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Abstract

“The Birth and Death of the PreMarkan Passion Narrative: The History of Form Criticism’s
Most Assured Result”

Michael Brandon Massey

St Mary’s University, Twickenham

This thesis is the first intellectual history of the preMarkan passion narrative, the most
“assured result” of form criticism, and traces the development of the hypothesis from its
origins in the history of religions school to recent scholarship on the genre of Mark. The five
chapters of the thesis demonstrate that the preMarkan passion narrative hypothesis is
dependent of a form-critical conception of Jesus tradition and all attempts to reconstruct the
source rely on this conception of Jesus tradition. The first chapter looks at source criticism
and Markan priority and the absence of a premarkan passion narrative before turning to the
understanding of Jesus tradition in the history of religions school and the ways that their
works influenced the form critics. The second chapter details a form-critical conception of
Jesus tradition from the works of Rudolf Bultmann, Martin Dibelius, and Karl Ludwig
Schmidt, emphasizing its focus on the individual units of Jesus tradition in the preliterary
stage of Jesus tradition. In this framework, the preMarkan passion narrative attained a
preeminent status as the only piece of Jesus tradition that from its origin was a connected
narrative. Thus, the preMarkan passion narrative is seen as a form-critical construction. The
third chapter traces arrival of form criticism and the preMarkan passion narrative into British
Gospel scholarship in the works of Vincent Taylor, C. H. Dodd, R. H. Lightfoot, and Dennis
Nineham. The fourth chapter describes a “Golden Age” of the quest for the preMarkan
passion narrative as the post-Bultmannians identified the death of Jesus as authentic tradition
and the redaction critics developed the discipline of Markan redaction criticism in an effort to
discern early tradition from Markan redaction. This chapter details the chaos that ensued,
with scholars coming to no consensus on the scope, contents, or origin of a preMarkan
passion narrative. The fifth chapter traces challenges to the preMarkan passion narrative
hypothesis from within form criticism and challenges to the form-critical paradigm from
orality studies, and redaction-critical studies. These studies overturn all of form criticism’s
assumptions about the nature of Jesus tradition. The sixth chapter traces attempts to breathe
new life into the preMarkan passion narrative through genre studies and the relationship
between Mark and the Gospels of John and Peter. Critiques of form criticism and the
preMarkan passion narrative also came through genre studies and the relation between the
Markan and Johannine passion narrative. These combination of these critiques of form
criticism and the preMarkan passion narrative is the demise of the form-critical paradigm.
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Introduction

“More often than not the patterns we spy in history are, like Providence, less than
evident. They are then phantasms conjured by our seemingly innate desire to
bring order out of chaos, in our case the chaos that is the discipline of New
Testament Studies. ™

Within the last two hundred years, NT scholars have sought to go behind the Gospels and
identify the earliest traditions about the death of Jesus. In the mid-twentieth century, the
quest for the preMarkan passion narrative was considered one of the hallmarks of critical
NT scholarship. In his survey of research into the preMarkan passion narrative, Marion
Soards observed, “Few topics, if any, have produced a more fundamental difference of
opinion among biblical scholars.”? This thesis will examine the quest to discover and
reconstruct the text of earliest passion narrative within Gospel scholarship (what I refer to
as the preMarkan passion narrative hypothesis), the factors led to its emergence in early
twentieth-century biblical scholarship, how the reconstructed source was utilized in
search for historical traditions, the methodological and theological assumptions behind

the hypothesis, and ask why attempts to reconstruct the preMarkan passion narrative,

! Dale C. Allison, Resurrecting Jesus: The Earliest Christian Tradition and Its Interpreters (New
York: T & T Clark, 2005), 15.

2 Marion L. Soards, “The Question of a Pre-Markan Passion Narrative,” BiBh 11 (1980): 14469,
here 144. The article was updated and reprinted in M. L. Soards, “The Question of a PreMarcan Passion
Narrative,” in Raymond Brown, The Death of the Messiah (New York: DoubleDay, 1994), 2: 1492-1524,
here 1492. Subsequent references are to the appendix in Death of the Messiah.



once a hallmark of critical scholarship, is no longer at the center of NT scholarship.? The
following chapters will demonstrate that the preMarkan passion narrative hypothesis
arose from a form-critical conception of Jesus tradition and flourished in disciplinary
developments that were built upon a form-critical foundation, such as the post-
Bultmannian quest for the historical Jesus and the redactional-critical method. The notion
of a preMarkan passion narrative is a wholly form-critical concept and the demise of the
form-critical conception of Jesus tradition in NT scholarship calls for a re-examination of
the quest for the preMarkan passion narrative and ask whether the hypothesis survives the
demise of the form-critical method. It is my aim to give the terminology and conceptual
framework of the preMarkan passion narrative hypothesis a proper burial.

The form-critical method of Gospel studies that dominated scholarship for nearly
one hundred years arose in Germany and was initiated by three scholars: Karl Ludwig
Schmidt, Martin Dibelius, and Rudolf Bultmann.* The term form criticism
(Formgeschichte) was coined by Dibelius to describe, not a history of forms

(Formengeschichte), but “a history based on form, a form-derived history.” Bultmann

3 Although there are several German phrases used in the scholarly literature to refer to the
narrative source that recounts the final days of Jesus (vormarkinschen Passionsgeschichte, Passionsbericht,
Leidensgeschichte, and Passionserzihlung), English-speaking scholarship has adopted the phrase
“preMarkan passion narrative.” Throughout, I will use “preMarkan passion narrative” but note when the
German terminology is significant. Where available, I quote from English translations of German
scholarship. If English translations are not available, I have translated myself and noted as such.

4 Two other scholars deserve mention in the first generation of form-critical scholarship on the
Gospels, Martin Albertz and Georg Bertram. Their works, however, did not have the influence of
Bultmann, Schmidt, and Dibelius. Bertram’s work on the passion narrative will be discussed in chapter 5.

5 Martin J. Buss, Biblical Form Criticism in Its Context, JISOTSup 274 (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1999), 287, italics original. Martin Albertz’s early form-critical work retained the term
Formengeschichte. Martin Albertz, Die synoptischen Streitgesprdche: Ein Beitrag zur Formengeschichte
des Urchristentums (Berlin: Trowitzsch, 1921); idem., “Zur Formengeschichte der Auferstehungsberichte,”
ZNW 21.1 (1922): 259-69.
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described the process of the application of the form-critical method to the Synoptic
Gospels:

This involved discovering what the original units of the synoptics were, both

sayings and stories, to try to establish what their historical setting was, whether

they belonged to a primary or secondary tradition or whether were the product of

editorial activity.$
The form critics sought to establish the laws of oral tradition that governed the Jesus
tradition before the composition of the Synoptic Gospels. Although there were significant
differences in the approaches and results of these three scholars, several assumptions and
conclusions were crucial for their form-critical approaches. The origins of form criticism
will be examined in detail in the second chapter, but, in short, four key assumptions
shaped form-critical scholarship: 1) the Gospels were neither literary compositions nor
biography, but folk literature; 2) prior to the composition of the Gospels, the Jesus
tradition circulated in individual units disconnected from any framework for the life of
Jesus; 3) these traditions arose from the life settings of the earliest Christian
communities; and 4) the evangelists were not authors but collectors and compilers of
individual Jesus traditions. There was, however, an exception to the assumption that the
pre-literary Jesus circulation circulated as individual units apart from any narrative
framework—the preMarkan passion narrative.

When form-critical scholars turned their gaze to Mark 14-16, they detected a
coherent narrative seemingly different from the previous thirteen chapters. The narrative

unity of Mark 14-16 led these scholars to posit an origin and development unique from

the rest of the Jesus tradition. The passion narrative did not progress from unconnected

¢ Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition, trans. John Marsh (New York: Harper & Row,
1963), 2-3.
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individual units into a loosely connected and artificial framework as did the remainder of
the Jesus tradition. Instead, the passion narrative originated as a narrative unit and
theories of its development began with the assumption of a coherent narrative that
developed into the Markan passion narrative. Ralph Martin referred to the conclusion that
the passion narrative was written and preserved as a coherent narrative before the
composition of the Gospels as “the most assured result of form criticism.”” As subsequent
chapters demonstrate, this “assured result” was continually repeated by scholars over the
last century of Markan scholarship with few scholars dissenting from the accepted
position.
Stephen Moore and Yvonne Sherwood described the ways that biblical
scholarship created questions that do not have certain solutions:
Formative biblical criticism reinvented the Bible as a potentially limitless
compendium of conundrums and obscurities awaiting solution—the kind of
solution that only the professional biblical critic was qualified to propose.
Fortunately for the biblical scholar (who, after all, needs job security as much as
any professional), most of these problems, and most especially the larger ones, are
precisely the sort that do not admit of final solution.?
The history of NT scholarship in the twentieth century reveals the reconstruction of a

preMarkan passion narrative to be one such problem. Since the rise of form criticism in

the late 1910’s there have been over fifty attempts to reconstruct the contents and

7" Ralph Martin, Mark: Evangelist and Theologian (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1972), 140.

8 Stephen D. Moore and Yvonne Sherwood, The Invention of the Biblical Scholar: A Critical
Manifesto (Philadelphia: Fortress, 2011), 80. Moore and Sherwood ask, “Is there any article title more
reassuringly familiar to the consumer of biblical-scholarly journals than the one that begins ‘Once Again:
The problem of...?"” The quest for the preMarkan passion narrative contains several “familiar” tiles. E.g.
Martin Dibelius, “Das historische Problem der Leidensgeschichte,” ZNW 30 (1931): 193-201; Gerhard
Schneider, “Das Problem einer vorkanischen Passionserzéhlung,” BZ 16 (1972): 222-44; Josef Ernst, “Die
Passionserzidhlung des Markus und die Aporien der Forschung,” 7G/ 70.2 (1980): 160-80; Soards, “The
Question of a PreMarcan Passion Narrative.”
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development of the preMarkan passion narrative, with little agreement on which verses or
words were part of this early narrative source and which were creations of the
evangelist.” The following sections will provide an overview of the method of intellectual
history I will use to understand the rise, dominance, and decline of the form-critical

method and the preMarkan passion narrative hypothesis in the twentieth-century.

1. Method and Overview of the Thesis

This thesis seeks to answer several interrelated questions—What factors led to the rise of
the preMarkan passion narrative hypothesis? Why was it among the most crucial tasks for
critical biblical scholars in the mid-twentieth century? What social and economic factors
influenced the form-critical conception of Jesus tradition? Is the form-critical preMarkan
passion narrative hypothesis still viable after the death of form criticism? In order to
answer these questions, the history of the preMarkan passion narrative hypothesis will be
traced, from its origins in the history of religions school in the late 1800s and early 1900s
to the critiques of the hypothesis in scholarship in the late 2010s and early 2020s.

