of its characteristic tendencies. The liberating
and purifying influence which such works exert
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vi INTRODUCTION,

on their own time, as well as the service they
render in opening out new lines of thought, lends
to them, for all coming generations, a peculiar value
as admirable weapons in the great fight for truth
and freedom. Indeed, if our scientists are to be
believed, when they tell us that the development
of the individual is only an abbreviated repetition
of the similar but much slower phases of the
development of the species, it is hardly too much
to maintain, that in the present and in the future
every individual who determines to make his way
from the bondage of a naive trust in authority and
tradition into the freedom and light of mature
thought must pass through precisely that stage of
thorough-going logical negative criticism which is
represented by Strauss’s work in a unique manner.
As, according to Christian ethics, the formation of
a pure moral character is possible only by the death
of the old Adam, the rise of true religious con-
victions is by a similar S##é und werde, die and
come to life. The imaginary lights of mythological
tradition must be put out, that the eye may dis-
tinguish the false from the true in the twilight of the
Biblical origins of our religion. The ancient struc-
tures of belief, which the childish fancy of men had
constructed of truth and poetry, Wakrkeit und
Dichtung, must be taken down and cleared away, in
order that a new erection of more durable materials’
may be raised. To all earnest seekers after truth,
the Leben Jesw of Strauss may be helpful, not as
supplying the truth ready to hand, but as stripping
the bandages of prejudice from the eyes, and so
enabling them clearly to see and rightly to seek it.

For these reasons it is obvious that the publica-
tion of a new edition of the English translation of
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this work needs no justification. It is only those
who consider the first appearance of the book in-
excusable and unfortunate that can call in question
the desirability of its republication. But no one
can hold such an opinion who is able to follow the
course of the history of the religious thought of
Protestantism.” The critical process which reached
its conclusion in Strauss’s book, with its negative or
revolutionary results, was latent from the beginning
in the life-blood of Protestantism. The theologians
of the Reformed Churches of the sixteenth century
subjected the traditions of Catholic Church history
to keen historical criticism ; and if they did not then
think of extending its operations to Biblical tradi-
tion, we are justified in recognising in the well-
known declarations of Luther, as to the inferior
value of certain books of the Bible, and as to the
unimportance of physical in comparison with spiritual
miracles, plain predictions of the line of develop-
ment which Protestant theology was destined
ultimately to take.

It is intelligible enough that the criticism of the
Bible could not arise amongst the orthodox theo-
logians of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.
They were restrained by a rigid doctrine of inspir-
ation from an unprejudiced treatment of the Bible,
and were moreover too much absorbed in dogmatic
controversies and the defence of their confessions of
faith, to feel the need of more searching Biblical
studies. It was amongst English Free-thinkers and
Deists that the credibility of the Biblical narratives
was first seriously assailed, and with so much tem-
per as to greatly detract from the scientific value of
the result, Thomas Woolston’s Dzscourses on the
Miracles of our Saviour (six in number, 1727-1729)
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are specially noteworthy. They -attack the literal
interpretation of the miracles as ludicrous and offen-
sive, and advocate the allegorical interpretation of
them as figures and parables of spiritual truths.
It is possible to find in Woolston’s theory an an-
ticipation of the mythical principle of interpreta-
tion which Strauss opposes to the rationalistic one.
Reimarus, the author of the Wolfenbiittel Frag-
ments, by the publication of which Lessing threw
German theology into a ferment, occupies the same
position as the English Deists, and indeed owed
much to their influence. But at the same time a
noteworthy difference is observable from the very
first between the way in which Lessing treated
these questions and their treatment by the earlier
Free-thinkers; and the difference is characteristic
of the two schools. German rationalism bears the
marks of its origin in the idealistic optimism of the
philosophy of Leibnitz and Wolff, and remains in
sympathy with the ethical spirit of Biblical religion ;
whilst the but faintly religious naturalism of the
English Deists leads them, with their rejection of
the Biblical miracles, to attack the religion of the
Bible, and drag down into the mire its representa-
tives and heroes. With this the German Rational-
ists have no sympathy. They were unable to treat
the Biblical narratives of miracles as historical occur-
rences, but they were not prepared on that account
to regard them as deceit and delusion on the part of
Biblical heroes, or as the invention of Biblical narra-
*ors : their reverence for the Bible and its religion
kept them from both of these inferences. They
tried to get over the difficulty in two ways,—either
they looked upon the narratives of miracles, particu-
larly those of the Old Testament, as popular reli-
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gious legends, traditions, or “myths,” of the same
kind as the myths to be met with in all heathen
religions ; or, on the other hand, regarding them as
containing the actual history of perfectly natural
events, they ascribed the miraculous appearance
and form which they bear simply to the mistaken
judgment of the narrators, or, in other cases, to
the erroneous view of the interpreters. The latter
method was employed especially by Dr. Paulus in
his commentary on the Gospels; in which he seeks,
with a great display of learning and ingenuity, to
explain all the miracles of the New Testament.
The theologian Schleiermacher also made frequent
use of it in his Lectures on the Life of Jesus; and
traces of it are to be met with even in the commen-
taries of theologians of the supernaturalist school—
as, for instance, Olshausen’s. The inexcusable vio-
lence which was thereby done to the Biblical narra-
tives, by which they are forced to'say something
quite different from what the unsophisticated narra-
tors intended them to say, according to the plain
sense of their words, was not felt; nor were these
interpreters conscious of how much the Gospels are
deprived of their choicest treasures of ideal truth
and poetic beauty by this method of treatment, and
this only for the sake of securing instead miserable
common-place stories as the final outcome of
critical examination.

The favour with which this radically false ration-
alistic interpretation of the Gospels was received by
very many German theologians at the beginning of
this century finds its sole explanation and excuse
in the prevailing view of the time—that our Gospels
were written very soon after the.death of Jesus,
during the first generation of Christians, and two of
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them by eye-witnesses—the apostles Matthew and
John. On this supposition, the occurrence in the
Gospels of unhistorical elements, of religious legends,
such as might be without hesitation allowed in the
Old Testament, could not be thought of. Or if the
admissibility of this point of view was granted in
the case of the birth-stories of the opening chapters
of Matthew and Luke (as by De Wette), objection
was felt against its application to the miracles of the
public life of Jesus. Thus, on the question of the
historicity of the gospel narratives, theologians held
views which were confused, undecided, contradic-
tory, and lacking thoroughness. This state of things
could not last; simple faith had at-every point lost
its security ; doubt attached to the miraculous nar-
ratives of the New no less than to those of the Old
Testament. But before Strauss no one had had the
courage to explain all these narratives of both Testa-
ments alike by the logical application of one and the
same principle; and mainly for the reason, that the
critics were all under the bondage of the supposition
of the apostolic authorship of the Gospels of Matthew
and John. Yet even this supposition had received
various shocks prior to Strauss. Critics had been
unable to close their eyes to the fact that there are
differences between these two Gospels particularly,
of such a fundamental nature as to preclude the pos-
sibility of both being right, and therefore of both
having been written by eye-witnesses and apostles.
Under the influence of dogmatic and sentimental
motives, Schleiermacher and his disciples accepted
it as an @ priori certainty that John is to be preferred
to Matthew ; and from this secure position, as was
imagined, these theologians assailed the narrative of
Matthew at all points, and undermined the tradition
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of its apostolic authority. ~But suppose the same
arguments with which they assailed Matthew might
be used against their favourite evangelist John ?
What if it could be shown that his narrative is in no
respect more probable, but, on the contrary, more
improbable, than that of Matthew? In that case,
must not the critical verdict which those theologians
had given against Matthew so triumphantly and
without regard to its consequences, apply equally to
John, and thereby overthrow the only remaining
pillar of apostolic authority for the gospel tradi-
tion ?

This logical consequence, which was at the time
deemed an unheard-of innovation, notwithstanding
the opinions of a few individual critics (Vogel, Bret-
schneider), Strauss had the courage to draw. By
that act he cast off the fetters by which the examin-
ation of the Gospels had till then been bound, and
secured a free field for a thorough-going criticism of
them. Since the external evidence of the authorship
of the Gospels is not of a kind or a date such as to
compel us to consider the tradition of their apostolic
origin established, and as the matter of all the
Gospels alike is not free from historical improba-
bility, there is nothing, Strauss argued, to prevent
our complete abandonment of the historicity of their
miraculous narratives, though the Rationalists con-
tinue to maintain it, or our treating them as religious
legends or myths, similar to those which, as was ad-
mitted, the Old Testament contained. The novelty
in the work of Strauss was not the application of
the principle of “myth” to Biblical narratives ; others
had already made use of it in the case of the Old
and to some extent in the case of the New Testa-
ment ; the originality lay in the uncompromising
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thoroughness with which the principle was applied
to every section of the gospel story ; the originality
lay in the merciless acumen and clearness with
which the discrepancies between the Gospels and
the difficulties presented to the critical understand-
ing by their narratives were laid bare, and with
which all the subterfuges of supernaturalist apolo-
gists, as well as all the forced and artificial interpre-
tations of semi-critical Rationalists, were exposed,
thereby cutting off all ways of escape from the final
consequences of criticism.

