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The Bresentation of this book,.

La Presentacion da ests Libro

/

the Spaniards call the presentation of their book to the reader,
present
T shall try to =zxkmkzxthe intant of this book as precisely as I

can, in th&s ‘ntroduction,

: Mpe-f
Blasphemers are more helpful than the lukewarm, The(%iasphemer
what seems to him
et least makes & moise when he points out/the weakest link in

the chain which links God and men,

Adolf Hitler- during the"thousand years"of his World Domnina¥ion
. Ve .
-set off his ewn%@%& by stating: the solar constellation of Chri-

P
gtimmity has endedos In this hissing remark , the existence of =

@

Christian Era was relegated to the limbo of the past:" There no

c ’
longer is a Christian Era," Accordimgly, the term Christ in BE

| Bo Co ani Anno Domini were dropped from German terminology.
, .

—

3ut bire lukewarnlégzé pushed in this direction for a very
long timee A glance into Toynbee, Spengler, “ehru , Berr's Histoire
Universelle, the Cambridge History, the American Textbooks of Histo
and- especislly - the curricula of our History Departments- all

0 point into the same direction as Fieidrich Nietzsche and his

- 1 h reg %,
theologlian~iriend Franz Ov&rbeckﬁa%%jﬁ%b Ptek%ar&miostian

Era, The counting of the years after the Birth of Christ belongs —
thisg i the ma jority opinion already-
with the Jewish Era Bfoh the Creation of the World, with the Hed-

......... -,

schrah of Muhammed, or with the years ab urbe condita, after the

founding of Rome ( 753 B, C. ). It is zn arbitrary single era, one
among manye %énce, the Christian BEra is neo longer recognized as
making epoch among all previous eras, And the year Zero is not

treated as the turning point and the gateway into a new, the final,
. - ofw Era few people doubt th:

Pradd VrB0 o8 2 57 e Tile EEEINL ai M e ek fo

Hitler, active destruction of the era has



proceeded, But looking back we can see two more definite

stepping stones which have given this last attack its opportunity.
For 150 years people have concentrated their eforts on the Lifeé
and Times of dJesus, Innumersble books have tried to change hin,
the Lord of the Eons of Eons, the Second Adam, the Son of Man,{ygﬁ
the Judge of this World, iﬂto a contemporary of Kaiphas, Judas,
Tiberius, and Pilate. They have searched his vocabulary for cole
loquialisms of his own place and time. Now, as a child of his
time, he lost all power over the times, As children of our own
time, we di%%éear with that time. Of most people, after the obi-
tuary, no trace remains; of Lincoln Stanton could say:(Now he

D
belongs to the ages., We have not heard this said for = long til -

This zeal for the transient environment of Palestine in
\

Yesus! days, then, is one step away fvomdhls ,105f %o give our
era his name, But their is aqolder g?ég%ggaa ﬁgafnsé?%he last

centuries with their immersion in world conguest and world

knowledge. Strangely enough, Roman Catholics, feformed and Luthe-

< ‘3)‘!"7@
ran Ehxxxhxx thinkers have equally é¥2éﬁeea this ayggiaaea It
36\0&\/@.@ ‘@)‘ I“’\.

is their constant mistranslation of & thekterms for cra, pnding
and closing of eras , and for Christ's relation to the epochs

' PAINY]
of History. The centre of this confusion is known to eggg?;@dder

A lpeeco Caets-,
who has ever heard the formula of the prayerg “World without End.!
used e '
When the K sng James' Version wxwmks this wor01n%f’fﬁg phrascec was

already wrong . But today , it is fatal and antireligious(ﬁﬁg;ﬁ}
< h)
The term World in Shakespeare's days still had some ring of tI

. o
Whirling tides of time in it, But today,‘World means the univer-
The flcace qﬁiux'yaﬂ4#&~ sjalez

se expanded in space. And so K -memms that this world never comc
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to an end, But the Greek text means the very opposite, It
c 2
runs ;and into the eons of eons, thereby stating that the
dudey Jod femaiep .
world comes to one end after anotherr%Juﬂf as we Jjokingly
exclaim:",.., period} " , =XXIXER the Bible knew that man
had to live in the perpetual expectation of an end of his

. ”n . . .
little world. Each“eon was such one aion of man's orientati

computation and organisation, And now in this fantaitip
caleidoscop pi’ hupam eras, ZEXEX and worldly

ending{‘the Breath of a new Spirit was blnugﬁgna enthro-

neé the Master who would initisl as well as subscribe ecras

R ————

-

and out of whose mouth the beginnings and the ends of

all t@p eras wquld be interpreted and understood.
Our§?:§%ﬁézgigfjtzgts are , of course, filled by the

tremor of this specificmeaning of Christinaity. But already
150 years ago, the Univeraalists harped on the dame sore
point of Thomistic , Lutheran , and Cslvinistic Doctrines
Nothing, according to the Bibke , is eternal except God,
Fons may punish souls during their times. But the

i . R .
puhlshment in hell wéé of one eon only (Mionios) end this

&L eau&u-not meanLegérnal. THlS wrong trafilation of aionios
q
\L‘_“““Nﬁg)eternal, for ever and for ever, still fills our theologil.

U}M

cal dictionaries, It is palpably wronge It has polsoned
theology. But it has prepared people to think that we eith:
live for the moment or for eternity, But if so, there bs
no Christian place for an era, an epoch, an age., Then one
second and the complete absence of the time flow are the

lich NedT e
two extremes between magﬂls suspendede THis is crude non-
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Sense,

I do not live by or for the latest hews., And I do not
the very notion of any timeless eternity.