The writings of George Steinmetz on sociology in the United States provides a

helpful model for tracing the history of a discipline.!® Steinmetz’s approach helpfully

? Soards, “The Question of a PreMarcan Passion Narrative,”1493-1517, included 35 scholars in
his survey. He did not include scholars whose work did not fit easily into the table he created (1493, n. 3).
Although the quest for the preMarkan passion narrative has slowed, recent attempts include Robert Stein,
Adele Yarbro Collins, and Joel Marcus. Although reconstructions are rare in current scholarship, the
existence of a preMarkan passion narrative remains an assumption in scholarly discourse.

10 George Steinmetz, “Scientific Authority and the Transition to Post-Fordism: The Plausibility of
Positivism in U.S. Sociology since 1945,” in The Politics of Method the Human Sciences. Positivism and
its Epistemological Other, ed. George Steinmetz (Durham: Duke University Press, 2005), 275-322; George
Steinmetz and Ou-Byung Chae, “Sociology in an Era of Fragmentation: From the Sociology of Knowledge
to the Philosophy of Science, and Back Again,” The Sociological Quarterly 43.1 (2002): 111-37.
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distinguished between internal and external influences on a field of study. Internal
influences include a disciplines’ subfields, university systems, and the relation between
the researcher and his or her object of study.!! For historical Jesus research this included
things such as form criticism or redaction criticism, the differences between German,
British, and American university systems, and the relationship between an individual
scholar and the Gospel texts in this era dominated by existentialist questions. External
influences are all other sociocultural factors that impact the discipline, such as industrial
capitalism, neoliberalism, or other macrosocial factors.!? Steinmetz labelled this approach
“social-epochal” as it seeks to “shed light on the sources of the more widespread and
implicit ideas shared by all of the actors in a settled scientific field.”!* Throughout this
thesis I will focus on the internal influences within a field of knowledge to trace the ways
in which the preMarkan passion narrative hypothesis arose and help a prominent place
through changes in approach and method of Gospel scholarship. My central claim is that
the preMarkan passion narrative hypothesis developed from a form-critical conception of
Jesus tradition. Methodological innovations in Gospel and historical Jesus research that
relied and built upon this conception of Jesus tradition retained the hypothesis. In the
latter decades of the twentieth century new approaches to the pre-literary Jesus tradition
exposed many of the shortcomings of form criticism. In light of these developments, it is

time to question whether the preMarkan passion narrative, form criticism’s most assured

! Steinmetz, “Scientific Authority,” 288.
12 Steinmetz, “Scientific Authority,” 288.

13 Steinmetz, “Scientific Authority,” 291.
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result, can stand as a hypothesis within approaches outside of a form-critical conception
of Jesus tradition.

The structure of the first three chapters differs from the final two chapters. In
these early chapters I trace the development of the conception of the form-critical
conception of Jesus tradition in both Germany and Britain by focusing on individual
scholars and schools. These scholars—Johannes Weiss, Julius Wellhausen, Hermann
Gunkel, Wilhelm Bousset, Karl Ludwig Schmidt, Martin Dibelius, Vincent Taylor, R. H.
Lightfoot, C. H. Dodd, and Dennis Nineham—all played a significant role in the
establishment of the preMarkan passion narrative hypothesis as an “assured result” of
scholarship and their conception of Jesus tradition and their reconstructions of the
preMarkan passion narrative will be examined in depth.

An explosion of preMarkan passion narratives began in the early 1950s and lasted
into the 1980s and the sheer number of reconstructions prohibits the same treatment as
the earlier scholars. Instead, these chapters trace developments in the field of historical
criticism and historical Jesus scholarship and the ways in which the preMarkan passion
narrative remained an “assured result” of critical scholarship as approaches to its
reconstruction and development changed over time. Through all chapters, I trace the
building blocks of the preMarkan passion narrative—the transmission of oral Jesus
tradition as individual units, the supposed uniqueness of Mark 1416, the independence
of John and the Synoptics—and conclude that the preMarkan passion narrative
hypothesis is not only no longer the “assured result” it was once considered, but is a
concept that NT scholars must abandon and develop new ways of conceiving the pre-

literary tradition about Jesus’ death and the writing of the Gospel of Mark.
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1. The Prehistory of the PreMarkan Passion Narrative: From Urmarkus to Jesus
Tradition in the History of Religions School

Sitz im Leben—small units—oral tradition—genre criticism—nhistory of religion;
these are the heirlooms that have been productively used in form criticism.!

The 1776 publication of Johann Jakob Griesbach’s gospel synopsis marked a major
turning point in the study of the relationship and sources for the composition of the
Gospels.? While there had been earlier synopses, Griesbach’s breakthrough was the
presentation of Gospel passages in parallel in canonical sequences instead of attempting
to harmonize a life of Jesus from the Gospels. This new tool allowed for a literary
investigation on the relationship between the synoptic Gospels, the direction of
borrowing between them, and the possibility of identifying shared sources.? Griesbach
used his synopsis to demonstrate his own solution to the Synoptic problem and later

synopses likewise were created as supplements to important works on the Synoptic

! Hans-Josef Klauck, “Hundert Jahre Formgeschichte: Ein Tribut an die Begriinder,” BZ 64
(2020): 49-84, here 57, my translation.

2].]. Griesbach, Synopsis Evengeliorvu Matthaei, Marci et Lucae textum Graecum: ad fidem
codicum versionum et partum emendavit et lectionis varietatem adiecit (Halle: Curtius, 1776). For a history
of the Gospel synopsis from Griesback to the 1970s, Heinrich Greeven, “The Gospel Synopsis from 1776
to the Present Day,” trans. Robert Althann, in J. J. Griesbach: Synoptic and Text Critical Studies, 1776—
1976, eds. Bernard Orchard and Thomas R. W. Longstaff, SNTSMS 34 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1976), 22-49.

3 Interestingly, in the 2™ edition of his synopsis, Griesbach included the text of John’s passion
narrative (John 12:1-8; 18:1-21)



problem.* By the mid-nineteenth century, biblical scholars debated all aspects of the
Synoptic problem, including the priority of Mark, the existence of s sayings source,
Mark’s use of Matthew and Luke, the minor agreements of Matthew and Luke, and what
sources may lie behind the Synoptic Gospels.

This chapter will examine these source-critical works and observe that as they laid
the foundation for Markan priority and searched for sources behind the Gospel, there
were no suggestions of a preMarkan passion narrative. The impetus for a preMarkan
passion narrative must come from elsewhere and the second section of this chapter argues
that the hypothesis arises from a particular conception of Jesus tradition. The premarkan
passion narrative is not a source-critical hypothesis, but a form-critical hypothesis. The
second half of this chapter traces the conception of Jesus tradition in the history of
religions school, whose works were instrumental in the development of the form-critical
method. The hint of a preMarkan passion narrative hypothesis may be seen in some
history of religions works, but the hypothesis did not come to full bloom until the form
critics synthesized the work of the history of religions school in their new approach to the

Gospels.

* A. Huck, Synopse der drei ersten Evangelien (Freiburg: Mohr Siebeck, 1892), was designed to
illustrate Holtzmann’s theory. On the question of objectivity or neutrality and the construction of a Gospel
synopsis, Bernard Orchard, “Are All Gospel Synopses Biased?,” 7Z 34 (1978): 157-61; idem., “The
‘Neutrality’ of Vertical-Column Synopses,” ETL 62 (1986): 155-56; James Keith Elliot, “Printed Editions
of Greek Synopses and their Influence on the Synoptic Problem,” in The Four Gospels 1992: Festschrift
Frans Neirynck, eds. F. Van Segbroeck, Christopher M. Tuckett, Gilbert Van Belle, and Joseph Verheyden,
BETL 100 (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1992), 337-57; David L. Dungan, “Theory of Synopsis
Construction,” Bib 61 (1980): 141-54; John S. Kloppenborg, “Synopses and the Synoptic Problem,” in
New Studies in the Synoptic Problem, BETL 239, eds. Paul Foster, Andrew F. Gregory, John S.
Kloppenborg, and Joseph Verheyden (Leuven: Peeters, 2011), 51-85.
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1. Source Criticism, Markan Priority, and the PreMarkan Passion Narrative

In the early nineteenth century the two contending solutions to the Synoptic problem
were the Griesbach hypothesis that Mark used both Luke and Matthew and Johann
Gottfried Herder’s (1744—1803) theory of oral tradition that was later written in an
Urgospel that was the source of the Synoptic Gospels.® The Griesbach hypothesis was
adopted by F. C. Baur (1792-1860), David Friedrich Strauss (1808—1874), and the
Tiibingen School as they applied their radical criticism to the Gospels that questioned the
historical reliability of the Gospel traditions. William Farmer (1921-2000), Bo Reicke
(1914-1987), and Hans-Herbert Stoldt (190 1—unknown) all argued that Markan priority
was adopted for political or theological reasons in response to its use by the Tiibingen
school.® Subsequent scholarship on the period has shown these ideas to be overstated and
the rise of the two-document hypothesis and Markan priority arose from an investigation
of the texts of the Gospels.” This investigation of the text and literary relationship of the
Synoptic Gospels resulted in an abundance of possible sources for the Gospels. However,
among all of the Urgospels, oral Gospels, logia sources, Petrine tradition, and other

sources there was no preMarkan passion source.

5 Johann Gottfried Herder, Vom Erléser der Menschen: Nach underen drei ersten Evangelien
(Riga: Hartknoch, 1796).

¢ William R. Farmer, The Synoptic Problem: A Critical Analysis (Dillsboro: Western North
Carolina Press, 1976), 28-29, 37, 57, 73; Bo Reicke, “From Strauss to Holtzmann and Meijboom,” NovT
29.1 (1987): 1-21; Hans-Herbert Stoldt, History and Critique of the Marcan Hypothesis, trans. and ed.
Donald L. Niewyk (Macon: Mercer University Press, 1980), 1-23.

7 Christopher M. Tuckett, “The Griesbach Hypothesis in the 19" Century,” JSNT 2.3 (1979): 29—
60; Henning Graf Reventlow, “Conditions and Presuppositions of Biblical Criticism in Germany in the
Period of the Second Empire and Before: The Case of Heinrich Julius Holtzmann,” in Biblical Studies and
the Shifting of Paradigms, 1850-1914, JSOTSS 192, eds. Henning Graf Reventlow and William Farmer
(Sheffield: Sheffield University Press, 1995), 272-90.
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1.1 Christian Gottlob Wilke (1786—1854)

Wilke’s 1838 work Der Urevangelist was influential in swaying the consensus of
Gospel scholars toward Markan priority.® The solution to the Synoptic problem Wilke
presented relied on a thorough analysis of the texts of the Gospels, which he printed and
displayed the material common to all three Synoptic Gospels, material common to
Matthew and Luke, and material unique to each Gospel. Wilke argued, against the oral
Urgospel of J. C. L. Giesler and the Aramaic Urgospel of J. G. Eichhorn, that Mark was
the Urevangelist and the source used by both Matthew and Luke.® The passion narrative
was, of course, included within this version of the Gospel and no preMarkan passion

narrative was hypothesized.