The merciless thoroughness and unreserved
honesty with which criticism did its negative work
in this book, by exposing the baselessness of the
supposed knowledge of the gospel history, pro-
duced a profound shock amongst theologians and
laymen. It was not merely the untaught multitude
who believed that the foundations of Christianity
must perish with the miraculous stories of the Bible;
learned theologians were distressed as the daring
critic so rudely, ‘and without any regard to conse-
quences, roused them from the illusions of their senti-
mental or speculative dogmatism and their precipi-
tate treaty of peace between faith and knowledge.
“Strauss was hated,” as Baur truly said, “ because the
spirit of the time was unable to look upon its own
portrait, which he held up before it in faithful, clearly
drawn lines. The spirit of this age resists with all
its power the proof of its ignorance on a matter about
which it has long thought itself certain. Instead of
acknowledging what had to be acknowledged, if any
progress was to be made, all possible attempts were
instituted to create fresh illusions as to the true state
of the case, by reviving obsolete hypotheses and by
theological charlatanism. But a higher certainty as
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to the truth of the gospel history can be attained in
no other way than by acknowledging, on the basis
of Strauss’s criticism, that our previous knowledge is
no knowledge atall.” But here we come upon the
limits of the criticism of Strauss: it brought home to
men the fact of their want of knowledge, but it did
not conduct to the required new and positive know-
ledge. This Strauss was unable to do, because he
offered a critique of the gospel history only, without
a critique of the documents which form the sources
of this history,

In these words Baur has accurately described the
main defect of Strauss’s book. When Strauss drew
from the discrepancies and contradictions of the
various narratives of the Gospels the conclusion that
they have all alike little credibility, the conclusion
was intelligible enough in reply to the ingenious
artifices of the traditional harmonists, who main-
tained that in spite of the contradictions the evan-
gelists were all alike worthy of credit; but really
this line of procedure on the part of Strauss con-
formed as little as that of the harmonists to the
principles of strict historical inquiry. These prin-
ciples require us to examine the relative value of
the various sources with reference to their age, to
the situation, the character, the interests, and aims
of their author; to assign accordingly to one account
a higher measure of credibility than 'to another ; and
so, by distinguishing between what is better and
what is not so well attested, to make out what is
probable and reach the original matter of fact. It
is true Strauss made some advance towards such
a differentiation of the relative value of the gospel
narratives ; and particularly with reference to the
inferior historical value of the Johannine in com-
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parison with the Synoptic narrative, he has made
acute observations, the worth of which ought to be
estimated the higher as they boldly opposed the
then dominant preference for the Gospel of John,
and effectively prepared the way for the criticism of
Baur. But it was not Strauss’s forfe to prepare, as
the foundation of the material critique of the gospel
history, a thorough critique of the literary sources,
nor, in the state of the general science of criticism
at the time, could this be very well expected. When
all deductions have been made, to Strauss belongs
the honour of having given, by his criticism of the
gospel narratives, the most effective impulse to a
more penetrating examination of the sources of the
gospel story, and of having prepared the way for
this to no small extent, particularly as regards the
Fourth Gospel. Baur's classical critique of this
Gospel completed in this direction the criticism of
Strauss, and laid its foundations deeper. As re-
gards the Synoptic Gospels, Weisse and Ewald,
Holtzmann and Volkmar, did good work towards
clearing up the relations of the Gospels to each
other, especially in establishing the priority of
Mark, by which a firmer basis was laid for the
positive decision of the question as to the historical
foundations of the gospel tradition. The fruit of
this critique of the sources, carried on from various
sides with painstaking industry, was the new litera-
ture dealing with the life of Jesus, which, just a
generation after the first Leben Jesw of Strauss,
took up again the problems it had raised, but in a
new fashion, and with improved critical apparatus.
We shall have further on to refer to Strauss’s new
life of Jesus.

The same scholar, Weisse, who was the first to
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point out the want in Strauss’s book of a more
satisfactory critique of the sources, and who" had
sought to supply this defect in his Evangeliscke
Geschichte (1838), called attention at the same time
to a defect in the mythical theory of Strauss.
Weisse was fully agreed with Strauss so far, that
we must acknowledge the presence of religious
myths in miraculous narratives of the Bible, but he
was not satisfied with the way in which Strauss had
explained their origin. According to Strauss, the
early Christians had simply transferred to Jesus as
the actual Messiah the miraculous legends of the
Old Testament, out of which the Jews were sup-
posed to have composed the miraculous portrait of
their expected Messiah; and he was right in think-
ing that the miraculous stories of the Old Testa-
ment do undoubtedly supply the motives and models
of no few narratives in the New Testament, but
not, surely, of a//. Precisely the chief miracles—
the birth of Jesus, his baptism, transfiguration,
resurrection, the change of water into wine at Cana,
the stilling of the storm, and walking on the sea—
violence must be used to explain these miracles by
reference to Old Testament types, and the Jewish
idea of the Messiah offers no lines corresponding
to these. At this point therefore, at all events, we
must look about us for another method of explana-
tion. And Weisse was undoubtedly right in point-
ing to the spontaneous productivity of the Christian
spirit in the primitive Church as the source of the
miraculous narratives, in which it gave express‘on
in symbolic and allegorical forms to its ideal truth
and the new inspired life of which it was conscious.
Not that these narratives were intended by the
narrators themselves to be merely allegories, or
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symbolical illustrations of  spiritual truths; but the
religious imagination gave birth to these illustra-
tions after the manner of unconscious poetry, that
is, without distinguishing between the poetic form
and the essential truth of the idea; believing, as the
religious imagination did, in the ideal content of the
narratives, and being at the same time unable to
give vivid and sensible expression to it in any other
than the material form of outward miracles, it in-
voluntarily came to believe also in the reality of the
symbolical form of the narrative to which it had
itself given rise ; it conceived idea and history both
tocether in such inseparable combination as to con-
fer on each equal truth and certainty.

In the production of such ideal narratives the
same process is observable to-day in the experience of
simple religious believers : feeling the ideal truth of
the content of the stories, they come to believe also
in the reality of the outward history in which the
idea has for them been incorporated. But the critical
understanding of the historical inquirer is permitted,
and indeed is bound, to distinguish clearly and defi-
nitely, as the simple-minded believer cannot do, be-
tween the spiritual idea and the outward form of its
representation, and to find in the former both the
productive power and the permanent kernel within
the outward husk. This explanation of the miracu-
lous legends of the Bible is not only more correct
and profound than Strauss’s from the point of view
of historical science, but for the religious conscious-
ness it is far less objectionable, as Weisse observes
with truth ; inasmuch as in this case the legends do
not appear as the worthless product of the idle play
of the imagination, but as the normal expression,
rationally and psychologically intelligible, of a crea-
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tive religious spirit, which displays its treasures of
ideal truth in this legendary and mythical poetry for
the benefit of the originators and the wider world.
Nor should it be left unnoticed that Strauss himself
had already indicated in a few cases this more pro-
found explanation of myths by means of the re-
ligious idea. At the close of his interpretation of
the story of the Transfiguration (§ 107), for instance,
he says, we may see from this example very plainly
how the natural system of explanation, by insisting
on the historical certainty of the narratives, lets go
their ideal truth, sacrificing the content to the form
of the story, whereas the mythical interpretation, by
resigning the historical material body of such narra-
tives, really rescues and preserves their idea, their
soul and spirit. He might, however, have unfolded
the idea of the Transfiguration with greater definite-
ness and fulness if he had not merely alluded to the
dogmatic discussion of Paul in 2 Cor. iii. 7 sq., but
had recognised it as the real theme of the gospel
story, and had interpreted the latter accordingly. In
the same way, in the case of the story of the birth
of Jesus (Luke i. and ii.), Strauss laid great emphasis
on the analogies and figures of the Old Testament,
which, after all, could only contribute as secondary
motives in the formation of this birth-story, while
its rezl origin is to be sought in the Pauline Messi-
anic idea of * the Son of God, according to the spirit
of holiness” (Rom. i. 4; 1 Cor. xv. 45 sq.), a fact
Strauss overlooked. This defect takes a really
surprising form when he comes to explain the
miracles of the Fourth Gospel, which, in complete
independence of any suggestion from the Old Testa-
ment, are entirely based upon the dogmatic ideas of
the Alexandrian theology, and simply supply their
B
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transparent symbolic vestment. How much more
truthfully and profoundly can the miracle at Cana,
or the raising of Lazarus, or the cure of the man
born blind, be interpreted from this point of view
than from that of Strauss! In this respect Baur’s
interpretation of the Fourth Gospel was an immense
advance beyond Strauss, as the latter himself ac-
knowledged subsequently.

\With the above defects of Strauss’s method of
interpretation is connected, in the last place, the fact
that the outcome of his book in reference to the de-
cisive question,—What, then, is the historical kernel
of the evangelical tradition, what the real character
of Jesus and of his work >—is meagre and unsatis-
factory. In the closing essay at the end of his work,
it is true, he endeavoured to restore dogmatically
what he had destroyed critically, but he effected this
in a way which amounted to the transformation of
religious faith in Christ into a metaphysical allegory.
The predications of faith with regard to Christ are
to be regarded as containing predications as to the
relations of the human race to the Absolute, as to
the self-abasement of the Infinite to the Finite,
and the return of the Infinite to itself, as to mind
and its power over nature, and its dependence
on it, and the like. In all this Strauss was led
astray by the influence of the Hegelian philosophy,
which looked for the truth of religion in logical and
metaphysical categories instead of in the facts and
experiences of moral feeling and volition. But as
there is no essential relation between these meta-
physical ideas and the person of Jesus, he is made
arbitrarily, as any one else might have been, an
illustration and example of absolute ideas to which
he stands in no more intimate relation than the rest
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of the human race; whereby the special historical
importance of the originator of the Christian com-
munity, and of the first model of its religious and
moral life, is not only left without explanation, but is
lost altogether, a result which does violence not
merely to the religious consciousness, but is unsatis-
factory to historical science, which is concerned to
understand Jesus as the originating source of
Christianity. It is quite true that we can go with
Strauss in his answer to the alternative of Ullmann
whether the church created the Christ of the Gos-
pels or he the church, by declaring the alternative
false, and the two things in so far both tenable as
the Christ of the Gospels is a creation of the faith
of the church, but this faith an effect of the person
of the historical Jesus. We find this answer to
Ullmann just, but cannot free Strauss from the
charge of having worked out in his book the first
only of these two positions, and of having passed
over the second. He has shown no more than
:that the church formed the mythical traditions about
Jesus out of its faith in him as the Messiah. But
how did the church come by the faith that Jesus of
Nazareth was the Messiah? To #47s question—
which is the main question of a Life of Jesus—
Strauss gave his readers no answer. Undoubtedly
it can be urged in his defence that the criticism of
‘the sources was at that time still in a condition of
too great confusion and uncertainty to permit any
successful answer to that problem of the historical
kernel of the life of Jesus. Nevertheless the diffi-
culty of the matter could not relieve the historian
of the duty of at least making ‘an attempt to trace
from the materials left to him, as the residue of his
critical analysis of the deeds and words of Jesus, the
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main outlines of his character, to bring out the pecu-
liarity and originality of his religious genius, and in
this way to discover in the original personality and
reforming activity of Jesus the originating cause of
the rise of the community of his disciples and their
faith in him as the Messiah and his divine mis-
sion. [f in his closing essay Strauss had presented
a religious and moral description of Jesus of this.
nature, instead of a metaphysical allegory as a sub-
stitute for the shattered mythological conception of
tradition, though the objection of the church to his.
work would not have been wanting, it would then
undoubtedly have taken a less passionately denun-
ciatory form than was the case, in consequence of the
purely negative character of the result, unrelieved
by any modifying conclusion.