P§or mortal)I am stung with a constant sense of time, But I can
cover time-spans from‘one day to aiyeaf to a generation to a century, with
my intent and my undera;tanding° And I amlésked to believeﬂ that neither

my creator nor the man who r@vealed him to us, dogL enter upon the

\
measure> of time which alone I can understand ? I know,they do, ;g;, I ha
lived through epoch making events which have changed the lives of all men
on this globe, And in the light of the Lord of the Lons, I have found my

path througk those\ ends of my world and the beginnings of the next a*on,

» v

H the Christian era has been a helpful mvtn in the past but
=

Tottsll

now, we Qa need it any 1onﬂghr is like telling me: the raft on whi

M e evey 2
you.//~ sed the abyss, must be condemned, I have f ound that there is a way
of 11v1ng through the end and the beginning of an era in verfect freedom,
neither as the slave of capitalism nor as the slave of communism, neither

as merely a German nor as merely an American, neither as a soldier nor as

as a cholar° And T should now go and destroy the raft, my ralft, simply be:
' (@oev 7 o crezzed

cause people who never passéd an abyss, say .\ihere is no abyssgy §Zerefore

the Lord of Contlnulty through all the abysses between eras, can be put
/
up at our rummage sale of o0ld wear. !
And nowhere are we less instructed for our polonaising through epoch:

as God gives them and takes them, ~
tnan in our theological 1iterature or instructiom ,

Ip this situation, I have had to learn anew in what th- Christiaﬁ
Lra consists. I have tried to dfstinguish it from thc times in whlch Spenb-
T,
ler, Toynbec, Nietzsche, Darwin, Sartre, prefer to livce, I have had to |
undevstand that ever since ZERO, the Chr stian Era is rivalled by ailnthe

precedinr pagan eras in our midst. The positive value of the last century!:
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of the Christian Era g! é&w/"dft—

eclipse/if has become quite clear to me. total omission of Chris®s

LY
universal chronclogy and ﬂ;&r concentration oR the "times of Jesus",
i1s of great help to you and me and to all of us who wake up after
o

the Gr:at Floocl. We now sSee how much paganism and how much balking

at the hrlstl an Lra from inhabitants of pagan eras or eons, is still

.o

Wrote to me in d.espair:‘ﬂ arc, the veill of ths Tnmpl@ nas not gvcéyému
’ »
romtyetT Horn ASunder,

Tn: reacer , 1 do hope, fincs nelc in im‘ol@ 1ar\guag@ wh at
\
e . o
cunst'tut@s the hristlan Erai I have said it :.‘, e e L T

no;i]*, more then anything else, have been mang gled by Biblical

criticisme. The rascal Robert Graves, a corrupt

‘ . {
sester about ~the sosvel and the gospel) writers, 1 have tried to
& 2

get myself and my readers out of the bottomless pit of Diblical

4

w and its dividdnglbhefour gospels into threef versus one,
the Synoptics and Johne I have accepted the first statement of the
New Testament, that e New Era has started; and I have thought that
ob'v:,uu,'lslv , the gospels themselbes might be sbeopping sbones in

the fOI"mvthﬂ of this new A:Lon., ’«7\,& >“€&9& a ‘M%m Q{ﬁ
0}‘ %ursee ’ “ta}igj Z’ge, Ana he wh&;r m&mmgfﬁ of the worﬁus
four wbants, called the gospels, according to Ma.tthczw, Harc, Luke

2
Joln, . understands agaln the wond‘fousCAnno Domini by which we count

the stepping stones of the ince rqat4_0n1 O‘(L ﬂm u«f\ §4 m

e
e
by
w
e
EXS
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Technically, this book presupposes that you can if you

wish;,"reau the four ymppels yourself, The only stress

~

q hat I do treat you as ol age and as

“"""“"‘-—-...‘;

capable of ,1istening to an aroument on all four gocspels

laid on you is fh

in unity, I would have considered any other treatment an

insult to your own literacy and maturity.

I had to mention some srr th of ccholarship as

any reader may have run ihbo one or the other of themo‘
But I have tried to keep the text readible as one
sustained argument and thersfore have not clutterea it
with proofs of erudition, Anybody who cares to look for
such cregvntlals, may Iind them in my Tk CHRISTIAN TN
FUTURE XE#XE ( Néw Y8rk 1946) and THE DRIVIAG POWER

of WESTERN CIVILIZATION { Soston 1950, ) &&mi-”“ @@*“gijﬁra

jracts . Ctudinim 4s Saffioed 5 @ v aloEnl
Sut what are crea@nt¢als when we ask ourselves ¢ Is

there a Christien Era ¢
Advent 195L
Four Wells , Norwich, Vermont,
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Whow e

We Hawosety leave the'first cycle of human speech and/gﬁggr
upon .our own era. The&%?ﬁ?g began in the primitive tribe%
among & little group of&frantic and frightened, yelling and
bouncing men, who took heart, spoke and danced, and proceeded
from fright, yelllng and bounéing to an inspired way of 1life.

They ﬁlaced themselves under verbs, pronouns, nogné, and
numbers . Speech made them human by dressing Qnd investing
them with power, as the children of Man, as listeners to the
spirits of thelr dead.

The second phase lifted the heart of man into the universe.
The tatoos on the body were replaced by the tatoos on the |
temple, as the whole universe spoke tb the Great House of Egypt,
to Pharao, and to the Emperor of China, the Son of the Skyworld.

Tell me who speaks to you and I shall know who you are.
Pharao was anxious to be the Ka of the skyworld, the child of

sun and moon and all the stars, of Horus of the Horizon, of

the Southern World of Noon, of the Northern World of Midnight,

as the listener of the universe. The Son of Heaven became the 74£Z§E

heart, the hieroglyp became the tatoo of a living universe. ;::t:::\

e

% ane ritual was established in tribe and empire, Poetry f\&ikémﬁ

meets Odysseus on the sea shore and where Achilleus meets his

-----

7

mother, the ocea{f§>goddess, Thetys; since panie was eliminated

by ritual, poetry could return into "Nature". "Nature'equals:
"The World minus panic". Poetry listens unafraid to nature

because it is the child of peace, the listener of peace and law.



ho
Poetry, however, can(éike the world's laws op peaces

better than they are. Poetry transfigures that nature which
ritual has freed from panic. But the world still is the world,
in many districts where world wars, world riddles, world rev-
olutions, world chaos looméjibd2&7%%*(4ﬁ%’¢¢EVS

The Homeric stream of poetry ran in one direction, towards
the world. Homer took advantage of ritual's attainments.
Israel's stream of psalms ran in the opposite direction. Israel
felt the disadvantage of ritual's multiplicity and incomplete-~
ness.