1.2 Christian Hermann Weisse (1801-1866)

If Wilke may be credited for helping to establish Markan priority, Weisse may be
credited with helping to establish the two-document hypothesis. John Kloppenborg
observed that if Weisse’s solution had been adopted “the discussion of the Synoptic

Problem and Q might have more rapidly reached the consensus that was achieved only a

8 Christian Gottlob Wilke, Der Urevangelist, oder exegetisch kritische Untersuching iiber das
Verwandtschaftsverhdltniss der drei eresten Evangelien (Dresden and Leipzig: G. Fleischer, 1838).

 Wilke, Urevangelist, 680-85. J. C. L. Giesler, Historisch-kritischer Versuch iiber die Entstehung
und die friihesten Schicksale der schriften Evangelien (Leipzig: Wilhelm Engelmann, 1818), was
influenced by Johann Herder’s work. J. G. Eichhorn, Einleigung in das Neue Testament, 2™ rev. ed., 5 vols
(Leipzig: Weidmann, 1820-27), proposed a complex solution to the Synoptic problem, involving an
Aramaic Urgospel with four revisions of this document before it reached the evangelists. Eichhorn’s work
was based on Lessing’s writings.
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century later with the publication of B. H. Streeter’s The Four Gospels (1924).”1° Weisse
accepted the Papias tradition that Mark preserved the reminiscences of Peter and the
Semitisms present in the second Gospel were evidence of its early composition.!! The
Gospel of Mark and the /ogia document were the two sources for Matthew and Luke. In a
later work, Weisse amended his solution to the Synoptic problem and added Urmarkus
into his proposal.'? Like, Wilke, Weisse did not propose a preMarkan passion source in

addition to Urmarkus.

1.3 Heinrich-Julius Holtzmann (1832-1910)

Albert Schweitzer observed that Holtzmann’s Die synoptischen Evangelien was
so thorough a demonstration of Markan priority that the was no longer a hypothesis, but
an assured result of critical biblical scholarship.!® Holtzmann departed from previous
attempts to solve the Synoptic problem by beginning with the internal evidence of the
Gospels rather than the patristic testimony about their origins and relationship.!*

Holtzmann posited an early source, Urmarcus or Source A, which was an expanded

19 John S. Kloppenborg Verbin, Excavating Q: The History and Setting of the Sayings Gospel
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2000), 298.

! Christian Hermann Weisse, Der evangelische Geschichte kritisch und philosophisch bearbeiter,
2 vols. (Leipzig: Breitkopf and Hartel, 1838).

12 Christian Hermann Weisse, Die Evengelienfiage in ihrem gegenwiirtigen Stadium (Leipzig:
Breitkopf & Hirtel, 1856), 155-60. This expanded Urmarkus included Matt. 3:7—12/Luke 3:7-9, 17; Matt.
4:3—10/Luke 4:3—12; Matt. 5-7/ Luke 6:20—49; Matt. 8:5-10/ Luke 7:2-20; Matt. 11:2—19/Luke 7:18-35.

13 Heinrich-Julius Holtzmann, Die synoptischen Evangelien: Ihr ursprung und geschichtlicher
Charakter (Leipzig: Verlag von Wilhelm Engelmann, 1863); Albert Schweitzer, The Quest of the
Historical Jesus: A Critical Study of Its Progress from Reimarus to Wrede, trans. William Montgomery
(Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1968), 202.

14 Holtzmann, Die synoptischen Evangelien, 248-53.
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version of the Gospel of Mark that was used by all three Synoptic Gospels.!” In addition
to Source A, Holtzmann found sayings source, which he labelled Source A, which
Matthew and Luke used independently.!® In his later writings, Holtzmann dropped
Urmarkus from his solution to the Synoptic problem.!” As Wilke and Weisse before him,
Holtzmann did not propose a preMarkan passion source but incorporated the passion

narrative into Urmarkus.'8

1.4 Markan Source Criticism

None of the major monographs written in the mid- nineteenth century on the
Synoptic problem, Markan priority, or the sources of the Gospels posited a preMarkan
passion narrative as a part of their solution to the Synoptic problem. Most commentators
were concerned with identifying traces of Jesus tradition within the passion narrative that
originated with Peter or other eyewitnesses, such as Alexander and Rufus, John Mark, or
Simon of Cyrene. In English-language scholarship, the supposed vividness of the Markan
narrative, the presence of minute details, and the use of Semitisms were widely agreed to

be characteristics of eyewitness tradition.!® For these scholars, it was a “sober conclusion

15 Holtzmann’s Urmarkus included extended sayings of John the Baptist compared to canonical
Mark, a long version of the temptation story, the Lukan Sermon on the Plain, the story of the centurion’s
servant, and a longer version of the Beelzebul story, the story of the woman caught in adultery from John,
and Matthew’s commissioning of the disciples.

16 Holtzmann, Die synoptischen Evangelien, 168.

17 Heinrich-Julius Holtzmann, Lehrbuch der historisch-kritischen Einleitung in das Neue
Testament, 2™ rev. ed. (Freiburg im Breisgau: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1886), 363-65.

18 Holtzmann, Die synoptischen Evangelien, 95-99
19 B. F. Westcott, Introduction to the Study of the Gospels (Boston: Gould and Lincoln, 1862),
364-65; Ezra P. Gould, The Gospel according to St. Mark, ICC (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1896), xii; H. B.

Swete, The Gospel according to St. Mark: The Greek Text with Introduction Notes and Indices, 1* ed.
(London: Macmillan and Co., 1898), Ixii—Ixiv; Alfred Plummer, The Gospel according to St. Mark,
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of modern scholarship that in Mark’s Gospel we are dealing primarily with Peter’s
interpretation of Christ after his reception of the Holy Spirit at Pentecost.”?°
There was a single English scholar who observed the differences between the
passion narrative and the earlier chapters of the Gospel. H. B. Swete (1835-1917) wrote:
The narrative of the Passion is on a scale which is out of all proportion to that on
which the Ministry is drawn. The subsections become noticeably longer;
instruction holds a more prominent position; the terseness of the earlier sayings is
exchanged for specimens of more prolonged teaching (e.g. xi 23-25, xii—24-27,
29-31, 38-40); a whole chapter (xii) is occupied by a single discourse; the style is
more varied, and the monotonous kai gives place more frequently to ¢ or some
other equavilant. These are among the signs which point to a partial use in these
chapters of a source distinct in character from that which supplied the materials of
the first nine or ten chapters.?!
Swete’s observations were made four years before Johannes Weiss’s comments on the
earlier source of the passion narrative and are likely the earliest observation for a unique
passion source. The paramaters of Swete’s observations were also larger than most
scholars who posited a preMarkan passion narrative and extended the passion back to
Mark 11. In the pages of the commentary, Swete made no attempt to reconstruct a
documentary source, but instead attempted to identify a Petrine source that began at Mark

14:1: “It is probable that at this point St Mark has availed himself of an earlier document,

into which he has worked his recollections of St. Peter’s teachings and such other

CGTSC (New York: Macmillan, 1915), xix; Warren J. Moulton, “The Relation of the Gospel of Mark to
Primitive Christian Tradition,” HTR 3.4 (1910): 40636, here 421; Allan Menzies, The Earliest Gospel: A
Historical Study of The Gospel according to Mark, with a Text and English Version (London: Macmillan,
1901), 46-47; O. S. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae: Contributions to the Study of the Synoptic Problem, 2"
ed. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1909), 126.

20 A. T. Robertson, Studies in Mark’s Gospel (New York: Macmillan, 1919), 46.

2! Swete, Mark, xi-Ixii.
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materials as his own residence at Jerusalem has placed within his reach.”?? For Swete, the
identification of possible sources allowed him to make judgments on the age, reliability,
and historicity of Jesus traditions.

The acceptance of Markan priority led to numerous German publications on the
sources of the Gospels, but the possibility of a preMarkan passion narrative did not arise
in any of these works. Carl Weizicker (1822-1899) argued that Matthew, Mark, and
Luke are all dependent on an early document Urmarcus, which was most closely
followed by Mark.?* Regarding the passion narrative, Weizécker observed that the
Synoptic Gospels were most similar in these passages, but that Mark followed Urmarkus
more closely that either Matthew or Luke.?* Bernhard Weiss (1827-1918) argued for the
priority of Mark and the use of Q by Mathew and Luke.? Weiss argued for the
authorship of John Mark (Mark 14:51-52) who authored the passion narrative based on
his own recollections aided by other eyewitnesses of the crucifixion.?®

This summary of source criticism and the establishment of Markan priority in the
mid to late nineteenth century reveals that there was no consensus of the existence of a
preMarkan passion narrative as there would be a century later. Although Swete made an

observation similar to later form-critical scholarship, he did not attempt a reconstruction

22 Swete, Mark, 1xv.

2 Carl Weizicker, Untersuchung iiber die evangelische Geschichte: ihre Quellen und den Gang
ihrer Entwicklung, 2" ed. (Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1892).

2 Weiziicker, Untersuchungen, 60—65.

25 Bernhard Weiss, Lehrbuch der Einleitung in das Neue Testament, 2 vols. (Berlin: Verlag von
Wilhelm Hertz, 1886); ET: A Manual Introduction to the New Testament, trans. A. J. K. Davidson, 2 vols.
(New York: Funk & Wagnalls, 1889).

26 Weiss, Introduction, 2:261.
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of the passion source but tried to identify the passion tradition with Peter’s reminiscences.
The question arises where the concept of a preMarkan passion narrative arose if it did not
come from these important source-critical studies on the Gospels. The next section traces
the concept of Jesus tradition through the works of the history of religions school and
argues that it was this concept of tradition that was later formalized by the form critics

that led to the preMarkan passion narrative hyopthesis.

2. Jesus Tradition in the History of Religion School

In the mid-1880s, a number of students sat under the teaching of Albrecht Ritschl (1822—
1889) at Gottingen, drawn to the university based on the force of Ritschl’s theology and
personality.?” These students, including William Wrede, Albert Eichhorn, Wilhelm
Bousset, Hermann Gunkel, Ernst Troeltsch, and Johannes Weiss, later sharply broke with
their teacher to form the history of religions school.?® Ritschl, who himself had a notable
break with his teacher F. C. Baur, approached questions of theology from a historical
perspective and believed that the essence of Christianity was found in Jesus, whose

central teaching was the kingdom of God.? The Gospel of Mark provided Ritschl a

27 Hermann Gunkel, “Gedéchtnisrede an Wilhelm Bousset,” Evangelische Freiheit 10 (1920):
14162, here 146; Ernst Troeltsch, “Die ‘kleine Gottinger Fakultét” von 1890,” Die Christianliche Welt 34
(1920): 281-83, here 282; Hans-Georg Drescher, Ernst Troeltsch: His Life and Work, trans. John Bowden
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993), 19, 344.