In proportion to the strength of the feeling of
these defects, shared by readers of all parties, was
the urgency of the duty laid upon scientific theolo-
gians of preparing, by a renewed and more thorough
examination of the Gospels, the stones of a new
cdifice to be reared upon the site laid bare by
Strauss’s critical labours. “In the darkness which
criticism produces, by putting out all the lights
hitherto thought to be historical, the eye has first
to learn by gradual habit to again distinguish a few
single objects,” as Strauss himself remarked in his
third edition. But this difficult task was not accom-
plished by those apologists who endeavoured to:
make good the damage by the antiquated arts of
the harmonists, with their petty concessions, mysti-
fications, and evasions, but by those courageous in-
quirers who, undeterred by dogmatic considerations,
sought by a strictly historical method to set in the
true light the exact composition and the mutual re-
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lations of the evangelical documents. We have
already remarked that Baur and his disciples, the
so-called Tiibingen school, took a leading part in
this work, while other independent students co-
operated with them, supplementing and correcting
their labours. This, however, is not the place to
follow these inquiries in detail ; but we must glance
at their result as regards the historical treatment
of the life of Jesus.

For an entire generation the examination of the
literary details of the Gospels had occupied theo-
logians so exclusively that the interest in the
supreme problems of the evangelical history seemed
to have been almost lost sight of. But this interest
was newly awakened, and made itself feit far beyond
Jearned theological circles, by the nearly simul-
taneous publication of Renan’s Ve de Jésus and
Strauss’s second Leben [esu fiiv das dentsche Volk
(1864). These two works, with all their dissimi-
larity, resemble each other in this, that they were
‘both written by scholars of the highest eminence,
:not for the learned world, but for educated people
generally, both throwing overboard, therefore, the
ballast of learned detailed criticism, and present-
ing the results of their inquiries in a language
intelligible to everybody, and attractive from its
literary excellence. They are alike also in this,
that both subordinate the criticism of the gospel
traditions to a positive description of the personality
-of Jesus, of his essential religious tendency and
genius, of his relation to the Messianic idea of his
nation, to the law and the temple, to the hierarchy
-and religious and political parties of his time, both
seeking an explanation of the reformatory success
©f the commencement, and also of the tragical issue
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of his labours in these factors. But inasmuch as:
Strauss confines himself to what he can deem the
ascertained or probable facts, after a strict critique:
of the sources, the portrait delineated by him turns.
out naturally somewhat indistinct and defective in
its outlines ; the meagreness of the result answers to
the caution of his historical conscience. Renan, on:
the other hand, feels no such scruples; in his criti-
cism of the sources he goes to work with a much
lighter heart, and claims for the biographer the:
right to help himself over the /Jecune and obscuri-
ties or contradictions of his authorities by calling in
the aid of the creative imagination, with its powers.
of combination and inference. By this means he
has succeeded in presenting a life of Jesus distin-
guished for its epic vividness and dramatic develop-
ment, but its esthetic charm has been purchased at
the price of its historical solidity. ~This novelistic
feature becomes most questionable when it wanders
into the vagaries of the naturalistic explanation of
the miracles (eg. the raising of Lazarus), and in
such cases casts reflections on the moral character
of Jesus. On the other hand, for Renan must be
claimed the merit of having emphasised the social
aspects of the Messianic mission of Jesus, and of
having attempted to sketch the development of his-
inner life, a change in the phases of his reformatory
labours. As to Strauss’s second Life of Jesus, its-
strength lies, as in the first, not so much in the first
part, which deals with the positive side of the history,.
as in the second part, where it comes to treat of the:
mythical side of the history. But in the second
work, in the place of the analysis of the traditions.
given in the first, we get a synthetic presentation of
the rise and gradual growth and elaboration, in:
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more and more exalted forms, of the idea of the
Christ of mythical tradition ; the successive stages of
the development of the Christian consciousness are
set forth by reference to the genesis of the ideas of
Christ’s person, power, and supernatural exaltation.
Thus this genetic method of treatment, followed in
the later work, supplants and confirms the result of
the former one; while the latter had shown that the
miraculous narratives in the Gospels are myth and
not history, the new Life shows how in these
myths, after all, history is reflected, namely, the
history of the religious consciousness of the Chris-
tian community. The great advance of this new
treatment upon that of the previous work was the
fruit of the intervening studies of Baur and his
disciples, to which Renan, to the detriment of the
critical and historical value of his work, had not
paid sufficient attention.

The two works of Renan and Strauss were fol-
lowed by a deluge of literature on the life of
Jesus, the historical value of which is very various.
To give an account of all these books would require
more space than is at my disposal. I must confine
myself to the work of Theodor Keim, an English
translation of which has been published under the
“ Theological Translation Fund.” The work is so
distinguished by the richness of its learned material,
and the ability with which it is handled, as to con-
stitute it the best representation of the present
condition of our knowledge of the life of Jesus.
Keim’s standpoint differs from that of Strauss by the
warmth of religious feeling and enthusiasm which
pervades his entire work, while at the same time no
fetters are laid upon the critical reason; freedom
and piety join hands, in order to be just to the
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double claim which the truth of history on the one
hand, and the church on the other, are justified in
presenting. The most brilliant part of Keim’s work
is his delineation of the religious personality of
Jesus,—how in it were combined, in a unique de-
gree, strength and harmony, complete openness
towards the world, with perfect inwardness towards
God, so as to become the source of a new religion,
in which self-surrender and liberty, humility and
energy, enthusiasm and lucidity, are blended, and
the chasm of previous ages between God and man
filled up. His description of the psychological
development of the Messianic consciousness of
Jesus out of inward experiences and outward im-
pressions and impulses, is also drawn with great
delicacy of touch; at all events, it is an able and
suggestive .effort to penetrate, as far as the state of
the sources admits, by means of sympathetic and
reproductive divination, to the personal experi-
ences and mental states of the religious genius from
whom a new epoch in the world's religious history
proceeded. Still, as in the kindred efforts of Renan,
Weizsicker, Beyschlag and Weiss, we may never
forget how much, with the poverty of the ascer-
tained historical materials, is left to the uncontrolled
power of combination and divination; in other
words, to the imagination, which at best can do no
more than roughly and approximately arrive at the
truth, while it may no less easily go far astray. It
is certainly to be deemed an advance-that in the
more recent works on the life of Jesus the subject of
main interest is not so much the external miracles
as the internal, the problems of the peculiar nature
and development of his religious consciousness and
character, his view of his vocation, his attitude towards
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the Messianic idea, and the like. Yet this advance
15 manifestly attended by the temptation to sacrifice
the caution of historical criticism to the production
of a biography as rich in detail and as dramatic in
movement as possible, and to represent things as
the ascertained results of critical examination, which
are really nothing more than subjective combina-
tions of the writers, to which a certain degree of
probability may be attached, though the possibility
will always remain, that the actual facts were some-
thing quite different. The subtle examination of the
question, whether Jesus himself ever declared him-
self to be the Messiah, or spoke of his return in
celestial glory, by Martineau, in his Seat of Authority
ziz Religion, is in this respect deserving of all atten-
tion, and is of great value, as at least supplying a
nceded lesson in caution in view of the excessive
confidence with which questions such as these have
been treated by Renan, Keim, and later writers.
In any case, the reserve and caution of Strauss are
quite justified as a corrective and counterpoise to
the extravagances committed in the opposite
-direction.

With regard to the miraculous narratives of the
‘Gospels, the advance of more recent criticism beyond
the first book of Strauss has been in two directions.
First, these questions no longer constitute the
central point of historical interest, but are subordi-
nated in importance to the problems of the religious
‘consciousness of Jesus. Secondly, we do not now
scek to interpret these narratives so exclusively and
without distinction from the one motive of the trans-
ference to Jesus of the types of the Old Testament;
‘but the great diffecrence between the various narra-
tives of miracles is clearly recognised, and various
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clues are accordingly used in their explanation;
whilst in one narrative we observe merely symbols of
religious and dogmatic ideas, in others we discover,
behind the glorifying tendency to idealism, some
background of historical fact, for instance, in the
miracles of healing, as is now very generally acknow-
ledged. It cannot be denied, it is true, that with
this perfectly legitimate endeavour is connected the
peril of falling back into the old abuses of rational-
istic artifice. Even Keim has not quite escaped
this danger, inasmuch as he abandons the basis of
strict history in the case of the story of the resur-
rection of Jesus, and makes concessions to super-
naturalistic dogma ; as the sequel of which the old
doctrine of miracles may be readmitted into Lives
of Jesus, as is really the case in the works of
Beyschlag and Weiss.

In this danger appears the necessity for the con-
tinued prosecution of the negative work of criti-
cism, a duty as yet by no means supererogatory.
The inclination to sink into the slumber of dogma is
so natural to every generation that the most uncom-
promising critical intellect must without intermission
stand upon the watch against it. And as this task
was performed by Strauss in his first Life of Jesus
in a manner that may serve as a model for all time,
the book, like every truly classical work, must ever
retain its value. Strauss’s criticism broke down the
ramparts of dogmatism, new and old, and opened
to the inquiring mind the breach through which the
conquest of historical truth might be won.

O110 PFLEIDERER.



CERTIOR factus ex Britannia, librum meum, quem de vita Jesu XI abhinc
annis composui, virorum ejusmodi studiis faventium cura in linguam Britan-
nicam translatum, brevi illic in publicum proditurum esse, lelitia anxietate:
temperata commoveor.