Israel directed its efforts not towards "the World minus
panic”, but towards the'fact that it stiil was full of paniec.
Israel ;aw that ritual contradicted ritual, and that neither
temples nor tatoos nor poems ever would get outside their own
local and temporal boundgries. So the more rituals or temples
were bullt, or the more poems imagined the greater became the
confusion of tongues, the tower of Bable. Israel withdrew
from this world of Tohu and Bohu, 0§ Q‘OC“’QQ‘( istocted ’Vnﬁns ?

Israel built & temple, it is true, but they added that
God did not live in it{ Israel voided the temple. Israel cip-
cumcised her young men, it is true; but they did 1t to the pled

/
psebreca
child in the cradle, not to the initiate adolese nt, 4tn the

clant's é%rtility rites the boy was meant to become inspired as
a bisexual being, by circumecision. Israel voilded ﬂﬂ#'rite.
Israel wrote poems but she denied that she "made" them, no idols

- or pictures made by men could be worshipped. She insisted that —



by fle Qiiup Thca 4
she was told;and that she replled. ‘Israel voided the arts.

in these three acts, she emptied the three great "gpeeches” of
the heathen, the tribal, the templar, the artistic, of thelr
lure and charm &s sbsolutes. The real speech, 1srael insisted,
was yet to come. It only was heard by him‘Who could hear the
future, who could llve as the listener of the revolving Eon,
as 'the prophet of the futufe. |

When all this had been said, when the Sioux had spoken
and the Chinese, the Greek and the,Jew, one world came to an
end. This was and i1s the complete cycle of antiquity:

1. Listeners to the spirits of the dead, created Ritual-

cesSmicC

2, Listeners to the skyworld and tnepyniverse, built
the temples. ™

3, Listeners to lawSand peeeebalready achieyed, be@ame
poets and artists. =

4, Listeners to the future, became prophets.
These four phases of speech were unified and superseded in
Jesus. And because of this action, he 1s called the Christ. b
Qhrist is the fruilt of the 1ilps of antiquity. Jesus had listén—
ed to thé spirits of old. The sex war in Adam and Eve and all

~

their offspring was overcome by Mary and her son who superseded
an 5\2

the @arriage and(ﬁgipburial ritual. Jesus had 1istened to the

skyworld ‘calendar and the government of the universe for he

came when Pontius Pilate represented the mundane unity of Rome ’s
orb, in Palestine. And on the day of Easter, he himself re=
placed the bloody sacrifices inside the gates of the temple.

Jesus had listened to law and peace already achieved, for his



speech certainly transfigures the 1illies and the sparrows, o
the adultress and the thief; outside the gates of the cities
of men, the world held no terrors for him. But he superseded
all pdgms. He wrote no book; when he wrote in the sand, the
reai poem was he himself.1
Jesus had listened to the future. For the psalms were on
his lipg, and the Messianic faith of Israel formed him. But
he was no prophet. This»is the first thing we are told of him.

It is centrgl. He was not expecting somebody else, he was thé

v A
expected one. <§%€i‘called hiﬁi;because all they knew were the
T — ’
men who had lived beforewfiﬁ§ Joseph's son, carpenter, King,

priest, rabbl, prophet, messiseh.

These names élearly 8ignify terminals. They are the ter-
minals of the four streams of speech sketghed by us. The last
king, the last priest, the last prophet, the messish - all this Ouzﬁ&xﬁﬁ
would simply ﬁean the end of the world. And Jesus was the end
of our first world indeed.. He took the sins of this first
world upon himself. This sentence simply states the fact that
tribal ritudl{ skyworld temples, nature-praiEEE§;ESEE£XL_E§§:;~E%QQ§§%%
sienic psalms, in separation, end;%; dead‘end§xymﬁun F%fg!iffl?ﬁ@%@gih

In this sense, Jesus pald the penalty of death for beilng

the heir of these dead ends. They slew him because he held all
their riches and wealth, in his hands and heart, his mind and
soul. He was too rich not to share the catastrophe of this all

too rich ancient world.

1. Compare: "We are God's Poem". Eph. II, 10.



But the terminal of the four modes of speech also became
the starting point. Jesus founded the Church since he was the
frult of all the pure lips of antiquity. He spoke in the four
currents created before him. How else could he speak? He
did quote Deuteronomy when he formulated the golden rule. But
we are more than we say. Jesus was not contained in any of
the rules and rituals although he filled and enlivened them
all, when the poem of his 1ife touched on their themes. He euoke_d bg

a&>ﬁkélgﬁh"the man who, in every act, exceeds this act noticeably.
When they thought that he was the carpenter, he was the rabbi.
When they called him rabbli, he was the prophet. When they
called h;m prophet he was the Messiah. And when they called

Ssraek s Son of ou

him{MesSlah, he stood revealed as the Onefwho had listened to
the free God, to the living God only. His real 1life always
exceeded his social role. This excess is "man", in the Chris-
tian era. That which will not ad just, 1is man.l

We are the children of listening. Because we listen to
our parents, we bear their name. Because we listen to the
constellations and conjunctures of our social sky, we are
children of our times. Because we listen to the lure of law,
wWe are chlldren of nature. And because we listen to the call
from our destiny, we are sons'and daughters of the Revolution.

daér of "t
Jesus is the H6H‘of . He filled and fulfilled the four

1. "Bxcessus mentis" is an officisl term with John Eriugena,
Bonaventura and Cusanus, for the Christian soul's life.
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"listening posts" of

Child of the ancestors Ehbég

Child of the times %u -uuﬂ*4€o,

Child of nature A Yoo

Child of revolution.__ 4, Doreal .
However, he showed that they only could be fulfilled here and
now before our eyes in this acceptable year of the Lord called
Today. One had to be free from any one of the laws of the
four listenling posts, before one could refill them with 1iife.