28 The German word “religionsgeschichtliche” is not easily translated into English. Scholarly
literature has used “history of religion(s),” though the best translation may be “comparative religion.”
follow the SBL Handbook of Style and use” history of religions school.” Cf. Ernst Troeltsch, “The
Dogmatics of the ‘religionsgeschichtliche Schule,”” AmJT 17.1 (1913): 1-21, here 1, for a discussion of the
problems of translating religionsgeschichtliche.

29 Rolf Schiifer, Albrecht Ritschl: Vorlesung “Theologische Ethik,” Arbeiten zur

Kirchengeschichte 99 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2007); Johannes Zachuber, Theology as Science in Nineteenth-
Century Germany: From F. C. Baur to Ernst Troeltsch, Changing Paradigms in Historical and Systematic
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reliable source for reconstructing the historical Jesus whose preaching of the kingdom
was neither a political nor eschatological entity, but a spiritual and ethical reality. 3°
Ritschl’s students reacted strongly against his historical reconstructions, especially his
attempt to find a single ethical standard free from historical limitation to apply as a
standard in nineteenth-century Germany.3! Weiss, Wrede, and Bousset all demonstrated
the eschatological nature of the kingdom of God and, against Ritschl’s attempt to find a
timeless ethic, situated Jesus’ preaching of the kingdom within the first century.?? The
scholars that formed the history of religions school sought not only to understand the
preaching of Jesus within his historical context, but desired to view the development of

Christianity within the larger scope of religious history.>* The methods and results of the

Theology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 211-35; Philip Hefner, “Baur Versus Ritschl on Early
Christianity,” CH 31 (1962): 255-78.

30 Albrecht Ritschl, “Uber den gegenwirtigen Stand der Kritik der synoptischen Evangelien,” in
Gesammelte Aufsdtze (Freiburg i. B. und Leipzig: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1893), 1-51; Clive Marsh,
Albrecht Ritschl and the Problem of the Historical Jesus (San Francisco: Mellen Research University Press,
1992), 50-55.

31 Hugo Gressmann, “Albert Eichhorn and the History of Religion School,” in Albert Eichhorn,
The Lord’s Supper in the New Testament, trans. Jeffrey F. Cayzer, SBLHBS 1 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2007), 3—61, here 59.

32 Respectively, Johannes Weiss, Die Predigt Jesu vom Reiche Gottes 2™ ed. (Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1900); ET: Jesus’ Proclamation of the Kingdom of God, trans. and ed. R. H.
Hiers and D. L. Holland (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971); William Wrede, “Die Predigt Jesu vom Reiche
Gottes,” in Vortdige und Studien (Tlbingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1907), 84—126; Wilhelm
Bousset, Jesu Predigt in ihrem Gegensatz zum Judentum (Gottingen: Vandenhoech & Ruprecht, 1892).

33 For an overview of the main ideas of the history of religions school, Gerd Liidemann and Martin
Schroder, eds., Die religionsgeschichtliche Schule in Gottingen: Ebine Dokumentation (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1987); Cf., the online Archiv “Religionsgeschichtliche Schule,”
http://www.archiv-rgs.de/; Gerd Liidemann, “Die Religionsgeschichtliche Schule,” in Theologie in
Gottingen: eine Vorlesungsreihe, ed. Bernd Moeller (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1987), 325-61;
idem., “Die ‘Religionsgeschichtliche Schule’ und die Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft,” in Die
“religionsgeschichtliche Schule’: Facetten eines theologischen Umbruchs, ed. Gerd Liidemann (Frankfurt
am Main: Peter Lang, 1996), 9-22; Carsten Colpe, Die religionsgeschichtliche Schule: Darstellung und
Kritik ihres Bildes vom gnostischen Erlosermythus, FRLANT 78 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1961); F. W. Graf, “Der ‘Systematiker’ der ‘Kleinen Gottinger Fakultat: Ernst Troeltschs Promotionsthesen
und ihr Goéttinger Kontext,” in Troeltsch-Studien I, eds.F. W. Grat and Horst Renz (Giitersloh: Gerd Mohn,
1982), 235-90; Gerhard W. Ittel, “Die Hauptgedanken der ‘religionsgechichtlichen Schule,”” ZRGG 10.1
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history of religions school had a significant impact on the thought of the early form
critics, especially their concept of Jesus tradition and the ways in which literary forms
developed from the religious experiences of communities.

This section will trace the origins of form criticism out of the history of religions
school with a focus on the conception of the pre-literary transmission of the Jesus
tradition in the works of Eichhorn, Gunkel, Weiss, Wrede, Wellhausen, and Bousset. The
building blocks of the form-critical conception of Jesus tradition were present in the
works of these scholars who served as mentors and teachers to the early form critics. In
these early works, however, this conception of Jesus tradition was not as fully
conceptualized and articulated as it would become through the writings of Schmidt,
Dibelius, and Bultmann. The ways in which scholars conceive of the transmission of the
Jesus tradition leads, whether consciously or unconsciously, to conclusions about what
we may or may not know and how we may come to know about the historical Jesus and
early Christianity.’* An examination of Jesus tradition in the history of religions school
reveals that the preMarkan passion narrative hypothesis was in its embryonic stage,
suggested in the works of Weiss and Bousset, and waiting for the full realization of a

conception of Jesus tradition to bring forth the explanatory power of such a hypothesis.

(1958): 61-78; Karlheinz Miiller, “Die religionsgeschichtliche Methode: Erwégungen zu ihrem Versténdnis
und Praxis iher Vollziige an neutestamentlichen Texten,” BZ 29 (1985): 161-92; Kiimmel, History, 245—
85; Riches, Century, 14-30; Baird, History, 222-53.

3% Chris Keith, “The Indebtedness of the Criteria Approach to Form Criticism and Recent
Attempts to Rehabilitate the Search for an Authentic Jesus,” in Jesus, Criteria, and the Demise of
Authenticity, ed. Chris Keith and Anthony Le Donne (New York: T & T Clark, 2012), 2548, has
demonstrated that the criteria of authenticity arose directly from and because of a form-critical
understanding of Jesus tradition. Whereas Keith began with the work of Dieblius and Bultmann, [ am
tracing the origin of this conception of Jesus tradition in the works of the history of religions school, which
was adopted and advanced by Schmidt, Dibelius, and Bultmann.
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2.1 The History of Religions School

While the designation as a school (Schule) implies a unified agenda and goal, it is not
possible to summarize the common exegetical principles of the history of religions school
easily.’®> As a very general commonality, however, these scholars desired to understand
Christianity within the religious environment in which it developed.*® Gunkel concluded
that the New Testament must be interpreted “in light of the influence of extraneous
religions, and that this influence reached the men of the New Testament by way of
Judaism.”7 The history of religions school considered Judaism a syncretistic religion,
taking over concepts from Babylon, Egypt, and other ancient Eastern religions. Because
of the variety of influences on Judaism, the New Testament was to be understood not
only in relation to the Jewish Scriptures, but in relation to all contemporary religious
literature.

According to the history of religions, God had revealed himself through history,
which Mark Chapman described as “something primarily of the spirit and the history of

religion was consequently the history of the spirit as it manifested itself in the great ‘web

35 Liidemann, “Die ‘Religionsgeschichtliche Schule’ und die Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft,” 9.
An example of the disagreements among representatives of the history of religions school is the views of
Weiss and Bousset and the relationship between Jesus and the Judaism of the first century. On the one
hand, in Die Predigt Jesu vom Reiche Gottes, Weiss presented Jesus’ eschatology within the tradition of
Judaism since both Jesus and Judaism shared an apocalyptic vision of the future. On the other hand, in Jesu
Predigt in ihrem Gegensatz zum Judentum, Bousset responded to Weiss and denied any continuity between
Jesus and Judaism, since in his view the Judaism of the first century had devolved from the religion of the
prophets into a legalistic religion.

36 Ittel, “Hauptgedanken,” 62-65, observed that Religionsgeschichte meant the history of one’s
own religion, and in the case of these scholars, Christianity. E.g., Gunkel, “The ‘Historical Movement’ in
the Study of Religion,” ExpTim 38 (1926): 532-36, here 533, “When we spoke of the ‘History of Religion,’
we always meant in the first place the History of the Religion of the Bible.”

37 Hermann Gunkel, “The Religio-Historical Interpretation of the New Testament,” trans. W. H.
Carruth, The Monist 13.3 (1903), 398—455, here 398.
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of history,” in the religious experiences and personalities of the past.”*® In this view, God
revealed himself in different stages of religion and each subsequent stage reached a
higher level than the previous stage, with Christianity as the purest expression of religion.
This development of religion is a work of God, as described by Bousset:
The whole history of the religious life of mankind stands to us as the great
handiwork of God...The religion of the Old and New Testaments, however,
represents, as we shall see, the purest form of religion, and the Gospel, to say the
least, the highest and most perfect form which it has reached.*”
In other words, the development began in primitive religions, advanced to national
religions, reached a high level in the prophets, but with the religions of law (namely,
Judaism), the upward trajectory stalled. But, according to Bousset, Jesus restored the
upward trajectory and freed religion from nationalism; Paul then freed it from legalism.*
In order to understand the rise of Christianity, the history of religions school
applied a radical historical approach to the texts of the NT and early Christianity in the
manner of Hermann Samuel Reimarus (1694—1768), Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (1729—
1781), Ferdinand Christian Baur (1792—-1860), and David Friedrich Strauss (1808—

1874).4! This radical approach entailed situating the religion of early Christianity within

the context of the religions of the ancient world, especially detailing its syncretistic

38 Mark D. Chapman, “Religion, Ethics, and the History of Religions School,” SJT 46 (1993): 43—
78, here 48; Hermann Gunkel, “Das alte Testament im Lichte der modernen Forschung,” in Beitrdge zur
Weiterentwicklung der christlichen Religion (Miinchen: Verlag, 1905), 40—76, here 55; William Wrede,
“Das theologische Studium und Religionsgeschichte,” in Vorlage und Studien, 64-83, here 66; Wilhelm
Bousset, “Die Religionsgeschichte und das neue Testament,” TRu 7.9 (1904): 353—65, here 364.

3% Wilhelm Bousset, What is Religion?, trans. F. B. Low (London: T. Fisher Unwin, 1907), 9.
40 Bousset, What is Religion?, 213-99.