Nam ut gratulari sibi quum est auctorem, cujus operi contigit, patriee
terree ac linguz fines transgredi, ita sollicitudo eundem subeat necesse est, ne,.
qui domi placuit liber, foris displiceat, aut cujus inter populares vel adversari-
orum numero creverat auctoritas, apud exteros neglectus in obscuro maneat.
Solum enim ceelumque vix minore libri quam planta periculo mutant. Et
facilius quidem transtuleris opera in illis rebus versantia, de quibus inter
diversas gentes communis quidam aut certe parum discrepans sensus obtinet «
ut, que poetee aut disciplinarum quas exactas dicunt periti proferunt, inter
politiores hujus seculi nationes fere solent esse communia. Neque tamen vel
hoc in librorum genere plane quum Germano cum Britannis aut Gallis cer-
tamen. Peregrina enim cum facilius nostra quam illorum et lingua et indoles
recipiat, longe frequentius poete quoque illorum in nostram quam nostri in
illorum linguas transferuntur. At Germanicum opus in theologiz et philo-
sophiz quasi confinio versans, si trajicere in Britanniam parat, ne illa quidem
inter utramque gentem sensus et studiorum communione adjuvatur. Tam
diversa enim utrimque via istee discipline processerunt, ut in theologia impii,
in philosophia superstitiosi Britannis Germani iidem videamur. Cum iis, qui
in Britannia ausi sunt, historias, Judeeorum et Christianorum religione sacratas,
examini ut ajunt critico subjicere, nihil agendum esset, nisi ut Lockii sui atque
Humii principia philosophica, sicut ad reliquas omnes historias, ita ad illas
etiam, quas legibus istis hucusque superstitio subtraxerat, adhiberent: in
Germania ad hoc monstri res degeneraverat, ut superstitioni a theologorum
potissima parte derelictee philosophia succurreret, critico ergo non simplex
sanz philosophice contra theologorum superstitionem, sed duplex et contra
philosophorum ex sanioribus principiis deductas ineptas conclusiones, et
contra theologorum propter philosophica ista auxilia ornamentaque inflatanmy
atque induratam éuperstitionem, certamen ineundum esset. Ex hoc rei statu
proprie Germanico natum opus meum, nominibus insuper atque opinionibus
theologorum ac philosophorum nostratium refertum, nec scholarum etiam
vocabula, quibus nostree tantum aures assuevere, satis evitans, a Britannorum
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usu ingenioque non posse non abhorrere, tam probe scio, ut de translato in
-eorum linguam, licet interpretatio, quantum quidem ejus inspicere potuerim,
et accurata et perspicua sit et librum, quantum in ipsa est, popularibus com-
mendet, num gaudendum mihi magnopere sit, mehercule nesciam.

Accedit, quod a primo libri mei ortu duo lustra, et a recentissima etiam
-editione unum jam lustrum intercessit. Ut tum, quum opus inchoabam, via
incedebam, quam pauci ingressi, totam emensus nemo erat, ita per primum
illud lustrum nulle fere nisi adversariorum voces audiebantur, principia mea
negantium et historiam in Evangeliis vel meram, vel levissima tantum erroris
rumorisve adspersione tinctam contineri affirmantium, cum quibus non modo
mon disputandum, sed a quibus ne discendum quidem quidquam erat, quod
ad rem et ad librum vere emendandum periineret. Proximo demum lustro
7irl vestigia mea non refugientes neque evitantes, sed persequentes, ubi ego
substiteram longius progressi, rem revera juverunt atque promoverunt, Nar-
rationes in Evangeliis traditas, quas rerum vere gestarum esse persuadere mihi
non potueram, mythorum in modum, qui inter antiquas gentes inveniuntur,
aut in ore populi a minutis initiis coaluisse et eundo crevisse, aut a singulis,
sed qui vere ita evenisse superstitiose in animum induxerant, fictas esse exis-
timaveram. Quod ut suficit explicandis plerisque eorum, quee dubitationem
moventia tribus prioribus Evangeliis continentur: ita quarti Evangelii auctorem
ad tuendas et illustrandas sententias suas haud raro meras fabulas scientem
confinxisse, a Baurio, theologo Tubingensi doctissimo, nuper ita demonstratum
.est, ut critici me judicii rigori religiosius qnam verius temperasse intelligam.
Dumque prima a Christo secula accuratius perscrutantur, partes partiumque
<ertamina, quibus nova ecclesia commovebatur, in apricum proferurit, narra-
tionum haud paucarum, quas fabulas esse ego bene quidem perspexeram, sed
unde ortae essent demonstrare non valueram, veram in illis prima ecclesie
.motibus originem detegere theologis Tubingensibus contigit.

Imperfectum igitur opus meum, ut solent rerum initia, non ob hoc tamen,
«quod sententize deest, tinerem, ne a Britannis sperneretur, nisi formae etiam
illud quod supra dixi peregrinum atque inusitatum accederet. Qui si suum
Hennellium nou audiverunt, de iisdem rebus cum Britannis Britannice agentem,
«quomodo audient, si quis Germanus surget, cujus liber cum sua lingua non
potuerit cogitandi quoque disputandique morem prorsus Germanicum exuere ?
‘Sed absit omen verbis meis, atque ut pridem in Germania, ita mox in Brit-
annia jaceat liber hic els wrdow xai dvdoracw woAAGv kal els onpelov

Svriheybpevoy drws dv dmokalvpidaoty ek woAADY kapdidv Sraloyiopof.

STRAUSS.

Scribebam Heilbronnz,
Med. mens. April a. 1846.



PREFACE

TO THE FIRST GERMAN EDITION,

It appeared to the author of the work, the first half of which is herewith sub-
mitted to the public, that it was time to substitute a new mode of considering
the life of Jesus, in the place of the antiquated systems of supranaturalism
and naturalism. This application of the term antiquated will in the present
day be more readily admitted in relation to the latter system than to the-
former. For while the interest excited by the explanations of the miracles and
the conjectural facts of the rationalists has long ago cooled, the commen-
taries now most read are those which aim to adapt the supernatural interpre--
tation of the sacred history to modern taste. Nevertheless, in point of fact,.
the orthodox view of this history became superannuated earlier than the
rationalistic, since it was only because the former had ceased to satisfy an.
advanced state of culture, that the latter was developed, while the recent
attempts to recover, by the aid of a mystical philosophy, the supernatural
point of view held by our forefathers, betray themselves, by the exaggerating:
spirit in which they are conceived, to be final, desperate efforts to render the-
past present, the inconceivable conceivable,

The new point of view, which must take the place of the above, is the:
mythical. This theory is not brought to bear on the evangelical history for-
the first time in the present work : it has long been applied to particular parts-
of that history, and is here only extended to its entire tenor. It is not by any-
means meant that the whole history of Jesus is to be represented as mythical,.
but only that every part of it is to be subjected to a critical examination, to-
ascertain whether it have not some admixture of the mythical. The exegesis-
of the ancient church set out from the double presupposition : first, that the-
gospels contained a history, and secondly, that this history was a supernatural
one. Rationalism rejected the latter of these presuppositions, but only to-
cling the more tenaciously to the former, maintaining that these books present
unadulterated, though only natural, history. Science cannot rest satisfied with
this half-measure : the other presupposition also must be relinquished, and:
the inquiry must first be made whether in fact, and to what extent, the ground
on which we stand in the gospels is historical. This is the natural course of
things, and thus far the appearance of a work like the present is not only-

justifiable, but even necessary.
eelz
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It is certainly not therefore evident that the author is precisely the indi-
vidual whose vocation it is to appear in this position. He has a very vivid
consciousness that many others would have been able to execute such a work
with incomparably superior erudition. Yet on the other hand he believes him-
self to be at least possessed of one qualification which especially fitted him to
andertake this task. The majority of the most learned and acute theologians
-of the present day fail in the main requirement for such a work, a requirement
without which no amount of learning will suffice to achieve anything in the
-domain of criticism—namely, the internal liberation of the feelings and intel-
lect from certain religious and dogmatical presuppositions; and this the author
early attained by means of philosophical $tudies. If theologians regard this
absence of presupposition from his work, as unchristian: he regards the
believing presuppositions of theirs as unscientific. Widely as in this respect
the tone of the present work may be contrasted with the edifying devoutness
and enthusiastic mysticism of recent books on similar subjects ; still it will
nowhere depart from the seriousness of science, or sink into frivolity; and it
seems a just demand in return, that the judgments which are passed upon it
should also confine themselves to the domain of science, and keep aloof from
bigotry and fanaticism.

The author is aware that the essence of the Christian faith is perfectly inde-
pendent of his criticism. The supernatural birth of Christ, his wmiracles, his
resurrection and ascension, remain eternal truths, whatever doubts may be
cast on their reality as historical facts. The certainty of this can alone give
calmness and dignity to our criticism, and distinguish it from the naturalistic
criticism of the last century, the design of which was, with the historical fact,
to subvert also the religious truth, and which thus necessarily became frivolous.
A dissertation at the close of the work will show that the dogmatic signifi-
cance of the life of Jesus remains inviolate: in the meantime let the calmness
and insensibility with which, in the course of-it, criticism undertakes appa-
tently dangerous operations, be explained solely by the security of the author’s

¥ conviction that no injury is threatened to the Ciristian faith. Investigations
of this kind may, however, inflict a wound on the faith of individuals. Should
this be the case with theologians, they have in their science the means of
liealing such wounds, from which, if they would not remain behind the de-
velopment of their age, they cannot possibly be exempt. For the laity the
-subject is certainly not adequately prepared ; and for this reason the present
work is so framed, that at least the unlearned among them will quickly and
.often perceive that the book is not destined for them. If from curiosity or
excessive zeal against heresy they persist in their perusal, they will then have,
as Schleiermacher says on a similar occasion, to bear the punishment in their
conscience, since their feelings directly urge on them the conviction that they
understand not that of which they are ambitious to speak.

A new opinion, which aims to fill the place of an older one, ought fully to
adjust its position with respect to the latter. Hence the way to the mythical
view is here taken in cach particular point through the supranaturalistic and

P e o
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refutation, with an acknowledgment of what is true in the opinions combated,
and an adoption of this truth into the new theory. This method also brings
with it the extrinsic advantage, that the work may now serve as a repertory of
he principal opinions and treatises concerning all parts of the evangelical
istory. ‘The author has not, however, aimed to give a complete biblio-
sraphical view of this department of theological literature, but, where it was
»ossible, has adhered to the chief works in each separate class of opinions.
For the rationalistic system the works of Paulus remain classical, and are
herefore pre-eminently referred to ; for the orthodox opinions, the commentary
»f Olshausen is especially important, as the most recent and approved attempt
o render the supranatural interpretation philosophical and modern ; while as
 preliminary to a critical investigation of the life of Jesus, the commentaries
>f Fritzsche are excellently adapted, since they exhibit, together with un-
:ommon philological learning, that freedom from prejudice and scientific
ndifference to results and consequences, which form the first condition of
yrogress in this region of inquiry.

The second volume, which will open with a detailed examination of the
niracles of Jesus, and which will conclude the whole work, is already prepared
nd will be in the press immediately on the completion of the first.

THE AUTHOR.
Tiibingen, 24th May, 1835. '



PREFACE

TO THE FOURTH GERMAN EDITION.