. Jesus was the son of ritual, the son of all the words
spoken. But by showing that he was free from their separate
authority, he became the foﬁnder of a new language 1n which
they all could be fused for a new start.

Now, here we come upon our dilemma when speaking about
him. The 19th century cut Jesus' connection with his past.
It was an artistic century. It loved life and hated suffering.
It disliked the question, Why did he have to aief It concen-
trated on the life of Jesus. Biographies became the great
fashion. So, Jesus too received his biography. This was new,.

It was the opposite of the Christian tradition. This had been

I

>
‘thanatograohy. A biography ends with the death of the "bilogra-

phee". The story of Jesus mekes sense only when his death be~
gins and antecedes our lives. A Christian is a man to whom

He speaks. The Body of Christ are those who listen to him.

But the biographical craze has produced a state of mind accord-
ing to which it is enough for a Christian to speak of Christ

and to call himself a Christian.

[tfot Goo oot grerone W&D&v@@}zﬂwm Uae7  ~
Auu%ﬁﬁdﬁ.d%oZZgum74€j 1én»@zz,‘” £>9‘?%a4 Jie 7

oo
7



To the Rousseaultes of our days, Jesus is the adolescent
of innocence, the Y.M.C.A. hero, the good boy. The biographies
have deprived him of his real name. For to us he is uninterest-
ing, unless he is the Word. We have shown that to speak means
to make beginnings the fruits of ends. If the tomb of Jesus
is not the womb of the Christian era, we had better forget his
whole story as a fairy tale.

The voiding of the ecclesiastical manner of speech about
f{cmist has happened. No criticism of Biblical criticism ecan
ﬁunmake it. They have written down Jesus into a speechless child

of nature. On the other hand, the history of speech redquires
acd actihons M

& reconquest of Christ's place in its dialecticssAs the Word,

which has become flesh, Jesus occupies the center in the history

of speech.

This, then, is our dilemms: To the modern man, Jesus is
'.__just & man who lived from 3 B.C. to 27 or 29 A.D. This is of
no concern to us. On the other hand, speech, had gone full
cycle through Red Indian, Egypt, Greek and Jew, and we speak
neither of their four languages nor think their thoughts any
more. Yet we can understand all four of them very well. We
look them through. Their meaning is opened to us. And for
our peace of mind, we must know the reason,

How can we make the fruits of the last century of biogra-
phical Christianity into a seed for our understanding of

speech? :? ?_e Fm;{\% L’u‘& N

Our first steps beyond the critical, analytical, biogra-

phical century should be frankly egotistical. Our times' need



is a reconquest of the wave continuum of the spirit. We, too,
must speak. And we cannot speak unless we are sure that we
a8l Dat ke broy react Wl postect,.
continue to speagﬁ Speech has this in common ‘with love that
although both are discovered by the individual, once for the
ar reaclu:

first time, they also are o In a man's first love,

he also discovers thehggﬂﬁpf%&%§%)love; the continuity of
history, the order of the universe, the destiny of man, all
stand disclosed to the soul who félls in love for the first
time. By his falling in love, his _eyes are opened and his ears

us.gc}.~ @E\WS‘.
are sensitive to identitie e can read the riddles, he can

decipher the flowers and the stars, he can spesk and shout and
sing. Tdﬁi/;efﬁ%%/other person, means to know every#ﬂ&ﬁéSkiéﬁgjfqu
And the eloquence of love hails from the assuredness that sll -
creatures speak in one tongue. As speakers as well as lovers,
we need assurance that we move in a continuum, that our dis~
covery of real 1ife and our words make sense #&Eﬁz&@ﬁﬁﬂQEMUA.%iﬁpeﬂwu\\
Otherwise we go mad and all spirit leaves us., It is impossible
to assume that we do something different when we speak, from
the peoples of all times. Our speech would be up in the air,
a meaningless stammering unless we have the right to believe
that all speech is legitimate and authorized as one and the
same 1life process from the first day on which man has spoken,
to the last.
It 1s, therefore, literally in self-defense that I have to
live down the two dogmas of sclence: 1l1l. a man's 1life ends with

his death; 2. a man's words are merely means of expressing his



kmz%d% thoughts. These two dogmas vold our words of all meaning, and
the last thirty years of catastrophe are the loglical answer to

them. These dogmas are the obvious nonsense of a science which

treats man as nature.omd Aoie wuot Sea Fwrin it 5*(2*'3"\'% @%%Q‘g‘g
}zqe'Against these two dogmas, I hold that we are the fruit of M
lips, and that our lips shall bear fruit.
I am satisfled that this makes sense. It restores my
right to listen and to speak.' But this sense as any sense de~
mands universal application. I have tried to satisfy the
reader that .Jesus i1s the fruit of the four streams of speech
preceding him. He is the frult of the iips of all antiquity.
My enswer to the historical and artistic and literary and
- blographical and critical century has been strictly 11nguistic..
God did not make a nice unhistorical wild flower somewhere in
Palestine. All mankind participated in maeking this man, in as
far as they had spoken fruitfully, consequentially, commitally,

continually. QV. 7776 Hew % g /Z.Q, &"ﬁhs-'

The streams of speech which came to an end on the cross,

But at the same time the
Cross blocks the road backwards towards any of these streams.
I cannot relapse into tribal ritual or Pharaonic ;kyworldsz

Hitler who tried precisely this, stands revealed as a madman.,

And the two other streams are blockeﬁ, too: The modern Greeks, <.e.
the physicistﬁ,and the niodern Jews,jégé Zionists, certainly are
ndﬁé@%eks or Jews of antiquity. The Greeks glorified in the

N beauties of the cosmos; our physicists empty 1t of meaning.
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The Jews glorified nothing but God. The Zionists have built
a university in Jerusalem, as their first communal bullding.
This road block of the Word, then, is a fact. Not one of the
streams of speech of ancient man surges through us, directly.