4! Gerd Liidemann, “The Relationship of Biblical Studies to the History of Religions School, with
Reference to the Scientific Study of Religion,” 7JT 24.2 (2008): 171-81, here 173-74.
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nature. Particularly noteworthy for the history of religions school was the sociological
aspect of religion as it developed within popular piety. This new methodology was
applied to the entirety of early Christian literature, emphasizing the development of
Christianity from its origins in Palestine to the Hellenistic Christ-cult and later to Pauline
Christianity.

The model of development for religion in general outlined above (divine
revelation and progressive stages of development and practice) was applied sporadically
to the Jesus tradition by the members of the history of religions school. Although there
was diversity of opinion among members of the history of religions school, they shared
similar emphases as they described the development of the Jesus tradition prior to the
written Gospels. These descriptions of the pre-literary Jesus tradition included the growth
of individual units of tradition from situations within the life of the church, especially the
cultus; the role of the church in shaping these oral units of tradition according to their
understanding of Jesus as the Messiah; and the role of the author in shaping the outline of
the life of Jesus theologically, not historically. In the following sections, I will examine
significant notions of Jesus tradition through their major works on Jesus and the Gospel
of Mark of the history of religions school in order to shed light upon the development of
the form-critical method. While each scholar discussed below did not discuss each aspect
of Jesus tradition, there was enough continuity and complementarity amongst their work
to allow for a general picture of the history of religions school’s conception of Jesus

tradition.
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2.1.1 Albert Eichhorn (1856-1926)

Chronic illness limited Eichhorn’s scholarly output, but through his personal
relationships, especially through letters to his close friends from Gottingen, Eichhorn was
able to influence members of the history of religions school, specifically his close friends
Wrede and Gunkel.*? Although Eichhorn never produced a comprehensive work on early
Christian literature, his study on the Lord’s Supper tradition foreshadowed more
developed conceptions of Jesus tradition from later publications of the history of religions

school.

2.1.1.1 The Use of the Tradition in the Cultus

Eichhorn concluded that the Lord’s Supper traditions in the NT (Matt 26:26-28;
Mark 14:22-24; Luke 22:19-20; 1 Cor 11:23-25) were comprehensible only within a
cultic sacramental setting and were shaped by the church’s theological reflections on the
meaning of the crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus.** The concepts of cult and worship
were neither clearly defined nor developed by Eichhorn. That the Lord’s Supper tradition
developed within the worship of the church was an assumption throughout the work.
However, in the final pages Eichhorn claimed that the Christian observance of

sacramental meals was only explicable on the basis of syncretistic ideas and practices.

42 Hans Rollmann, “Eichhorn, Karl Albert August Ludwig,” in Dictionary of Biblical
Interpretation, ed. John Hayes (Nashville: Abingdon, 1999), 324-25; Wayne A. Meeks, “The History of
Religions School,” in The New Cambridge History of the Bible: Volume 4, From 1750 to the Present, ed.
John Riches (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 127-38, here 128; Ernst Barnikol,
“Eichhorn, Albert,” in Neue Deutsche Biographie 4 (1959), 379, described Eichhorn’s illness as “shaking

palsy.”

43 According to Eichhorn, The Lord’s Supper, 75, the influence of the church’s faith on the
tradition was not consistent. In his view, the miracle stories and the words of Jesus were the least altered
parts of the tradition. The tradition of the death and resurrection of Jesus were significantly influenced by
the faith of the church. The birth narratives were completely modified to align with the faith of the church.
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The connection between the motifs of bread and wine, body and blood, and eating and
drinking posed a religio-historical problem for Eichhorn. In his estimation, the early
Christian idea that in consuming the bread and wine Christians partook in the body and
blood of Christ was borrowed from “Near Eastern Gnosticism.”** The Lord’s Supper
tradition in the New Testament was, according to Eichhorn, a syncretistic idea:
“Forgiveness of sins at the Communion is Jewish; the Communion as partaking of eternal
life is Near Eastern.” Similar syncretistic ideas played a key role in Eichhorn’s
interpretation of the Fourth Gospel:

In John’s Gospel we find that baptism brings about the new birth and that the

Communion bestows eternal life. This goes with the practice in John’s Gospel of

giving a Christian slant to concepts that have had a long history of use in the
gnostic religion.*

4 Eichhorn, The Lord’s Supper, 93.
4 Eichhorn, The Lord’s Supper, 93.

46 Eichhorn, The Lord’s Supper, 93. This brief statement of Eichhorn on the influence of
Gnosticism on the early Christians, and especially the Fourth Gospel, foreshadowed later
Religionsgeschichte scholarship, although Eichhorn is often overlooked in discussions of the scholarly
development of the idea of pre-Christian Gnosticism. This is likely because his comments were too brief
and offered nothing substantial to the discussion on Gnosticism. Albert Schweitzer, The Problem of the
Lord’s Supper according to the Scholarly Research of the Nineteenth Century and the Historical Accounts:
Volume 1: The Lord’s Supper in Relationship to the Life of Jesus and the History of the Early Church,
trans. A. J. Mattill, Jr. (Macon: Mercer University Press, 1982), 81-83, criticized Eichhorn for assuming
that later research on Gnosticism would simply prove his theory. Eichhorn is not discussed in Edwin
Yamauchi, Pre-Christian Gnosticism: A Survey of the Proposed Evidences (London: Tyndale Press, 1973).
Early treatments of pre-Christian Gnosticism included Wilhelm Bousset, Hauptprobleme der Gnosis
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1907) and Richard Reitzenstein, Das iranische
Erloserungsmysterium (Bonn: Marcus & Weber, 1921). Gnosticism featured prominently in Bultmann’s
writings, especially on John, Rudolf Bultmann, “Die Bedeutung der neuerschlossen mandéischen und
manichéischen Quellen fiir das Verstindnis des Johannesevangeliums,” ZNW 24 (1925): 100—46; idem.,
Theology of the New Testament, 1:164-83; idem., Primitive Christianity, 161-72; idem., The Gospel of
John: A Commentary, trans. George Beasley-Murray (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1975), 24-31. The
pre-Christian Gnostic myth was thoroughly refuted by Carsten Colpe, Die religionsgeschichtliche Schule:
Darstellung und Kritik ihres Bildes vom gonstischen Erlosermythus (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1961). Cf., Larry Hurtado, “Fashions, Fallacies, and Future Prospects in New Testament Studies,” JSNT
36.4 (2014): 299-324, here 303-07.
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In this way, the history of religions method filled in the gaps Eichhorn perceived in the
historical-critical method and accounts for the origin of this early Christian interpretation

of Jesus’ death through the influence of Judaism and Near Eastern Gnosticism.

2.1.1.2 Tradition Shaped by the Faith of the Church
Eichhorn rejected the historical-critical method, which he described as simply
taking the reports found in the NT as historical accounts that can be corrected through the
comparison of parallel traditions in order to discover the earliest tradition which will
reveal “the true historical course of events.”*’ Instead, he emphasized the development of
Christianity as a religion and valued the unhistorical material over the historical because
“the unhistorical material documents for us the progress of the religious process,” while,
conversely, the historical material had no value for the history of religion.*® This meant,
for Eichhorn, that the primary task of the scholar was the identification of layers in the
tradition:
It is very important that we recognize the earliest layer of the Jesus tradition that
has come to us only in fragmentary form. Mostly it is overlaid by later levels, and
it is only by proceeding in a critical fashion that we uncover the earliest layers.
Valuing such a procedure is something we share with the historico-critical
method. On the other hand, it is just as important, in fact in some respects more
important, to recognize how the earlier traditions have been reshaped and to
recognize the value of the results of the entire process.*’

The unhistorical material found in later layers of the tradition reflected the religious

needs of the early Christians and was, for Eichhorn, the means by which he could trace

47 Bichhorn, The Lord’s Supper, 67. Later Eichhorn referred to the process of identifying the oldest
layers of a tradition with the historical event as it actually happened as “a particularly foolish feature of
historical criticism” (74).

“8 Bichhorn, The Lord’s Supper, 74.

4 Eichhorn, The Lord’s Supper, 74.
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the development of the tradition. This task, as defined by Eichhorn, was adopted, not only
by Wrede and others in the history of religions school, but also by Dibelius, Bultmann,
and their students as they mined the Jesus tradition for its earliest layer, where they found
historical materials—a task Eichhorn would not have approved.*°

The Lord’s Supper tradition provided Eichhorn an understanding of how the early
church understood Jesus’ death, which shaped the tradition: “It was not enough to know
what Christ’s death meant for salvation. Jesus needed to have articulated this meaning
t00.”>! The words of Jesus at the institution of the Lord’s Supper did not represent the
actual historical occurrence, but later interpretation by early Christians after reflection on
the death of Jesus. In Mark and Matthew, the words “This is my body” (Matt 26:26;
Mark 14:22) presented a problem for Eichhorn because they refer to the institution of the
sacrament and not the historical situation described.’? Luke 22:19 and 1 Cor 11:24
included the words “which is given for you,” which shifted the meaning and provided an
allusion to the sacrificial death of Jesus.>?

Eichhorn treated the reference to the cup within the institution of the Supper in a
similar fashion. In both Mark 14:24 and Matt 26:28 Jesus says, “This is my blood of the
covenant, which is poured out for many,” with the Matthean version adding, “for the
forgiveness of sins.” The Western text of Luke 22:19b—-20 was adopted by Eichhorn

(though he made no mention of the textual questions surrounding the verses), which

30 Rollmann, “William Wrede, Albert Eichhorn,” 81-82.
5! Bichhorn, The Lord’s Supper, 75.
52 Bichhorn, The Lord’s Supper, 76.

53 Bichhorn, The Lord’s Supper, 76.
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meant that there was no reference to the cup in Luke.>* In Paul, the emphasis shifted,
“This cup is the new covenant in my blood” (1 Cor 11:25), which was significant for
Eichhorn. The Pauline Jesus did not say the cup contained his blood, but that it was the
cup of the new covenant which “comes into being by his blood shed on the cross.”>
Eichhorn considered this change in the tradition “much richer” because “all the predicates
of the blood that were technical ones in the case of sacrifice are transferred across and

now refer to the blood of Christ.”*® These differences in the tradition demonstrated to

Eichhorn how the sacrificial understanding of Jesus’ death developed within the church.

2.1.2 Hermann Gunkel (1862—-1932)

In some respects, Gunkel’s effect on the development of NT form criticism is
surprising considering his significant methodological differences with Julius Wellhausen
that arose after the publication of Gunkel’s Schopfung und Chaos.>” While Gunkel
accepted Wellhausen’s conclusion that individual oral traditions laid behind the book of

Genesis, he disagreed with Wellhausen’s view that the origin of the material was

54 Bichhorn, The Lord’s Supper, 76. He simply stated, “Luke lacks mention of the cup,” with no
justification. For a discussion of the Western text of Luke 22:19b-20, Bruce Metzger, A Textual
Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 2" ed. (London: United Bible Society, 1994), 148-50; Bradly
S. Billings, Do This in Remembrance of Me: The Disputed Words in the Lukan Institution Narrative: An
Historico-Exegetical, Theological and Sociological Analysis, LNTS 314 (London: T & T Clark, 2006).