As this new edition of my critical examination of the life of Jesus appears
simultaneously with the first volume of my Dogimatik, it will not be expected
to contain any essential alterations. Indeed, even in the absence of other
labours, I should scarcely have been inclined to undertake such on the pre-
sent occasion. The critical researches prompted by the appearance of my
work have, after the stormy reaction of the first few years, at length entered
on that quiet course, which promises the most valuable assistance towards the
cenfirmation and more precise determination of the negative results at which
I have arrived. But these fruits still require some years for their maturing ;
and it must therefore be deferred to a future opportunity to enrich this work
by the use of them. I could not persuade myself to do so, at least in the
present instance, by prosecuting a polemic against opposite opinions. Al-
ready in the last edition there was more of a polemical character than accorded
with the unity and calmness proper to such a work ; hence 1 was in this
respect admonished rather to abridge than to amplify. But that edition also
contained too much of compliance. The intermingling voices of opponents,
critics, and fellow labourers, to which I held it a duty attentively to listen,
had confused the idea of the work in my mind ; in the diligent comparison
of divergent opinions I had lost sight of the subject itself. Hence on coming
with a more collected mind to this last revision, I found alterations at which I
could not but wonder, and by which I had evidently done myself injustice.
In all these passages the earlier readings are now restored, and thus my
labour in this new edition has chiefly consisted in whetting, as it were, my
good sword, to free it from the notches made in it rather by my own grinding,
than by the blows of my enemies.
THE AUTHOR.

Stuttgard, 17th October, 1840.
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THE LIFE OF JESUS.

INTRODUCTION.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE MYTHICAL POINT OF VIEW IN RELATION
TO THE GOSPEL HISTORIES,

ST
INEVITABLE RISE OF DIFFERENT MODES OF EXPLAINING SACRED HISTORIES,

WHEREVER a religion, resting upon written records, prolongs and extends the
sphere of its dominion, accompanying its votaries through the varied and
progressive stages of mental cultivation, a discrepancy between the repre-

sentations of those ancient records, referred to as sacred, and the notions of
more advanced periods of mental development, will inevitably sooner or later
arise. In the first instance this disagreement is felt in reference only to the
unessential—the external form : the expressions and delineations are seen to
be inappropriate ; but by degrees it manifests itself also in regard to that
which is essential : the fundamental ideas and opinions in these early writings
fail to be commensurate with a more advanced civilisation, As long as this
discrepancy is either not in itself so considerable, or else is not so universally
discerned and acknowledged, as to lead to a complete renunciation of these
Scriptures as of sacred authority, so long will a system of reconciliation by
means of interpretation be adopted and pursued by those who have a more or
less distinct consciousness of the existing incongruity.

A main element in all religious records is sacred hlstory ; a history of events
in which the divine enters, without intermediation, into the human ; the ideal
thus assuming an immediate embodiment. But as the progress of mental cul-
tivation mainly consists in the gradual recognition of a chain of causes and
effects connecting natural phenomena with each other; so the mind in its
development becomes ever increasingly conscious of those mediate links
which are indispensable to the realization of the ideal;! and hence the dis-
crepancy between the modern culture and the ancient records, with regard to
their historical portion, becomes so apparent, that the immediate intervention
of the divine in human affairs loses its probability. Besides, as the humanity
of these records is the humanity of an early period, consequently of an age

! [This passage varies slightly from the original, a subsequent amplification by Dr. Strauss

being incorporated with it.—TR.]
»
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comparatively undeveloped and necessarily rude, a sense of repulsion is like-
wise excited. The incongruity may be thus expressed. Z%e drvine cannot so
have happened ; (not immediately, not in forms so rude;) or, #4at whick has
s0 happened cannot have been divine :—and if a reconciliation be sought by
means of mterpretatlon, it will be attempted to prove, either that the divine
did not manifest itself in the manner related,—which is to deny the historical
validity of the ancient Scriptures; or, that the actual occurrences were not
divine—which is to explam away the absolute contents of these books. In
both cases the interpretation may be partial or impartial : partial, if under-
taken with 2 determination to close the eyes to the secretly recognised fact of
the disagreement between the modern culture and the ancient records, and to
see only in such interpretation the original signification of these records ; im-
partial, if it unequivocally acknowledges and openly avows that the matters
narrated in these books must be viewed in a light altogether different from
that in which they were regarded by the authors themselves. This latter
method, however, by no means involves the entire rejection of the religious
documents ; ;_ on the contrary, the essential may be firmly retained, whilst the
unessentlal is unreservedly abandoned.

§ 2

DIFFERENT EXPLANATIONS OF SACRED LEGENDS AMONG THE GREEKS.

Though the Hellenistic religion cannot be said to have rested upon written
-records, it became enshrined in the Greek poems, for example, in those of
Homer and Hesiod ; and these, no less than its orally transmitted legends, did
‘not fail to receive continually varying interpretations, successively adapted to
the progressive intellectual culture of the Greeks. At an early period the
.rigid philosophy of the Greeks, and under its influence even some of the
Greek poets, recognized the impossibility of ascribing to Deity manifestations
so grossly human, so immediate, and so barbarous, as those exhibited and
represented as divine in the wild conflicts of Hesiod’s Theogony, and in the
domestic occupations and trivial pursuits of the Homeric deities. Hence
arose the quarrel of Plato, and prior to him of Pindar, with Homer ; ;1 hence
the cause which induced Anaxagoras, to whom the invention of the allegonca]
mode of interpretation is ascribed, to apply the Homeric delineations to vir-
tue and to justice ;2 hence it was that the Stoics understood the Theogony of
‘Hesiod as relating to the action of the elements, which, according to their
notions, constituted, in their highest union, the divine nature® Thus did
‘these several thinkers, each according to his own peculiar mode of thought,
succeed in dlscoverlng an absolute meaning in these representations : the one
finding in them a physical, the other an ethical signification, whilst, at the
same time, they gave up their external form, ceasing to regard them as strictly
historical.

On the other hand, the more popular and sophistical culture of another
class of thinkers led them to opposite conclusions. Though, in their estima-
tion, every semblance of the divine had evaporated from these histories ;
though they were convinced that the proceedings ascribed to the gods were
not godlike, still they did not abandon the historical sense of these narratives,

! Plato, de Republ. ii. p. 377. Steph. ; Pindar, Nem. vii. 31,
* % Diog. Laért. L. ii. c. iii. No.
3 Cic. de Nat. Deor. i. 10. 15. Comp. Athenag. Legat, 22. Tatian, ¢, Grzee. Orat. 21.
Clement. homil. 6, 1 f.
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With Evemerus* they transformed the subjects of these histories from gods to
men, to heroes and sages of antiquity, kings and tyrants, who, through deeds
of might and valour, had acquired divine honours. Some indeed went still
further, and, with Polybius,® considered the whole system of heathen theology
as a fable, invented by the founders of states to awe the people into subjec-
tion,

§ 3.
ALLEGORICAL INTERPRETATIONS AMONG THE HEBREWS.—PHILO.

Whilst, on the one hand, the isolation and stability of the Hebrews served
to retard the development of similar manifestations amongst this people, on
the other hand, when once actually developed, they were the more marked ;
because, in proportion to the high degree of authority ascribed to the sacred
records, was the skill and caution required in their interpretation. ‘Thus,
even in Palestine, subsequent to the exile, and particularly after the time of
the Maccabees, many ingenious attempts were made to interpret the Old
Testament so as to remove offensive literalities, supply deficiencies, and intro-
duce the notions of a later age. Examples of this system of interpretation
occur in the writings of the Rabbins, and. even in the New Testament ;1 but
it was at that place where the Jewish mind came into contact with Greek
civilization, and under its influence was carried beyond the limits of its own
national culture—namely at Alexandria—that the allegorical mode of inter-
pretation was first consistently applied to the whole body of historical narra-
tive in the Old Testament. Many had prepared the way, but it was Philo
who first fully developed the doctrine of both a common and a deeper sense
of the Holy Scriptures. He was by no means inclined to cast away the
former, but generally placed the two together, side by side, and even declared
himself opposed to those who, everywhere and without necessity, sacrificed
the literal to the higher signification. In many cases, however, he absolutely
discarded the verbal meaning and historical conception, and considered the
narrative merely as the figurative representation of an idea. He did so, for
example, whenever the sacred story appeared to him to present delineations
unworthy of Deity, tending either to materialism or anthropomorphism, or
otherwise to contain contradictions.?

The fact that the Jews, whilst they adopted this mode of explaining the
©Old Testament, (which, in order to save the purity of the intrinsic significa-
tion, often sacrificed the historical form), were never led into the opposite
system of Evemerus (which preserved the historical form by divesting the
‘history of the divine, and reducing it to a record of mere human events), is to
be ascribed to the tenacity with which that people ever adhered to the super-
natural point of view. The latter mode of interpretation was first brought to
bear upon the Old Testament by the Christians.

§ 4
ALLEGORICAL INTERPRETATIONS AMONG THE CHRISTIANS.—ORIGEN,

To the early Christians who, antecedent to thefixing of the christian canon,
aade especial use of the Old Testament as their principal sacred record, an

4 Diodor. Sic. Bibl. Fragm. L. vi. Cic. de Nat. Deor. i. 42.

3 Hist. vi. 56.

1 Dépke, die Hermeneutik der neutestamentlichen Schriftsteller, s. 123. fI.
2 Gfrorer. Dihne. i



42 ; INTRODUCTION. § 4.

allegorical interpretation was the more indispensable, inasmuch as they had
made greater advances beyond the views of the Old Testament writers than
even the most enlightened of the Jews. It was no wonder therefore that this
mode of explanation, already in vogue among the Jews, was almost universally
adopted by the primitive christian churches. It was however again in Alex-
andria that it found the fullest application amongst the Christians, and that in
connexion with the name of Origen. Origen attributes a threefold meaning
to the Scriptures, corresponding with his distribution of the human being into
three parts : the literal sense answering to the body ; the moral, to the soul ;
and the mystical, to the spirit.! The rule with him was to retain all three
meanings, though differing in worth ; in some particular cases, however, he
was of opinion that the literal interpretation either gave no sense at all, or
else a perverted sense, in order the more directly to impel the reader to the
discovery of its mystical signification. Origen’s repeated observation that it
is not the purpose of the biblical narratives to transmit old tales, but to in-
struct in the rules of life ;2 his assertion that the merely literal acceptation of
many of the narratives would prove destructive of the christian religion ;%
and his application of the passage ¢ The letter killeth, but the spirit giveth
life,” ¢ to the relative worth of the allegorical and the literal modes of biblical
interpretation, may be understood as indicating only the inferiority of the
literal to the deeper signification. But the literal sense is decidedly given
up when it is said, “ Every passage of Scripture has a spiritual element, but
not every one has a corporeal element;”5 “A spiritual truth often exists
embodied in a corporeal falsehood ” ;¢ “ The Scriptures contain many things-
which never came to pass, interwoven with the history, and he must be dull
indeed who does not of his own accord observe that much which the Scrip-
tures represent as having happened never actually occurred.”? Among the
passages which Origen regarded as admitting no other than an allegorical
interpretation, besides those which too sensibly humanised the Deity,® he in-
cluded those which attributed unworthy action to individuals who had held
intimate communion with God.?