Since this is so, we must consider him the seed of sll
speech of our era. As listeners and speaker, as singers and
teachers, we are the fruit of his lips.

If this shall be more than & pun, then, we must inquire
boldly into the question of "lips". The lips of the living
Jesus, wonderful as his words must have been, cannot be listen-
ed to by us.

His 1ips must reach us. But how to recognize them? By
this question the task WHleud tetd of this Eﬁﬂéﬁbr is determined.
The 1lips of the historically effective Jesus have been the
four gospels. The four gospels of Mathew, Marc, Igke, John
are the lips of the risen Christ. They bespeak the meaning of
his death. They.are the lips which tell us what it meant that
this heart broke. We have been expected to be the fruits of
these 1lips.

In self-defense man may do desperate things. In self-
defense we may make bold to acquire a clear conception of frult-
ful speech. Since Jesus 1s the road~block which separates us
from the fruitful rivers of speech of the ancients, we must
acquire a knowledge of his "lips". How were these lips formed?
Can it be said that the four gospels to us are the 1lips of the

"Word"™ at 1ts crucifixion? Obviously, they cannot suffice
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unless they avail themselves of all the powers of pre=~
Christian speech and by doing so, progress beyond anything
ever said before.

But; then, can this be true? And why four gospels? Why
not one or two?

It is our hypothesis that the four gospels are the 1lips
whose fruits we are.expected to be, and that they are His
lips. It follows that since the four gospels are One organ,
his lips, the secret of their unity is the secret we have to
understand.

The "naturalistic" century of Biblical criticism knew
very well that the very existence of "lips" of the crucified
Christ would block their own study of Jesus, the natural man.,
The attack of Biblical criticism was concentrated on this one
argument: That we should not read the four gospels as four,
Accordingly, they were reduced to one: This was done, by
keeping three and re jecting one. Behind the three first, the
synoptic gospels, one common source, the famous "P", was
placed by Baur; this, we had to believe was the document from

&g? which the three all came.! The gospel of John was stripped

iz e AT
zr H—— ——

of its source character and relegated somewhere to the second

century from which distance it could not bear much testimony
on the facts. Thus St. John became hlegend", while the three
synoptic gospels were made one by reducing them to a written
source. Consequently, they could not be called unifled as

— they could not be better than their "source".
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Indeed one source by 1tself is as good as another. One
Source is not sacred. Once the three synoptic gospels were
reduced to one Source, they became simply material for our
reconstruction of the life of Jesus from all the material,

. Reltzenstein used Oriental mystery-religions, Dibelius used
artistic models, Scholem Asch used Jewish Rabbinic traditions
to explain "Jesus". Jesus became'alternatingly the expression
of one of the styles or modes of 1ife preceding him. He was
dissolved as the road-block. He belonged with antiquity. He
was speaking, thinking, praying, teaching like many men of
ancient times. There was no reason to fuss about this man,
the little man from the "Orient". Anatole France summed it
all up in the remark df Pontius Pilate to a friend, Sitting o~
on the Riviera and reviewing his interesting career, Pilate
said to his interviewer: "Jesus of Nazareth? Je ne me souviens
pas". 1Indeed, there was left nothing memorable about him;
according to the critics Jesus became & souvenir of antiquity.

It is not an overstatement to say that the scientific
reduction of the four gospels to the rubble heap of source-~
material is the condition for this result.

But what can convince modern man that the gospels are
anything better? Negatively, the eagerness of reducing the
gospels to practically one, has vanished nowadays. What had
this eagerness achieved? The critics had "proven" that a
Greek gospel, Marc, was the gospel which originated first.,

There was nothing indeed, which they had not proven. For ™
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instance they\had succeeded to a point where nobody belleved
that the Letter to the Hebrews was wrltten to the Hebrews.l

In other words, every one stone of our tradition had been
turned upside down and was made to say the opposite from what
it said. But this period of turning upside down is at an end.
It has no interest to me. For readers who cannot study the
question I may mention some facts which put the whole era "from
Reimarus to Wrede" in its quest for an historical Jesus "be~
hind" our source material, in jeopardy. They form & road-
block now against the reductionists. We shall never know an
"historical” Jesus "behind" so-called "material™.

l. John writes as an eye witness who knows the minutest
detalils when he cares to mention them. The apostle 1s the
author of the gospel., Therefore it carries authoritye.

2. All four gospels are apostolic. Matthew was the con-
verted publican among the apostles, Marc obeyed Peter, Luke
lived with Paul. John dictated to a Greek secretary.

3. Matthew wrote 1n Aramaic and he wrote first.

4. Marc states bluntly that he 1s quoting from Matthew,
These four facts simply refute the critics who attacked the
quadrilateral of four authoritative gospels. I mention these
facts for the comfort of souls who are intimidated by the awe
before this "sclience". I was brought up among the outstanding

source critics of those days. One of my first books was

1. Chapman, Matthew, Mark and Luke, 1937 p. 187, note 2.
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dedicated to one of them, T, Vahlen, though it was written in
another field. I did g lot of work with Sources and unknown
authors and relations between Sources myself., 1In 1912, worke
ing in an archive over a 13th century manuscript, I read this
Sentence on the parchment: "Multi enim studio contradicendi
emiserunt sensum". Manﬁ, in their eagerness to contradict at
all costs lost the understanding. I was impressed,

To contradict is one thing. Everybody is free to do 50,
But he 1s not free to pretend that his contradiction ever
can pull a positive solution out of the mind's magic hat,

Applied to the Bible, this means: It is not everybody's
business to read the Bible as the lips of which the reader is
to be the fruit. It is anybodyts privilege to say: I don't
believe that John wrote his gospel or we camnot know when it
was written., Man can affix his No to any statement coming to
him from any other man a8 much as he may attach his Yes to it.
Never, on the other hand, can he replace the repudiated statew~
ment by speculation. This, however, is exactly what the Bib=
lical critics have done. They have not acqulesced in disbe~
lieving tradition. They have positively told us who wrote the
real story, and how it looked and when our gospels were written
and for which partisan purposes,