55 Bichhorn, The Lord’s Supper, 76.

56 Bichhorn, The Lord’s Supper, 76-77.

57 Werner Klatt, Hermann Gunkel: Zu seiner Theologie der Religionsgeschichte und zur
Entstehung der formgeschichtlichen Methode, FRLANT 100 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1969),
70—74; Henning Paulsen, “Traditionsgeschichtliche Methode und religionsgeschichtliche Schule,” ZTK

75.1 (1978): 23-33; Paul Michael Kurtz, “Waiting at Nemi: Wellhausen, Gunkel, and the World Behind
their Work,” HTR 109.4 (2016): 567-85.
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irrelevant.>® Gunkel critiqued Wellhausen for being “too subservient to the literary
documents” and for failing to recognize that the ideas found in the documents may have
originated at a much earlier date.>® Instead, he not only emphasized written sources, but
also oral tradition: “All the rich content of such oral tradition must be included in our
total reckoning.”®® The conception of oral tradition, its pre-literary development, and
relationship to the life of the community presented by Gunkel changed not only Jewish
Scriptural studies, but Gospel studies as his method was adopted and applied by Dibelius

and especially Bultmann to the Synoptic Gospels.

2.1.2.1 Individual Units of Tradition

The history of religions school characterized the oral cultures in ways that limited
their ability to compose or pass along complete narratives prior to the production of
literary works. It was assumed that the earliest Christian community was unliterary, and
therefore unable to compose an extended narrative of the life of Jesus. Gunkel posed the
question of which took priority in oral tradition—the Gospel, the discourse, or the
individual saying? He answered, “Popular story of its very nature takes the form of the
individual story.”! Gunkel contrasted the types of culture that wrote history (Geschichte)

with those that orally passed on legends (Sagen):

8 Hermann Gunkel, “Aus Wellhausen’s neuesten apokalyptischen Forschungen: Einige
principelle Erdterungen,” ZWT 42 (1899): 581-611, esp. 607-09; idem., The Stories of Genesis: A
Translation of the Third Edition of the Introduction to Hermann Gunkel’s Commentary on the Book of
Genesis, trans. John J. Scullion, ed. William R. Scott (Vallejo: BIBAL Press, 1994), 31-33.

% Gunkel, “Historical Movement,” 533-34.

0 Gunkel, “Historical Movement,” 534.

! Gunkel, The Stories of Genesis, 31.
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History writing (Geschichtsschreibung) is not an art inborn in the human spirit. It
had its origin at a definite stage of development in the course of human history.
Uncultivated peoples do not write history. They do not have the capacity to
reproduce their experiences objectively, and they have no interest in passing on to
posterity an accurate account of the events of their time. Their experiences fade
unnoticed and reality mingles with fantasy. They can express historical events
only in poetic form, in songs and stories (Sagen).®?
The literature in the Jewish Scriptures does, according to Gunkel, contain examples of
history, such as Samuel or Chronicles. But the individual narratives in Genesis had their
origin in preliterate societies and could only be transmitted in oral tradition.®®
Significantly for the development of NT form criticism, Gunkel posited that legends
emphasized popular personalities, not the history of kings or royal families, and these
traditions had a long history of oral transmission before they were written down in
Genesis. % As the next chapter will show, Dibelius and Bultmann both espoused similar
views about the members of the earliest Aramaic church and their inability to compose
extended narratives. When Gunkel’s method was applied to traditions about Jesus (a
popular personality) and the tradition contained in the Gospels, the form critics sought its

long oral history prior to the composition of the Gospels in individual units because of

these assumptions inherited from Gunkel.

2 Gunkel, The Stories of Genesis, 1.

8 Gunkel, The Stories of Genesis, 2-3. Gunkel viewed the shortest literary forms as most
primitive because ancient peoples could only grasp one or two lines at a time. He also compared the
abilities of ancient peoples to modern children. Hermann Gunkel, “Fundamental Problems of Hebrew
Literary History,” in What Remains of the Old Testament and Other Essays, trans. A. K. Dallas (New York:
Macmillan, 1928), 57-68, here 62. Cf. Leonard J. Coppes, “An Introduction to the Hermeneutic of
Hermann Gunkel,” SJT 32 (1970): 148-78, here 160-62.

 Gunkel, The Stories of Genesis, 3; Gunkel compared the passing of such traditions to the

German fairy tale traditions, such as Grimm, that were told by the families gathered together around the
fireplace on winter evenings.
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2.1.2.2 Literary Form and Sitz im Leben

The beginnings of Gunkel’s methodological emphasis on literary forms and Sizz
im Leben were present in Schopfung und Chaos, although the significance of these
emphases were later realized in his Genesis commentary and form-critical work on the
Psalms.® In this early work, Gunkel introduced the question of literary form (Gattung)
and sought a Sitz im Leben for the creation myth, which he found in the Babylonian feast
of Marduk.%¢ The significance of Schopfung und Chaos in the development of the form-
critical method is Gunkel’s emphasis on the history of literatures, from their beginnings
in oral tradition to their transition into written documents, which provided knowledge of
the Sitze of literary forms.®’

Gunkel began his investigation by identifying the literary type of each individual
unit of tradition. In his Genesis commentary he distinguished between myth (Mythus), a
story about the gods, and legend (Sage), a poetic story about the distant past which was
handed down in popular oral tradition.%® After removing individual stories from their
literary context, Gunkel offered several questions in order for exegetes to decipher the

Sitz im Leben: Who was speaking? Who was the audience? What was the mood? What

%5 Klatt, Hermann Gunkel, 78—80; Hermann Gunkel, Genesis: Ubersetzt und erkidrt, 1 ed. HKAT
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1901); idem., “Psalmen,” in RGG?, 1609-27, ET: The Psalms: A
Form-Critical Introduction, trans. Thomas M. Horner (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1967); Hermann Gunkel and
Joachim Begrich, Introduction to the Psalms: The Genres of the Religious Lyric of Israel, trans. James D.
Nogalski (Macon: Mercer University, 1998).

6 Hermann Gunkel, Creation and Chaos in the Primeval Era and the Eschaton: A Religio-
Historical Study of Genesis 1 and Revelation 12, trans. K. William Whitney Jr. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2006), 80-84, 110-11.

7 Cf., Hermann Gunkel, “Literaturgeschichte,” RGG?, 3: 1677-80.

8 Gunkel, The Stories of Genesis, 2-3. In the first and second edition of Genesis, Gunkel

emphasized the primacy of myth, but in the third emphasized the primacy of the legend. Cf., Hermann
Gunkel, The Legends of Genesis, trans. W. H. Carruth (Chicago: The Open Court Publishing, 1901), 14.
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effect was sought?% Through this line of questioning Gunkel sought the Sizz of each unit

of tradition in an attempt to access the religious life of the Israelites, which was the goal

of Gunkel’s scholarship. Erhard Gerstenberger described this aspect of Gunkel’s method:
Literature is not an end in itself, not even form- and genre classifications are such
goals, but the life of the spirit within literature, intimately connected with real
social and religious life of the people, is the treasure to be hunted for.”

Thus, the goal, in Gunkel’s view, was not simply an understanding of the surface level

features of a text, but an understanding of the social situation out of which the tradition

arose in the decades or centuries before it was put into writing.

2.1.3 William Wrede (1859-1906)

During his time as a tutor in Géttingen, Wrede developed a friendship with
Eichhorn, whose influence freed him “from the fetters of a Ritschlian ecclesiocentric
exegesis and from the literary-critical approach to the New Testament.”’! In 1897 Wrede
delivered a lecture on the method of NT theology, which Heikki Réisdnen pronounced as
“the declaration of the programme of the history-of-religions school” and Georg Strecker

described as fundamental for understanding the rest of Wrede’s work.”? Before

9 Hermann Gunkel, “Die Grundprobleme der israelitischen Literaturgeschichte,” in Reden und
Aufsdtze, (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1913), 29-38, here 33.

70 Erhard S. Gerstenberger, “Albert Eichhorn and Hermann Gunkel: The Emergence of a History
of Religion School,” in Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: The History of Its Interpretation, Vol. IlI: From
Modernism to Post-Modernism (The Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries), ed. Magne Sebe (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), 454—71, here 463. Cf. Klatt, Hermann Gunkel, 146; Frangois Bovon,
“Hermann Gunkel, Historian of Religion and Exegete of Literary Forms,” in Exegesis: Problems of Method
and Exercises in Reading (Genesis 22 and Luke 15), trans. Donald G. Miller (Pittsburgh: Pickwick Press,
1978), 12442, here 130.

"I Rollmann, “William Wrede, Albert Eichhorn,” 80.
72 Respectively, William Wrede, Uber Aufgabe und Methode sogenannten neutestamentlichen

Theologie (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1907); ET: “The Task and Methods of ‘New Testament
Theology,”” in The Nature of New Testament Theology, trans. and ed. Robert Morgan, SBT 2:25 (London:
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examining Wrede’s conception of Jesus tradition, it will be helpful to review his history
of religions method as presented in this lecture, since it informed his investigations of the
origins of the Gospels.

In response to the then recently published New Testament theologies of Bernhard
Weiss (1827-1918) and Willibald Beyschlag (1823—-1900), Wrede strongly critiqued
what he labelled “the method of doctrinal concepts” (Lehrbegriffe).”® This approach to
the NT attempted to reconstruct the thoughts of the authors according to doctrine, which,
Wrede admitted, assisted in an understanding of the individual authors.”* In his mind,
however, the benefits did not outweigh the “considerable violence” this method
committed against the NT texts, since many books were too small for extraction of
doctrinal concepts.”> Additionally, this method assumed these texts contained doctrine in
an attempt “to squeeze out as much conceptual capital as possible from every phrase and

every casually chosen expression.”’® In place of the doctrinal concepts method, Wrede

SCM Press, 1973), 68—116; Heikki Rédisédnen, Beyond New Testament Theology: A Story and a Programme,
2™ ed. (London: SCM Press, 2000), 121; Strecker, “William Wrede,” 68. Cf., Ben C. Ollenburger,
“Biblical Theology: Situating the Discipline,” in Understanding the Word. Essays in Honor of Bernhard
W. Anderson, eds., James T. Butler, Edgar W. Conrad, and Ben C. Ollenburger, JSOTSup 37 (Sheffield:
University of Sheffield), 40; A. K. M. Adam, Making Sense of New Testament Theology: “Modern”
Problems and Prospects (Eugene: Wipf & Stock, 2005), 63—-64.