It was not however from the Old Testament views alone that Origen had,
in consequence of his christian training, departed so widely that he felt him-
self compelled, if he would retain his reverence for the sacred records, to
allegorize their contents, as a means of reconciling the contradiction which
had arisen between them and his own mind. There was much likewise in
the New Testament writings which so little accorded with his philosophical

1 Homil. 5. in Levit. § 5.

3 Homil. 2. in Exod. iii. : Nolite putare, ut szpe jam diximus, veterum vobis fabulas re-
citari, sed docers vos per hae, ut agnoscatis ordinem vite.

3 Homil. 5. in Levit. i. : Hec omnia, nisi alio sensu accipiamus guam litere textus osten-
dit, obstaculum magis et subversionem Christiana religioni, quam hortationens edificationem-
que prestabunt.

4 Contra Cels. vi. 70.

5 De principp. L. iv. § 20: wdoa pév (ypagh) &er 78 mvevpardy, ob xdoa §¢ Td cwpatixd.

8 Comm. in Joann., Tom. x. § 4 :—ocwlouévov woANdris 700 dAwfols wvevuarikod &y &
cwpaTik®, s v elwor Tis, Yevdes. '

7 De principp. iv. 15 : cwignver 7 ypagy 17 loropla 18 uh yevbuevov, mh pdv uh Suvardr
yevéobar, w7 3¢ buvardy pdv yevéobar, ob i yeyevnuévor, De principp. iv. 16: xal 7i 8¢t wheiwr
Nyew 5 74v py wdvu duBNéwr pupia doa Towira Swaudvwy cuwvayayely, yeypappéva pév ds.
yeyovéra, ob yeyernuéva 8¢ xard Thy Nékw.

8 De principp. iv. 16.

? Homil. 6, in Gen. iii. : Qua nobis edificatio erit, legentibus, Abrakam, tantam patriar-
cham, non solum mentitum esse Abimelech regi, sed et pudicitiam conjugis prodidisse?  Quid
nos adifical tanli patriarche uxor, si putctur contaminationibus exposita per conmniventians
maritalem ?  Hee Fudai putent ef si qui cum cis sunt lilera amici, non spiritus.
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notions, that he found himself constrained to adopt a similar proceeding in
reference to them. He reasoned thus :—the New Testament and the Old are
the work of the same spirit, and this spirit would proceed in the same manner
in the production of the oneand of the other, interweaving fiction with reality,
in order thereby to direct the mind to the spiritual signification.!® In a re-
markable passage of his work against Celsus, Origen classes together, and in
no ambiguous language, the partially fabulous stories of profane history, and
of heathen mythology, with the gospel narratives.!* He expresses himself as
follows : “In almost every history it is a difficult task, and not unfrequently
an impossible one, to demonstrate the reality of the events recorded, however
true they may in fact be. Let us suppose some individual to deny the reality
of a Trojan war on account of the incredibilities mixed up with the history ;
as, for example, the birth of Achilles from a goddess of the sea. How could
we substantiate the fact, encumbered as it is with the numerous and undeni-
able poetical fictions which have, in some unascertainable manner, become
interwoven with the generally admitted account of the war between the Greeks:
and the Trojans? There is no alternative: he who would study history with
understanding, and not suffer himself to be deluded, must weigh each separate
detail, and consider what is worthy of credit and may be believed without
further evidence ; what, on the contrary, must be regarded as merely figura-
tive ; (riva 8¢ Tpomoloyijoe) always bearing in mind the aim of the narrator—
and what must be wholly mistrusted as being written with intent to please
certain individuals.” In conclusion Origen says, “I was desirous of making
these preliminary observations in relation to the entire history of Jesus given
in the Gospels, not with the view of exacting from the enlightened a blind
and baseless belief, but with design to show how indispensable to the study
of this history are not only judgment and diligent examination, but, so to
speak, the very penetrating into the mind of the author, in order to discover
the particular aim with which each narrative may have been written.”

We here see Origen almost transcending the limits of his own customary
point of view, and verging towards the more modern mythical view. But if
his own prepossessions in favour of the supernatural, and his fear of giving
offence to the orthodox church, combined to hinder him from making a wider
application of the allegorical mode of interpretation to the Old Testament,
the same causes operated still more powerfully in relation to the New Testa-
ment ; so that when we further inquire of which of the gospel histories in
particular did Origen reject the historical meaning, in order to hold fast a
truth worthy of God ? the instances will prove to be meagre in the extreme.
For when he says, in illustration of the above-mentioned passage, that amongst
other things, it is not to be understood literally that Satan showed to Jesus
all the kingdoms of the earth from a mountain, because this is impossible to
the bodily eye; he here gives not a strictly allegorical interpretation, but
merely a different turn to the literal sense, which, according to him, relates

not to an external fact, but to the internal fact of a vision. Again, even
" where the text offers a tempting opportunity of sacrificing the literal to the-
spiritual meaning, as, for example, the cursing of the fig-tree,? Origen does
not speak ont freely. He is most explicit when speaking of the expulsion of
the buyers and sellers from the temple ; he characterizes the conduct of Jesus,

10 De principp. iv. 16 : ob pbrov 8¢ mepl 7Gv wpd T7s wapovalas Tadra Td TVedua Yrovbunoev,
XX, dre 78 alrd TUyxdrov kal dwd Tob évds Beod, T8 Spowov kal éml T@¥ ebayyeMwy wemwolnke xal
éxl 7Oy amosTOhwy, o0d¢ TolTwy mdvTy &xpatov Tiw loToplay TAV wposvpacuévwr raTéd TS
cwpaTikdy éxdrrwy pi) yeyernuévwr,

11 Contra Celsum, i. 40.

12 Comm. in Matth., Tom. xvi. 26.
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according to the literal interpretation, as assuming and seditious. He
moreover expressly remarks that the Scriptures contain many more historical
than merely scriptural truths.14

§s.
TRANSITION TO MORE MODERN TIMES.—DEISTS AND NATURALISTS OF THE
I7TH AND 18TH CENTURIES.—THE WOLFENBUTTEL FRAGMENTIST.

Thus was developed one of those forms of interpretation to which the
Hebrew and Christian Scriptures, in common with all other religious records,
in relation to their historical contents, became necessarily subjected ; that,
namely, which recognizes in them the divine, but denies it to have actually
manifested itself in so immediate a manner. The other principal mode of
interpretation, which, to a certain extent, acknowledges the course of events
. to have been hlstoncally true, but assigns it to a human and not a divine

origin, was developed amongst the enemies of Christianity by a Celsus, a
Porphyry, and a Julian. They indeed rejected much of the history as alto-
gether fabulous ; but they admitted many of the incidents related of Moses,
Jesus, and others, to be historical facts : these facts were however considered
by them as originating from common motives; and they attributed their
apparently supernatural character either to gross fraud or impious sorcery.

It is worthy of observation that the circumstances attending the introduc-
tion of these several modes of interpretation into the heathen and Jewish
religions, on the one hand, and into the christian religion, on the other, were
different. The religion and sacred literature of the Greeks and Hebrews had
been gradually developed with the development of the nation, and it was not
until the intellectual culture of the people had outgrown the religion of their
fathers, and the latter was in consequence verging towards decay, that the
discrepancy which is the source of these varying interpretations became
apparent.  Christianity, on the contrary, came into a world of already ad-
vanced civilization ; which was, with the exception of that of Palestine, the
Judaico-Hellenistic and the Greek. Consequently a disagreement manifested
itself at the very beginning ; it was not now, however, as in former times, be-
tween modern culture and an ancient religion, but between a new religion and
ancient culture. The production of allegorical interpretations among the
Pagans and the Hebrews, was a sign that their religion had lost its vitality ;
the allegories of Origen and the attacks of Celsus, in reference to Christianity,
were evidences rather that the world had not as yet duly accommodated itself
to the newreligion. As however with the christianizing of the Roman empire,
and the overthrow of the chief heresies, the christian principle gained an ever-
increasing supremacy ; as the schools of heathen wisdom closed ; and the un-
«civilized Germanic tribes lent themselves to the teaching of the church j;—the
world, during the tedious centuries of the middle ages, was satisfied with
Christianity, both in form and in substance. Almost all traces of these modes
of interpretation which presuppose a discrepancy between the culture of a
nation, or of the world, and religion, in consequence disappeared. The re-
formation effected the first breach in the solid structure of the faith of the
church. It was the first vital expression of a culture, which had now in the
heart of Christendom itself, as formerly in relation to Paganism and Judaism,
acquired strength and independence sufficient to create a reaction against the

13 Comm. in Joann., Tom. x. 17.

!4 De principp. iv. 19. After Origen, that kind of allegary only which left the historical
sense unimpaired was retained in the church; and where, subsequently, a giving up of the
werbal meaning is spoken of, this refers merely to a trope or a simile.
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soil of its birth, the prevailing religion. This reaction, so long as it was
directed against the dominant hierarchy, constituted the sublime, but quickly
terminated, drama of the reformation. Inits later direction against the Bible,
it appeared again upon the stage in the barren revolutionary efforts of deism ;
and many and various have been the forms it has assumed in its progress
down to the present time. .