It 1s not given to the mind to know reality by negation,
Our tradition may be wrong and untrustworthy. But then we
simply do not have the right tradition. No logical somersaults

can produce the positive story. When the mind tries to act as
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the creator of real facts, we have the story of Gnosis all
over again. Gnosis in education is when you tell people how
education should be and then think: "Now they are educated" -
Gnosis in history is when you tell people how history might
have been and then think, "Now, it has been this way".,

This insight into the negative aspect of a century of
criticism, impressed a great man so deeply that he shelved
his fame as an expert of Bibliical criticism, studied medicine
and moved out to Africa to treat Negroes. Albert Schweitzer
before leaving Europe, published his book which expressed this
insight, his famous "Final Criticism of 150 Years of Research
on the Life of Jesus". This title, we may bestow on his book,
now, in retrospect. Its first title was "Von Reimarus bis
Wrede, Geschichte der Leban Jesu Forschung". ("The Quest of
the Historical Jesus", is the knglish title). Schweitzer's
leaving of Kurope for the speechless physical world of the
Jungles was precipitated by the negative work of the critics.
His insight in their failure cured him for quite a while. 1In
the end, however, his scholarly habits returned and he relaﬁsed.
That which he had forbidden himself for Jesus he now did for
Paul, His big volume on the mysticism of Paul was written on
the very lines he had condemned in research of Jesus,

Hence Schweiltzer has become a tragic figure; straddling
a fence, rejecting criticism and unable to stay away from it.
This may warn us that the work of 150 years is not readily dis-

missed by sheer violence. Schweltzer by negating negation,

M e 4 - e —————— - - e - —_————
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did not establish a new position. When his faith required
positive speech once more, he lapsed into the grooves which
were in existence. 1In his preface fo the Mysticism of the
Apostle Paul, Schweitzer 1s aware of his own dilemma. He
admits that he reads the New Testément as a source., He wishes
to reconstruct out of its material somebody else's far distant
religion. It definitely is not the lips of a voice which
created a new dimension of speech, the dimension in which all
the generations of men may become brothers and one. To the
contrary, as a son of nature, Schweltzer wishes to prove to
himself and to his readers that every generation has.a 4dif=-
ferent spirit.

Certainly, every generation has a different spirit. But
is it not equally certain that the man who was called the A
and the 0, the beginning and the end of all times, knew this
one fact as well as Albert Schweitzer or a Parisian fashionw
maker or a New York headlines-writer, or the German Youth
Movement? In fact it was precisely these Ghosts of the differ-
ent times and places which aroused Jesus. He decided to do

euwd Buetmamr hs

something about the Schweitzerﬁxpfihis own days and of all
days. And he sald that we could introduce in the world a power
by which these ghosts could be laid. Because these ghosﬁs and
spirits of the times were uppermost in his mind, he called the
new power the Sane Ghost and the Healing Spirit.

When Schweltzer wrote on Paul, he dealt with the one man

who had first applied this new power on a colossal scale. By
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Schweitzer's sclentific standards - not his practical - both
men, Jesus and Paul had failed in their own avowed purpose of
connecting all times. :Sbﬁxﬂlfé?zf, Owgl/jjkﬂ?

Following the vicissitudes oﬁﬁ@his great and admirable
Christian and - to me - completely ununderstandable theologian,
I had to ask myself if I was better equipped. My great advan-
tage as I see it, 1s that I never was a minister nor a theolow-
glan, by profession. Instead, I was nourished at the very
springhead of the art which when it spread to the theologians
ﬁade them believe in the mind's gnostic creativity, made them
into history-gnostics. Knowing their premises too well, I
shied away from the vicious circle of first getting a position
for a lifetime, a livelihood for dealing with certain autho?-A;‘
itative texts, of then spending this lifetime by cgﬁﬁ%ggfggtgé L<7O
these texts, and of finally replacing them by the "real" tra-
dition as the result of this contradicting. We may not wish
to be the fruits of His lips, of the gospels; but who is in-
terested in being taught, with great seriousness, as a life
study, that there were no lips?

By staying away, I was spared the temptation as well as
the shock of Schweitzer, the temptation which produced his
Paul, the shock which shipped him to Africa. My approach to

the Word which made our era has not been marked by this kind
of theological illusion and disillusionment. Instead, I re-

mained convinced that the century of "Nature" simply had asked

the wrong questions: The Biblical and Homeric critics were
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loyal and honest believers in Rousseau, Thomas Aquinas, Aris=-
totle. These, their three authorities, taught that language
was man's natural equipment. On the basis of this dogme, the
whole house of criticism was raised. How could Jesus be the
Word, how could John say: "In the Beginning was the Word",
how could Matthew quote Jesus as saying: ™I shall be with you
verily to the end of the World" in the face of the natural-
istic dogma? And especially, how could the four gospels be
called inspired, if the words of men were data of the diction=-
ary and the grammar book? They could not. The dogma that
speech 1is as natural with man as it is with the apes, compel~
led four or five generations of professional workers to proe
duce every thinkable theory of reduction and atomization which ™
would reduce the gospels to material, The critics impressed
the world and themselves with their own greater honesty and
sincerity; compared with them, the fundamentalists of ten had
no brilliancy, no brains, no guts., And indeed, the brilliancy
of this century of gnalysis was more than a fire work. It

was the genuine outburst of the natural mind. What is the
natural mind? The natural mind hopes to know and to employ
and to manipulate nature. The critics hoped to employ the
Bible as mere nature, as source material for the new natural
history of mankind, for the coming natural sclence of evolution.