73 Respectively, Berhhard Weiss, Lehrbuch der biblischen Theologie des neuen Testaments, 5th
ed. (Berlin: W. Hertz, 1888); ET of 3" ed.: Biblical Theology of the New Testament, 2 vols., trans. James E.
Duguid (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1882-83); Willibald Beyschlag, Neutestamentliche Theologie (Halle:
Strien, 1891-92); ET: New Testament Theology, or, Historical Account of the Teaching of Jesus and of
Primitive Christianity according to the New Testament, trans. Neil Buchanan (Edinburgh: T & T Clark,
1895-96); Wrede, “Task and Methods,” 73.

7 Wrede, “Task and Methods,” 74.

> Wrede, “Task and Methods,” 74-75.

76 Wrede, “Task and Methods,” 77.
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proposed that the task of New Testament theology was “to lay out the history of early
Christian religion and theology.””’

Although the opposing methods sound similar in their aims, Wrede characterized
the method of doctrinal concepts as focused upon “the content of the writings,” while
history of religions focused upon “the subject-matter.”’® He further clarified the
differences:

What are we really looking for? In the last resort, we at least want to know what

was believed, thought, taught, hoped, required and striven for in the earliest

period of Christianity; not what certain writings say about faith, doctrine, hope,
etc.”
The personalities of the individual authors mattered little because, as Robert Morgan
summarized, for Wrede “the historian is concerned with what lies behind the sources, in
this case the history of religion.”®" In his attempts to access what lay behind the Gospels,
Wrede relied upon a particular view of the content and transmission of the pre-literary

Jesus tradition which, in many ways, furthered the radical historical efforts of Eichhorn.?!

77 Wrede, “Task and Methods,” 84.
8 Wrede, “Task and Methods,” 84, italics original.
7 Wrede, “Task and Methods,” 8485, italics original.

80 Robert Morgan, “Introduction: The Nature of New Testament Theology,” in The Nature of New
Testament Theology, 12. Italics removed.

81 Wrede, “Task and Methods,” 182, acknowledged his indebtedness to Eichhorn in matters of
historical method. Wrede noted the radical nature of his understanding of the messianic secret: “We cannot
alter the Gospels; we must take them as they are. If my critique is seen as radical, I have nothing against
that. I maintain that matters themselves are sometimes radical to the utmost degree, and that it can hardly
be reproachable to call them as they are,” Messianic Secret, 2.
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2.1.3.1 Individual Units of Tradition

For Wrede, the oral Jesus tradition began “the moment after the death of Jesus,
when the tradition about Jesus was still quite fresh.”®? The earliest transmission of the
tradition was “free and various,” and contained short narratives, sayings, and instructions;
no attempt was made to recount the life of Jesus.?? He considered the writing of the
Gospel of Mark a pioneering moment in the development of the Jesus tradition, a
moment that had both positive and negative implications. Positively, the oral Jesus
tradition was now fixed in written form and could not be lost to history.®* Negatively, the
written medium marked an “impoverishment of the tradition,” for only the Jesus tradition
that was written could be remembered. The written Gospels became the storehouse for

Jesus traditions and “the free recollections [lost] their significance.”®?

2.1.3.2 Tradition Shaped by the Faith of the Church

For Wrede, the Gospels could not be understood apart from “an eye for the
transforming effect of tradition,” which began in the oral period before the Gospels.?¢
That the shaping of the individual traditions took place in the period of oral transmission
became a fundamental starting point for his investigation of the messianic secret in Mark:

The oldest written material which tells us of Jesus, and which came to have a
dominant influence on what came later, has incorporated much more than we

82 William Wrede, Die Entstechung der Schrifien des Neuen Testaments, Lebensfragen: Schriften
und Leben 18 (Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1907); ET: The Origin of the New Testament, trans.
James S. Hill, Harper’s Library of Living Thought (London: Harper & Brothers, 1909), 66.

8 Wrede, Origin, 66-67.

8 Wrede, Origin, 68.

8 Wrede, Origin, 69-70.

8 Wrede, Origin, 70.
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could desire of the secondary tradition that had already accumulated, and much
less of the good material.®’

In other words, the tradition contained the theology of the early Christians which colored
their depiction of Jesus according to their resurrection faith. Wrede’s investigation into
the secrecy motif in Mark not only aided in ending the nineteenth-century life of Jesus
research, it paved the way for form criticism, and the questions he raised still guide NT
research.5®

Wrede’s investigation into the pre-literary theological development of the Jesus
tradition began by identifying five categories of Markan passages containing commands
to keep Jesus’ messianic identity secret: (1) “prohibitions addressed to demons” (1:25,
34; 3:12); (2) “prohibitions following (other) miracles” (1:43-45; 5:43; 7:36; 8:26);
“prohibitions after Peter’s confession” (8:30; 9:9); (3) “internal preservation of his
incognito” (7:24; 9:30-31); and, (4) “a prohibition to speak that did not originate with
Jesus (10:47-48).% Additionally, Wrede identified cryptic speech within Mark as part of
the secrecy motif, which included Jesus’ use of parables and the phrase “the mystery of

the kingdom of God.”*°

87 Wrede, Messianic Secret, 2.

88 Schweitzer, Quest, 330-97; Vincent Taylor, “Unsolved New Testament Problems: The
Messianic Secret in Mark,” ExpTim 59 (1947—-48): 146-51; idem., “Important and Influential Foreign
Books: W. Wrede’s The Messianic Secret in the Gospels,” ExpTim 65 (1953): 246-50; Norman Perrin,
“The Wredestrasse Becomes the Hauptstrasse: Reflections of the Reprinting of the Dodd Festschrifi: A
Review Article,” JR 46.2 (1966): 296-300; David E. Aune, “The Problem of the Messianic Secret,” NovT
11 (1969): 1-31; William C. Robinson Jr., “The Quest for Wrede’s Secret Messiah,” Int 27 (1973): 10-30;
James L. Blevins, The Messianic Secret in Markan Research, 1901-1976 (Washington, DC: University
Press of America, 1981); Christopher Tuckett, “Introduction: The Problem of the Messianic Secret,” in The
Messianic Secret, ed. Christopher Tuckett, (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983), 1-28; Heiki Réisénen, The
‘Messianic Secret’ in Mark, trans. Christopher Tuckett (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1990).

8 Wrede, Messianic Secret, 34-37.

% Wrede, Messianic Secret, 53—79.
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Wrede considered all of the secrecy passages in Mark to be historically
implausible because it was unreasonable to expect silence after Jesus had performed
miracles such as raising Jairus’s daughter, healing lepers, or casting out demons.’! He
also observed that since these acts were performed by Jesus in public, the command to
remain silent was pointless and was not ever followed in the Markan narrative.”? Thus,
Wrede found no historical motive to satisfactorily explain the presence of the messianic
secret in Mark. Instead, he concluded that the secret belonged, not to history, but to
theology: “a historical motive is really absolutely out of the question; or, to put it

positively, that the idea of the messianic secret is a theological idea.”?

This theological
idea was not created by Mark, but was, according to Wrede, already present in the pre-
literary Jesus tradition and developed because the church needed to explain why they
believed Jesus to be the Messiah when he had not made that claim himself.**
Therefore, Wrede concluded that the Gospel of Mark was of no use in
constructing a life of Jesus because it belonged to “the history of dogma.”®> The Jesus
tradition did not reflect the life of the historical Jesus, but the faith of the early church.

This axiom provided a starting point for form criticism, which differed from Wrede in

one important aspect. While the form critics thought it was possible to separate the

o1 Wrede, Messianic Secret, 50-51.
92 Wrede, Messianic Secret, 17

93 Wrede, Messianic Secret, 67.

% Wrede, Messianic Secret, 230.

% Wrede, Messianic Secret, 131.
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historical from the theological in the Jesus tradition, Wrede held that this was an

impossibility.”®

2.1.4 Johannes Weiss (1863-1914)

Hiers and Holland rightly described Weiss as “one of the prophets of form
criticism” and Schmithals observed that Weiss’s work has not received the recognition it
deserved.”” While Weiss’ most significant and lasting contribution to NT scholarship was
the recognition of the eschatological aspect to Jesus’ preaching of the kingdom of God
against his father-in-law Ritschl’s ethical conception, he also contributed important
works on the Gospels and his notion of Jesus tradition was a precursor to the developed
form-critical work of Bultmann and others.

While Weiss clearly situated his own work within the history of religions school,
the influence of his father’s conservatism and his congenial attitude toward Ritschl’s

1‘98

work set Weiss apart from other members of the school.” These differences become clear

% Wrede, Messianic Secret, 129-31; Aune, “Problem,” 4-5.

97 Respectively, Richard H. Hiers and D. Larrimore Holland, “Introduction,” in Jesus’
Proclamation of the Kingdom of God, trans. and eds., Richard H. Hiers and David Larrimore Holland
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985), 4; Walter Schmithals, “Johannes Weif} als Wegbereiter der
Formgeschichte,” ZTK (1983):389—410, here 389-92, observed that it is surprising that Weiss received
little credit in Bultmann’s major works, even though Bultmann was Weiss’s student in the winter semester
of 1904/05 and the summer semester of 1906 and Bultmann was upset at Weiss’s move to Heidelberg in
1908. Nevertheless, Bultmann, “Johannes Weil in Gedachtnis,” 7hBI 18 (1939): 242-46, lamented that
Weiss did not live long enough to see the developments made through form criticism. David Larrimore
Holland, “History, Theology, and the Kingdom of God: A Contribution of Johannes Weiss to 20 Century
Theology,” BR 13 (1968): 54-66, here 54, stated that the neglect of the contribution of Weiss by English
speaking scholars is “one of the curious phenomena of our century.” Similarly, James D. G. Dunn, “They
Set Us in New Paths: VI. New Testament: The Great Untranslated,” ExpTim 100.6 (1988—-89):203—07, here
204-06.

%8 Johannes Weiss, Die Idee des Reiches Gottes in der Theologie (Giessen: J. Ricker’sche, 1901),

113; idem., Die Aufgaben der Neutestamentlichen Wissenschaft in der Gegenwart (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1908), 48. Cf., Hiers and Holland, “Introduction,” 16-24. On the relationship
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when Weiss’ conception of Jesus tradition is compared to that of Wrede. In contrast to
Wrede’s skeptical attitude to the historical value of the Jesus tradition, Weiss had more
confidence in the value of tradition in the Gospel of Mark and, like Wrede, sought to go
behind Mark to the oldest available traditions, which he considered a reliable source of
information about Jesus and not simply sources for the development of the Christian

religion.””