The deists and naturalists of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries re-
newed the polemic attacks of the pagan adversaries of Christianity in the
bosom of the christian church; and gave to the public an irregular and con-
fused mass of criticisms, impugning the authenticity and credibility of the Scrip-
tures, and exposing to contempt the events recorded in the sacred volume.
Toland,! Bolingbroke,? and others, pronounced the Bible to be a collection of
unauthentic and fabulous books ; whilst some spared no pains to despoil the
biblical histories, and the heroes whose actions they celebrate, of every ray of
divine light. Thus, according to Morgan,? the law of Moses is 2 miserable
system of superstition, blindness, and slavery; the Jewish priests are de-
ceivers; and the Jewish prophets the originators of the distractions and
civil wars of the two kingdoms of Judah and Israel.  According to Chubb,*
the Jewish religion cannot be a revelation from God, because it debases
the moral character of the Deity by attributing to him arbitrary conduct,
partiality for a particular people, and above all, the cruel command to
exterminate the Canaanitish nations.  Assaults were likewise made by
these and other deists upon the New Testament: the Apostles were sus-
pected of being actuated by selfish and mercenary motives;® the character
of Jesus himself was not spared,® and the fact of his resurrection was denied.?
The miracles of Jesus, wrought by an immediate exercise of divine power, in
human acts and concerns, were made the particular objects of attack by
Woolston.? This writer is also worthy of notice on account of the peculiar
position taken by him between the ancient allegorists and the modern natural-
ists.  His whole reasoning turns upon the alternative ; either to retain the
historical reality of the miracles narrated in the Bible, and thus to sacrifice the
divine character of the narratives, and reduce the miracles to mere artifices,
miserable juggleries, or commonplace deceptions; or, in order to hold fast
the divine character of these narratives, to reject them entirely as details of
actual occurrences, and regard them as historical representations of certain:
spiritual truths. Woolston cites the authority of the most distinguished al--
legorists among the fathers in support of this view. He is wrong however in.
representing them as supplanting the literal by the figurative meaning. These-
ancient fathers, on the contrary, were disposed to retain both the literal
and the allegorical meaning. (A few examples in Origen, it is true, are an
exception to this rule.) It may be doubted, from the language of Woolston,
which alternative was adopted by himself.  If we reason from the fact, that
before he appeared as the opponent of the commonly entertained views of
: Christianity, he occupied himself with allegorical interpretations of the Scrip-
tures,? we may be led to consider the latter alternative as expressing his.
real conviction. On the other hand, he enlarges with so evident a predi~

3 In his Amyntor, 1698. See Leland’s View of the Deistical Writers,

? See Leland.

3 In his work entitled The Moral Philosopher.

¢ Posthumous Works, 1748.

5 Chubb, Posthumous Works, i. 102,

S Ihid., ii. 269.

7 The Resurrection of Jesus Considered, by a Moral Philosopher, 1744,

8 Six Discourses on the Miracles of our Saviour. Published singly, from 1727-1729.
? Schrockh, Kirschengesch, seit der Reform. 6 Th. s. 191.
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lection on the absurdities of the miracles, when literally understood, and

the manner in which he treats the whole subject is so tinged with levity, that

we may suspect the Deist to put forward the allegorical interpretations merely

as a screen, from behind which he might inveigh the more unreservedly
against the literal signification. -

Similar deistical objections agamst the Bible, and the divine character
of its history, were propagated in Germany chiefly by an anonymous
author (Reimarus) whose manuscripts were discovered by Lessing in the
Wolfenbiittel library. Some portions of these manuscripts, called the
“ Wolfenbiittel Fragments,” were published by Lessing in 1774. They .
consist of Essays, one of which treats of the many arguments which
may be urged against revealed religion in general; the others relate
partly to the Old and partly to the New Testament. It is the opinion
of the Fragmentist, in relation to the Old Testament, first, that the men, of
whom the Scriptures narrate that they had immediate communications with
God, were so unworthy, that such intercourse, admitting its reality, compro-
mised the character of Deity; secondly, that the result of this intercourse,—
the instructions and laws alleged to have been thus divinely communicated,—
were so barbarous and destructive, that to ascribe them to God is impossible ;
and thirdly, that the accompanying miracles were at once absurd and incred-
ible. From the whole, itappears to him clear, that the divine communications
swere only pretended ; and that the miracles were delusions, practised with the
.design of giving stability and efficiency to certain laws and institutions highly
advantageous to the rulers and priests.  The author finds much to condemn
in the conduct of the patriarchs, and their simulations of divine communica-
tions ; such as the command to Abraham to sacrifice his son. But it is chiefly
Moses upon whom he seeks, in a long section, to cast all the obloquy of an
impostor, who did not scruple to employ the most disgraceful means in order
to make himself the despotic ruler of a free people: who, to effect his purpose,
feigned divine apparitions, and pretended to have received the command of
God to perpetrate acts which, but for this divine sanction, would have been
stigmatized as fraudulent, as highway robbery, as inhuman barbarity. For
instance, the spoiling of the Egyptians, and the extirpation of the inhabitants
of Canaan; atrocities which, when introduced by the words ¢ fehovak hath
said it,” became instantly transformed into deeds worthy of God. The Frag-
mentist is as little disposed to admit the divinity of the New Testament
histories. He considers the aim of Jesus to have been political ; and his con-
nexion with John the Baptist a preconcerted arrangement, by which the one
party should recommend the other to the people. He views the death of Jesus
as an event by no means foreseen by himself, but which frustrated all his
plans ; a catastrophe which his disciples knew not how else to repair than by
the fraudulent pretence that Jesus was risen from the dead, and by an artful
alteration of his doctrines 19,

§ 6.

NATURAL MODE OF EXPLANATION ADOPTED BY THE RATIONALISTS.—EICH-
HORN.—PAULUS.

Whilst the reality of the biblical revelation, together with the divine origin
and supernatural character of the Jewish and Christian histories, were tena-
ciously maintained in opposition to the English deists by numerous English
apologists, and in opposition to the Wolfenbiittel Fragmentist by the great
majority of German theologians, there arose a distinct class of theologians in

1% Fragmente des Wolfenbiittelschen Ungenannten von G. E, Lessing herausgegeben.
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Germany, who struck into a new path. The ancient pagan mythology, as
understood by Evemerus, admitted of two modes of explanation, each of
which was in fact adopted. The deities of the popular worship might, on the
one hand, be regarded as good and benevolent men ; as wise lawgivers, and
just rulers, of early times, whom the gratitude of their contemporaries and
posterity had encircled with divine glory; or they might, on the other hand,
be viewed as artful impostors and cruel tyrants, who had veiled themselves in
a nimbus of divinity, for the purposeof subjugating the people to their domin-
ion. So, likewise, in the purely human explanation of the bible histories,
besides the method of the deists to regard the subjects of these narratives as
wicked and deceitful men, there was yet another course open ; to divest these
individuals of their immediate divinity, but to accord to them an undegraded
humanity ; not indeed to look upon their deeds as miraculous ;—as little on
the other hand to decry them as impositions ;—but to explain their proceed-
ings as altogether natural, yet morally irreprehensible.  If the Naturalist was
led by his special enmity to the Christianity of the church to the former ex-
planation, the Rationalist, anxious, on the contrary, to remain within the pale
of the church, was attracted towards the latter. ;
Eichhorn, in his critical examination of the Wolfenbiittel Fragments,!
directly opposes this rationalistic view to that maintained by the Naturalist.
He agrees with the Fragmentist in refusing to recognize an immediate divine
agency, at all events in the narratives of early date. The mythological re-
searches of a Heyne had so far enlarged his circle of vision as to lead Eich-
horn to perceive that divine interpositions must be alike admitted, or alike
denied, in the primitive histories of all people. It was the practice of all
nations, of the Grecians as well as the Orientals, to refer every unexpected or
inexplicable occurrence immediately to the Deity. The sages of antiquity
lived in continual communion with superior intelligences. Whilst these re-
presentations (such is Eichhorn’s statement of the matter) are always, in
reference to the Hebrew records, understood verbally and literally, it has
hitherto been customary to explain similar representations in the pagan
histories, by presupposing either deception and gross falsehood, or the mis-
interpretation and corruption of tradition. But Eichhorn thinks justice
evidently requires that Hebrew and pagan history should be treated in the
same way ; so that intercourse with celestial beings during a state of infancy,
must either be accorded to all nations, pagan and Hebrew, or equally denied
to all. The mind hesitates to make so universal an admission: first, on
account of the not unfrequent errors contained in religions claiming to have
been divinely communicated ; secondly, from a sense of the difficuity of ex-
plaining the transition of the human race from a state of divine tutelage to
one of self-dependence : and lastly, because in proportion as intelligence in-
creases, and the authenticity of the records may be more and more confidently
relied upon, in the same proportion do these immediate divine influences
invariably disappear. If, accordingly, the notion of supernatural interposition
is to be rejected with regard to the Hebrews, as well as to all other people,
the view generally taken of pagan antiquity presents itself, at first sight, as
that most obviously applicable to the early Hebrews ; namely, that their pre-
tended revelations were based upon deceit and falsehood, or that their miracu-
lous histories should be referred to the misrepresentations and corruptions of
tradition. This is the view of the subject actually applied by the Fragmentist
to the Old Testament ; a representation, says Eichhorn, from which the mind
on a nearer contemplation recoils. Is it conceivable that the greatest men of

! Recension der iibrigen, noch ungedruckten Werke des Wolfenbiittler Fragmentisten, in
Eichhorns allgemeiner Bibliothek, erster Band 1tes u. 2tes Stiick.
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antiquity, whose influence operated so powerfully and so beneficially upots
their age, should one and all have been impostors, and yet have escaped the
detection of their contemporaries ?

« According to Eichhorn, so perverted a view could arise only in a mind that
refused to interpret the ancient records in the spirit of their age. Truly, had
they been composed with all the philosophical accuracy of the writers of the
present day, we should have been compelled to find in them either actual
divine interpositions, or a frandulent pretence. But they are the production
of an infant and unscientific age ; and treat, without reserve of divine inter-
ventions, in accordance with the conceptions and phraseology of that early
period. So that, in point of fact, we have neither miracles to wonder at, on
the one hand, nor deceptions to unmask on the other; but simply the lan-
guage of a former age to translate into that of our own day. Eichhorn ob-
serves that before the human race had gained a knowledge of the true causes
of things, all occurrences were referred to supernatural agencies, or to the
interposition of superhuman beings. Lofty conceptions, noble resolves, use-
ful inventions and regulations, but more especially vivid dreams, were the
operations of that Deity under whose immediate influence they believed
themselves placed. Manifestations of distinguished intelligence and skill, by
which some individual excited the wonder of the people, were regarded as
miraculous; as signs of supernatural endowments, and of a particular inter-
course with higher beings. And this was the belief, not of the people only,
but also of these eminent individuals, who entertained no doubt of the fact,
and who exulted in the full conviction of being in mysterious connexion with
the Deity. Eichhorn is of opinion that no objection can be urged against
the attempt to resolve all the Mosaic narratives into natural occurrences, and
thus far he concedes to the Fragmentist his primary position ; but he rejects
his inference that Moses was an impostor, pronouncing the conclusion to be
over-hasty and unjust. Thus Eichhorn agreed with the Naturalists in divest-
ing the biblical narratives of all their immediately divine contents, but he
differed from them in this, that he explained the supernatural lustre which
adorns these histories, not as a fictitious colouring imparted with design to
deceive, but as a natural and as it were spontaneous illumination reflected
from antiquity itself.