This undertaking of a natural history, they thought possible

because their college halls and libraries seemed firmly estab-

l1ished in the shadow of revered institutions like Church and
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State. Little did they know that scholarship is based on a
common bond between laity and scholars called the Church, and
on a common 1aw.of freedom called the State, in our era. Be-

fore we can criticize at leisure, we must be at leisure. No

seience of man is truly scientific which remains ignorant of
this, its own, premise. The premise of a common peace within
which the critic may criticize, means that he, the critic him-
self must uphold the unity and continuity of speech through
all ages and between all groups of men. For, peace 1s the
frult of speech, and is not to be had otherwise. And science
needs, presupposes, requlres peace. |

Once this is understood, speech ceases to be an "ob ject"
of natural science: The peace needed by the scientist and the
speech which he makes the object of his studies, stand reveal-
ed ~ as one and the same process. To study man, in soclology,
pieceqme&g, individual by individual, class by class, nation
by nation, one man here, an men there, Spanish, Greek, |
English, history or grammsar, as separate individuals, or bodles
of kmowledge, and at the same time to live by a peace created
in the name of one hope in science, one falth in the laity;
one love for the Truth, 18 too much of a contradiction. This;
the 19th century undertook and it exploded speechlessly! If
the natural method is applied to Jesus, he becomes a glowlng
boy scout (Spemann and many others; consider a book title like
" Jesus the Adolescent"), or the psychoanalytical twin of Judas:

(Rank and others) or a powerless idiot (Gerhard Hauptmann)
or just sentimental (Scholem Asch).
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Now all this may, of course, be true. But the roadblock
into the linguistic past would still be there, Jesus or no
Jesus., We live in another world than Cicero and Gamaliel,
Montezuma of Mexico and Red Jacket of the Seneca tribe., To
define this our world, is everybody's concern.

does wust hape o be n

It éa—nutAthe oncern of theologians like Schweitzerlor <§f"
philologists, butggggrybody*s who wishes to live in peacé
because two world wars have nearly plunged us back into a
truly-pre-Christian, pre-Homeric, pre-Mosalc world, My de-
fense against this onslaught on my peace, my world, my era,
is based on one dogma: Speech is a continuum,

Now the four Evangelists insist that something happened
to this very continuum in their days. Hence.I propose to ask:
What did happen? My wey of finding this out, seems rather
obvious to me in retrospect. And I now shall try to state
the skeleton of my logic: |

All the four Evangelists say unanimously: Speech and
writing must be changed, in fact they are changed, by the
Word. If they do not lie, their own speech and writings must
bear evidence of this alleged change.

If we can find out gg their speech differs and in what
respect it differs from anything said before, the change of
which they try to convinece us and the change wﬁich speech
underwent in their gospel writing, vill have to be one and the

seme change. "Conversion?, "faith", "redemption®, "revelation",

"speaking in tongues", "pouring out of the Holy Ghost", all
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these quite dead terms, could be identified with the process
to be observed in the texts of their gospels. This would
prove their case: - 3% gp\qﬁa‘ GF msospm,@q .

To sum it all up, the gospel writers themselves must be
the documents of the linguistic change by the Word.

The four Evangelists in thelr new way of speaking, would
not be the only documents of such a change. Faithful Christians
will continue to be impressed by the change in the nature of
man by martyrs and missionaries. An apostle like Paul who
was both martyr and mlsslonary will seem a better witness to
an orthodox Christian than Luke's text. And greater masses
will always be attracted by relics, miracles, Cathedrals and
monasteries.

But for the pure mind, for science, for the intellect, J
nelther bones nor stones will ever prove that a change of mind
oécurred. The scientiflic conscience in all of us rebels
against such external evidence. Monks are found in Indisa,
martyrs and diséiples in China, shrines in Thailand and
Yukatan, cathedrals in Mexico. The mind does not and need not
trust in a historical change of man's nature ever on such a
basis, because it is not the mind's business to trust, to be-
lieve in external evidence.

But the mind cannot help believing in a change of mind

from a change of style.
The believer, then, will not have to wait for our argu=-

mentse The unbeliever, however, has to be shown. The crucible
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in which a style is chemically so to speak, transformed, must
be shown. And it 1s "The Mind", in our times, not the soul

Ror the body, who is unable to understand Christianity as the
medium of his own mental and scientific truth. Only when the
intellect 1s able to identify the process by which 1t arrives
at truth, as the process which proceeds in the four gospels,
will the mind go back on its accusation that Christianity is as
dead as a dodo and never was anything but a salubrious or
opprobrious myth.

The "four gospels" - we shall use quotation marks when
we treat them as a Singular, a Whole, - can prove this one
thing: The Word did change the world of mind for good.

A book of antiquity is closed to all other books. A
school of thought in antiquity 1s closed to all other schools.
One book: It begins and it ends, Two covers contain it.

This is not true of the four gospels. They respond to a
dead end. They continue through a change of mind. They pro-
gress through time, and, at the end, they barely begin. At

the end of all four gospels, John says that the whole cosmos
was not big enough to contain all the books which it would be
possible to'produce on Christianity. This sounds fantastic.
But after all, this, my own oéiggﬁi, is proof that John's
mirth had cause. John must have been as boylshly cheerful as
his master. As a very old man, he still boasted that he once
ran faster than Peter (John 19.4). The oldest apostle ended

the last gospel with a remark of not very strict seriousness;
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this is a notable feature of the New Testament, or, more cau-
tiously of this Whole of which the four gospels are stanzas.
The exuberance of the end of "the four gospels" contrasts

with the tone of the beginning. "The Four Gospels" opens on

a tone of circumspection. Matthew 1s dignified, serious, and

moving cautiously. All through the four gospels, we may ob=-
serve that it becomes gradually easier to speak of the event.,
There is an acceleration and a growth in assurance in the

four parts. This growth in articulatedness and assurance may

| be shown in every one gospel, But this growth though identical

finds a very different expression, in each case. The second
gospel expresses the growth by being brief. Marc has 677
verses compared to Matthew'!s 1072. There are many reasons for
this as I well know. But when everything is said, it remalns
true, that ceteris paribus the brief treatment of a theme
usually betrays greater confidence of the author than a lengthy
one. To Peter, the inspirer of Marc, the task must have seemed
to need less argument. Where Matthew had glven the complete
speeches, Marc was allowed to write that he would only glve
some quotations.