2.1.4.1 Individual Units of Tradition

The composer of the Gospel of Mark was, for Weiss, simply a mediator
(Vermittler) of tradition and not an author.!® Significantly, Mark was the mediator of the
oldest community tradition (Gemeindeiiberlieferung), which came to him in both oral and
written forms as they circulated in the earliest Christian communities as unconnected
individual units (“unverbundenen Einzelstiicken™) with an anecdotal character. !°! In its
earliest stage, Weiss characterized the Jesus tradition as illiterate folk tradition
(“ungelehrte, volkstiimliche Uberlieferung”) that was first passed mouth-to-mouth. %2
These assumptions about the pre-literary Jesus tradition were not thoroughly explored in

Weiss’ writings, but his influence on the earliest form critics is clear, as their conceptions

between Ritschl and Weiss, Rolf Schifer, “Das Reich Gottes bei Albrecht Ritschl und Johannes Weiss,”
ZTK 61 (1964): 68-88.

99 Johannes Weiss, Das dlteste Evangelium: ein Beitrag zum Verstdndnis des Markus-Evangeliums
und der dltesten evangelischen Uberlieferung (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1903), vi.

100 Weiss, Das dlteste Evangelium, 2-3.
101 Weiss, Das dilteste Evangelium, 23, 119; idem., “Die drei élteren Evangelien,” in Die Schriften
des Neuen Testaments neu tibersetzt und fiir die Gegenwart erkldrt, ed., Johannes Weiss (Gottingen:

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1907), 8.

102 Weiss, “Die drei dlteren Evangelien,” 40.
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of Jesus tradition echo and expand these sentiments. The way these individual units were

collected and placed into a narrative was the more significant contribution from Weiss.

2.1.4.2 Narrative Framework of the Tradition
The writing of the Gospel of Mark was, for Weiss, an attempt to put these
unconnected traditions into a narrative framework (Rahmen).'?® Like Wrede, Weiss
denied that the framework imposed on the Jesus tradition by the evangelist contained any
chronological interest:
The most necessary thing for a representation of the drama of Jesus’ life is
lacking, a chronological framework: in effect, everything takes place on a flat
plane. All historical or psychological pragmatism is lacking; the whole thing is
composed of completely separate fragments which are grouped partly according
to practical didactic viewpoints, partly almost according to chance, so that they
can be changed in order without serious damage.!%*
In place of the so-called chronological frame (“der sogenannte chronologische Rahmen”)
Weiss conceived the Markan outline in a didactic manner; the Galilee period taught the
church of Jesus’ life and the time in Jerusalem of his death; the Nazareth period revealed
Israel’s rejection of Jesus while Golgotha represented the persecution of the church.!%?

Weiss described the work of the evangelist as spreading the doctrines of the church over

the varied units of Jesus tradition like a net to form a coherent narrative.!%

103 Weiss, “Die drei dlteren Evangelien,” 7-8.

104 Johannes Weiss, Earliest Christianity: A History of the Period A. D. 30-150, 2 vols., trans. F.
C. Grant (New York: Harper, 1959), 2: 700; Cf., idem., Das dlteste Evangelium, 19-20, 89, 351; idem.,
“Literaturgeschichte,” 2191; idem., Jesus von Nazareth: Mythus oder Geschichte? Eine
Auseinandersetzung mit Kalthoff, Drews, Jenson (Tibingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1910), 136-37.

105 Weiss, Jesus von Nazareth, 137.

196 Weiss, Jesus von Nazareth, 137
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The didactic construction of Mark was, according to Weiss, because of its use in
the missionary movement of the church: “It must be read as a piece of missionary
literature.”'%7 It is important for Weiss to clarify the role the Gospel played as missionary
literature because it determined how the Jesus tradition was handled and shaped into a
narrative. The Gospel was not for the unconverted, for in Weiss’ view it did not provide
objective proofs for Jesus’ Messiahship or contain explicit appeals to authority, such as
those healed or eyewitnesses.!%® Rather, the Gospel of Mark was composed for those who
already know the broad outline of the life of Jesus and were acquainted with the main
characters, especially Peter, who played a central role in Mark.!” Therefore, Weiss
concluded that the second Gospel was used either as a collection of facts assembled for
preaching or an introduction to Christian proselytes.!!? In these scenarios, the exact
chronological details were less important than passing on the tradition the evangelist
received. This did not mean, however, that Weiss found no historical data from which

details of Jesus’ life could be reconstructed.

2.1.4.3 Tradition Shaped by the Faith of the Church
Weiss concluded that the historical Jesus did not consider his ministry to be

messianic but saw himself as the herald of the coming kingdom of God.!!! In his view

107 Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 2:688.

108 Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 2:689. He understood the reference to the sons of Simon,
Alexander and Rufus (Mark 15:21) to be an exception.

199 Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 2: 689-90.
10 Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 2: 690.

" 'Weiss, Jesus’ Proclamation, 82.
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Jesus himself awaited the fulfillment of the kingdom in the future, though the future
victory over Satan was foreshadowed in his healings and exorcisms.!!? This clearly
differed from the later messianic faith of the church, which constituted a major problem
for Weiss. In order to explain how the church came to view Jesus as Messiah, Weiss
attempted to trace the development from what he believed was the historical Jesus’ own
messianic consciousness through the Christological development of the Palestinian and
Hellenistic communities. The Jesus tradition within the Gospels, and also in Pauline and
other early Christian writings, attested to the early Christians’ evolving understanding of
Jesus’ messianic status.

The question of Jesus’ messiahship must have been present before the death of
Jesus since, according to Weiss, the disciples quickly concluded that Jesus had been
exalted to the right hand of God (Acts 2:33).!'* However, the disciples did not consider
Jesus the Messiah during his lifetime, it was only at his exaltation that Jesus became the
messiah (Acts 2:36; 13:33):

It is thus perfectly clear that the Messianic faith of the primitive community was

centered in the glorified Christ, and was related to the earthly Jesus only inasmuch

as he was the one who had been destined for this honor.!!*
Therefore, Weiss considered the earliest stratum of the Jesus tradition to reflect the early
Palestinian Christians’ adoptionist Christology, in which Jesus was simply the instrument
through which God completed his works, such as the lame man praising God after being

healed (Mark 2:12), Jesus’ command to the former demoniac to proclaim what “the

112 Weiss, Jesus’ Proclamation, 101-03.
13 Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 1:31.

114 Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 1:33.
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Lord” had done for him (5:19), or the crowds glorifying God, who had given Jesus the
authority to heal (Matt 9:8).!!°

The next stage in the development of Christology identified by Weiss was the
identification of Jesus as the Son of David. This title was also present in the most
primitive layer of Jesus tradition as defined by Weiss, where only a few recognized
Jesus’ status (Mark 1:24; 5:7; 8:29; 9:1-2; 15:39) and belief in Jesus’ divine sonship
“spread backwards, so to speak, into his earthly life”” and “the recollection of the
historical Jesus was gradually more and more thoroughly penetrated by this idea.”!!® The
Matthean and Lukan genealogies were considered by Weiss “a surviving fragment of old
Jewish Christian apologetics” that sought to prove that Jesus was indeed the Son of
David.'"’

In these early layers of tradition as delineated by Weiss, the “historical, earthly
traits” repeatedly broke through the tradition, but as time passed the tradition sought “to
release the now-exalted Lord from all his earthly and human contacts and relations.”!!8
Weiss saw precursors to later Pauline and Hellenistic Christologies in the utilization of
the title “Son of Man” in the tradition. While it remained an open question to Weiss how

often the historical Jesus used the term as a self-designation, the Palestinian community’s

application of the title to Jesus as the Danielic and Enochic Son of Man was a watershed

1S Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 1:118-22.
116 Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 1:123.
7 Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 1:124.

18 Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 1:125.

52



moment in the history of Christianity.!!” The community now identified Jesus as superior
to all other human beings, the one whose true origins were in the heavens and who has a
heavenly nature. The title also suggested to Weiss that the Palestinian community
believed in the preexistence of Jesus, who as the Son of Man was the one whom Enoch
saw in his vision (1 Enoch 39).12° The Palestinian church specifically connected the death
and exaltation of Jesus to the exaltation of the Son of Man, or as Weiss clarifies
“exaltation to be Son of Man.”!?! In this way, belief in Jesus as the exalted Son of Man
was “carried back into the earthly life of Jesus” and became the dominant view presented
in the four Gospels.!??

2.1.5 Julius Wellhausen (1844-1918)

Although Wellhausen was not a “member” of the history of religions school,
Gressmann recalled that he considered its members his “ill-bred sons,” and Troeltsch
considered Wellhausen among the scholars “who have given up the last remnant of the
idea of truth supernaturally revealed in the Bible, and who work exclusively with the
universally valid instruments of psychology and history” and thus shared a common

history of religions method.!? In the first decade of the twentieth century, Wellhausen

19 Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 1:129.
120 Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 1:128.
121 Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 1:127.
122 Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 1:127.
123 Respectively, Gressmann, “Albert Eichhorn,” 34; Troeltsch, “Dogmatics,” 4-5. Cf., Nils A.

Dahl, “Wellhausen on the New Testament,” in Julius Wellhausen and His Prologomena to the History of
Israel, ed. Douglas A. Knight, Semeia 25 (1982): 89—-110, here 89-90.
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turned his attention to the Gospels and applied the same critical method as he had to the
traditions of Israel, which resulted in commentaries on all four Gospels and an
introduction to the Synoptic Gospels published within a six year period.!?* Within these
works, Wellhausen’s approach to the Jesus tradition furthered the prior work of Wrede
and provided a link between Wrede and the form-critical agenda of Bultmann.!?*> Allen
Wikgren’s description of form criticism as “an elaboration, modification and
systematization of [Wellhausen’s] methods and conclusions,” while overstated, is in
many ways correct. 126 The results of Wellhausen’s Gospel research, and especially his
emphasis on the church’s shaping of the tradition, helped to set the scholarly agenda for

much of the twentieth-century.

2.1.5.1 Individual Units of Tradition

Behind the written Gospels Wellhausen reconstructed the oral Jesus tradition,
which consisted of scattered material (zerstreuten Stoff) that was shaped and expanded as
individual units within popular tradition.!?” Wellhausen’s comments on the tradition
come in places where he compares the proximity of both Q and Mark, which he

considered the oldest sources for the reconstruction of the historical Jesus, to the original

124 Smend, “Wellhausen in Géttingen,” 321; Baird, History, 2:152; Julius Wellhausen, Das
Evangelium Marci (Berlin: Reimer, 1903); idem., Das Evangelium Lucae (Berlin: Reimer, 1904); idem.,
Das Evangelium Matthaei (Berlin: Reimer, 1904); idem., Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelein, 2™ ed.
(Berlin: Reimer, 1911); idem., Das Evangelium Johannis (Berlin:Reimer, 1908).

125 Dunn, “Great Untranslated,” 205; Cf. Dahl, “Wellhausen,” 98.

126 Allen Wikgren, “Wellhausen on the Synoptic Gospels: A Centenary Appraisal,” Journal of
Bible and Religion 12.3 (1944): 17480, here 179.

127 Wellhausen, Einleitung, 32.
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Jesus tradition.!?® By comparing these two sources of early Christianity, Wellhausen
determined that the Jesus tradition repre