In conformity with these principles Eichhorn sought to explain naturally
the histories of Noah, Abraham, Moses, etc. Viewed in the light of that age,
the appointment of Moses to be the leader of the Israelities was nothing more
than the long cherished project of the patriot to emancipate his people, which
when presented before his mind with more than usual vividness in his dreams,
was believed by him to be a divine inspiration. The flame and smoke which
ascended from Mount Sinai, at the giving of the law, was merely a fire which
Moses kindled in order to make a deeper impression upon the 1magination of
the people, together with an accidental thunderstorm which arose at that par-
ticular moment. The shining of his countenance was the natural effect of
being over-heated : but it was supposed to be a divine manifestation, not only
by the people, but by Moses himself, he being ignorant of the true cause.

Eichhorn was more reserved in his application of this mode of interpreta-
tion to the New Testament. Indeed, it was only to a few of the narratives in
the Acts of the Apostles, such as the miracle of the day of Pentecost, the con-
version of the Apostle Paul, and the many apparitions of angels, that he
allowed himself to apply it. Here too, he refers the supernatural to the
figurative language of the Bible; in which, for example, a happy accident is-
called—a protecting angel ; a joyous thought—the salutation of an angel ; and
a peaceful state of mind—a comforting angel. It is however remarkable that.
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Eichhorn was conscious of the inapplicability of the natural explanation to
some parts of the gospel history, and with respect to many of the narratives
took a more elevated view.

Many writings in a similar spirit, which partially included the New Testa-
ment within the circle of their explanations, appeared ; but it was Dr. Paulus
who by his commentary on the Gospels ? in 1800, first acquired the full reputa-
tion of a ¢hristian Evemerus. In the introduction to this work he states it
to be the primary requisite of the biblical critic to be able to distinguish be-
tween what is fac#, and what is gpinion. That which has been actually experi-
enced, internally or externally, by the participants in an event, he calls facz
The interpretation of an event, the supposed causes to which it is referred either
by the participants or by the narrators, he calls gpinion. But, according to Dr.
Paulus, these two elements become so easily blended and confounded in
the minds both of the original sharers in an event, and of the subsequent re-
lators and historians, that fact and opinion lose their distinction ; so that the
one and the other are believed and recorded with equal confidence in their
historical truth. This intermixture is particularly apparent in the historical
books of the New Testament ; since at the time when Jesus lived, it was still
the prevailing disposition to derive every striking occurrence from an invisible
and superhuman cause. It is consequently the chief task of the historian who
desires to deal with matters of fact, that is to say, in reference to the New
Testament, to separate these two constituent elements so closely amalgamated,
and yet in themselves so distinct ; and to extricate the pure kernel of fact
from the shell of opinion. In order to this, in the ‘absence of any more
genuine account which would serve as a correcting parallel, he must trans-
plant himself in imagination upon the theatre of action, and strive to the ut-
most to contemplate the events by the light of the age in which they occurred.
And from this point of view he must seek to supply the deficiencies of the
narration, by filling in those explanatory collateral circumstances, which the
relator himself is so often led by his predilection for the supernatural to leave
unnoticed. It is well known in what manner Dr. Paulus applies these prin-
ciples to the New Testament in his Commentary, and still more fully in his
later production, “ The Life of Jesus.” He firmly maintains the historical
truth of the gospel narratives, and he aims to weave them into one consecutive
chronologically-arranged detail of facts ; but he explains away every trace of
immediate divine agency, and denies all supernatural intervention. Jesus is
not to him the Sonz of God in the sense of the Church, but a wise and virtuous
human being ; and the effects he produced are not miracles, but acts some-
times of benevolence and friendship, sometimes of medical skill, sometimes
also the results of accident and good fortune.

This view proposed by Eichhorn, and more completely developed by
Paulus, necessarily presupposes the Old and New Testament writings to con-
tain a minute and faithful narration, composed shortly after the occurrence of
the events recorded, and derived, wherever this was possible, from the testi-
mony of eye-witnesses. For it is only from an accurate and original report
that the ungarbled fact can be disentangled from interwoven opinion. If the
report be later and less original, what security is there that what is taken for
the matter-of-fact kernel does not belong to opinion or tradition? To avoid
this objection, Eichhorn sought to assign a date to the Old Testament histories
approximating as nearly as possible to the events they record : and here he,
and other theologians of the same school, found no difficulty in admitting sup-
positions the most unnatural: for example, that the Pentateuch was written
during the passage through the wilderness. However this critic admits that

2 Paulus’s Commentar iiber das neue Testament.
D
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some portions of the Old Testament, the Book of Judges, for instance, could
not have been written contemporaneously with the events ; that the historian
must have contemplated his heroes through the dim mist of intervening ages,
which might easily have magnified them into giant forms. No historian who
had either witnessed the circumstances, or had been closely connected with
them in point of time, could embellish after such fashion, except with the ex-
press aim to amuse at the expense of truth. But with regard to remote
occurrences it is quite different.  The imagination is no longer restricted
by the fixed limits of historical reality, but is aided in its flight by the notion
that in earlier times all things were better and nobler ; and the historian is
tempted to speak in loftier phrase, and to use hyperbolical expressions.
Least of all is it possible to avoid embellishment, when the compiler of a
subsequent age derives his materials from the orally transmitted traditions of
antiquity. The adventures and wondrous exploits of ancestors, handed down
by father to son, and by son to grandson, in glowing and enthusiastic repre-
sentations, and sung by the poet in lofty strains, are registered in the written
records of the historian in similar terms of high flowing diction. Though
Eichhorn took this view of a portion of the Old Testament Books, he believed
he was not giving up their historical basis, but was still able, after clearing
away the more or less evident legendary additions, to trace out the natural
course of the history.

But in one instance at least, this master of the natural mode of interpreta-
tion in reference to the Old Testament, took a more elevated view :—namely,
of the history of the creation and the fall. In his influential work on primi-
tive history,® although he had from the first declared the account of the crea-
tion to be poetry, he nevertheless maintained that of the fall to be neither
mythology nor allegory, but true history. The historical basis that remained
after the removal of the supernatural, he stated to be this: that the human
constitution had at the very beginning become impaired by the eating of a
poisonous fruit. He thought it indeed very possible in itself, and confirmed
by numerous examples in profane history, that purely historical narratives
might be overlaid by a mythical account ; but owing to a supranaturalistic
notion, he refused to allow the same possibility to the Bible, because he
thought it unworthy of the Deity to admit a mythological fragment into a
book, which bore such incontestable traces of its divine origin. Later, how-
ever, Eichhorn himself declared that he had changed his opinion with regard
to the second and third chapters of Genesis.* He no longer saw in them an
historical account of the effects of poison, but rather the mythical embodying
of a philosophical thought ; namely, that the desire for a better condition than
that in which man actually is, is the source of all the evil in the world. Thus,
in this point at least, Eichhorn preferred to give up the history in order to
hold fast the idea, rather than to cling to the history with the sacrifice of every
more elevated conception. For the rest, he agreed with Paulus and others in
considering the miraculous in the sacred history as a drapery which needs
only to be drawn aside, in order to disclose the pure historic form.

§ 7.

MORAL INTERPRETATION OF KANT.

Amidst these natural explanations which the end of the eighteenth century
brought forth in rich abundance, it was a remarkable interlude to see the old

8 Lichhorn's Urgeschichte, herausgegeben von Gabler, 3 Thl s. 8. ff.
4 Allgem. Biblioth. 1 Bd. s. 989, and Einleitung in das A. T. 3 Thl s. 82.



DEVELOPMENT OF THE MYTHICAL POINT OF VIEW. 51

allegorical system of the christian fathers all at once called up from its grave,
and revived in the form of the moral interpretation of Kant. He, as a philo-
sopher, did not concern himself with the history, as did the rationalist theolo-
gians, but like the fathers of the church, he sought the idea involved in the
history : not however considering it as they did an absolute idea, at once
theoretical as well as practical, but regarding it only on its practical side, as
what he called #ke moral imperative and consequently belonging to the finite.
He moreover attributed these ideas wrought into the biblical text, not to the
Divine Spirit, but to its philosophical interpreters, or in a deeper sense, to the
moral condition of the authors of the book themselves. This opinion Kant !
bases upon the fact, that in all religions old and new which are partly comprised
in sacred books, mtelhgent and well-meaning teachers of the people have con-
tinued to explam them, until they have brought their actual contents into
agreement with the universal principles of morality. Thus did the moral
philosophers amongst the Greeks and Romans with their fabulous legends ;
till at last they explained the grossest polytheism as mere symbolical repre-
sentations of the attributes of the one divine Being, and gave a mystical sense
to the many vicious actions of their gods, and to the wildest dreams of their
poets, in order to bring the popular faith, which it was not expedient to de-
stroy, into agreement with the doctrines of morality, The later Judaism and
Christianity itself he thinks have been formed upon similar explanations, occa-
sionally much forced, but always directed to objects undoubtedly good and
necessary for all men. Thus the Mahometans gave a spiritual meaning to the
sensual descriptions of their paradise, and thus the Hindoos, or at least the
more enlightened part of them, interpreted their Vedas. In like manner, ac-
cording to Kant, the Christian Scriptures of the Old and New Testament,
must be interpreted throughout in a sense which agrees with the universal
practical laws of a religion of pure reason: and such an explanation, even
though it should, apparently or actually, do violence to the text, which is the
case with many of the biblical narratives, is to be preferred to a literal one,
which either contains no morality at all or is in opposition to the moral prin-
ciple. For example, the expressions breathing vengeance against enemies in
many of the Psalms are made to refer to the desires and passions which we
must strive by all means to bring into subjection ; and the miraculous ac-
connt in the New Testament of the descent of Jesus from heaven, of his rela-
tionship to God, etc., is taken as an imaginative description of the ideal of
‘humanity well-pleasing to God. That such an interpretation is possible, with-
out even always too offensive an opposition to the literal sense of these records
of the popular faith, arises according to the profound observations of Kant
from this : that long before the existence of these records, the disposition to
a moral religion was latent in the human mind ; that its first manifestations
were directed to the worship of the Deity, and on this very account gave oc-
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