Luke, again, is comfortably writing two volumes; at his
dégk, with references to other writers. We may figure him
writing neither in the suspense, penury, danger of Matthew,
nor in the vestry of the catacombs and bending before Peter,
spurred by the Apostle's vehemence, as Marc; but sitting in a

room equipped with books and documents, in some leisure and
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with time for reflection, and writing for his student Theo-
philus. What an immense change from Matthew the first advo-
cate of the new world of Jesus before the great world of the
Bible who speaks to enemies, to the deacon or secretary of
Peter, who tries to satisfy the authority of this prince of
the apost1e5 to Luke, who, after his master's Paul dgath, is
free to instruet a faithful young disciple. 4nd yet, there 1is
an ever greater growth in articulatedness to come. When John
dictated to his Greek secretary, he was removed from any
earthly pressure. The weights which loaded down Matthew, from
emmity, Marc from obedience, Luke from his duty to teach, were
absent. The highest degree of artistic and vislonary and
rational power is coupled with a child-like exuberance and
hurry. He takes pains to correct intimate details of the tra-
dition in the midst of sublime poignancy. John begins with
the superlative "In the beginning was the Word" - and by the
way therein supplements Matthew's ending: "I shall be with you
to the end of the world, every day."

But he ends not with this solemn vision through time, but
on the tone of a youthful outburst: "The space of the unilverse
would not be able to contain all the books on Jesus " - Faith
which began tremblingly with the one indisputable point that
Jesus could be called legally "the Son of David and of Abraham",

has become an ocean when John writes.
- Compared to Peter's virile orders to Marc: "Cut this out;

this will do. Enough has been said", to Luke's broad narrative
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gs T said before", to John's "I could go on forever", Matthew
caprries the burden of being the loneliest because the first,
very visibly. And yet, for a superficial eye, John may ap-
pear to be the most lonely one, writing in great‘solitude,
while Luke is academically entrenched in a study, and Marec
lives protected at least by a faithful congregation, and
Matthew stands in a crowd of opponents trying to get a hearing.
But, solitude, or loneliness, in speech, differs widely from
solitude by lack of physical contact. We may be lonely in
New York, and very social mentally on a mountain peak. The
four gospels show how speech or style or articulation 1s cre-
ated by our degree of moral lonelliness.

Against the whole synagogue and temple of Jerusalem, the
publican and sinner Matthew must stand on his éareful brief.
They are in power; he is an outcast.

Compare John: Jerusalem, the Holy Clty, is labelled with
perfect assurance "The World" and "Darkness" in John's first
chapter. Well, of course, she had vanished when he wrote.
Already, John lives in a new rising world who together with-
him sees the light, perceives the Word and runs boyishly and
joyously forward to greét the Lord's coming into his own. For
John, the solitude is with Zion, not with John.

Matthew wrote with the echelons of Zion standing proudly.
While he delivered his speech, he could scarcely hope to dwell
in peace in Jerusalem any longer. He was a wayfaring man, on

the way out and away from the old order of things. Matthew's
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gospel 1s a farewell plea, a last attempt to convince Jerusalem
that they had slain the Just because they had not expected
any longer a radical change in the methods of God's government
" of the world.

This very expectation, however, had been the only raison
" d'etre of Israel, in the midst of the world. Obviously, then,
Matthew's plea had to do jugtice to Israel's righteous place
and to the new dispensation, in one breath. Everybody knows
that Matthew‘is filled with allegations from the Bible. But
to know this, will not suffice. Being the first writer of a
gospel, Matthew had no New Testament and no part of the New
Testament which could have given him the right or the power to
treat the Bible Qf his day as the 0ld Testament. That a man
quotes the Bible, is not impressive to us; even the Devil may
quote Sceripture. But the linguistic significance of the first
gospel lies in something else. By his writing his gospel, he
transformed the Bible of his day into the 014 Testament. The
Bible of Israel became the 0ld Testament in the process of hils
writing. For all readers of Matthew this was an accomplished
fact. For Matthew, it was the accomplishment of which he did
not become consclous before 1t was done.,

Matthew marches and progresses in his gospel writing from
speaking as a Jew to speaking as a non-Jew, The text 1s plaln.
In his first chapter, Matthew begins: This 1s the book of the
birth of Jesus the Christ, who 1s a son of David, a son of

Abraham. In the same first chapter, verse 21: "Jesus shall
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free his people from thelr sins”. Obviously, we are in Israel.
For, i1t does not seem necessary to Matthew to explaln the
pronoun "his" in his people at all. But in chapter 28, the
last, Matthew's own eloquence k=d carried him beyond the
Jewish world. Zml Hhen he came to describe the machinations
of the priests and elders of the Jews, he wrote: "This became
common talk among the Jews to this day..,." The Jews no longer
are divided into believers and unbelievers in Christ. The
Jews as Jews are outside Matthew'!s family. The fence between
them and Matthew is infinitely higher in chapter 28 than in
chapter 1. The outpouring of his experience, his memorles,
his notes, changed the writer's own mind. ZEverybody should
become a different person by writing a book, No professor of
literature will deny this eventually of a great book in poetry.
A book which is the fruit of lived 1life, separates the man
who writes it, from the period of his life in which 1t grew.
Frults always make epoch because thelr season follows a cycle
of seasons. Harvest time makes the whole previous year irre-
trievable., The wisdom of our tradition consists in the fact
that in the first gospel a}maﬁ writes himself out of Israel

by writing up Jesus. Thus, he realized for his readers the
fact that to write up Jesus meant to write down the Bible as
the 0ld Testament. This could not have been achieved by argu-

ment, A clever lawyer may prove any case by affirmations,
claims, quotations and yet remalin unmoved himself, Many people

have written exerclses, perfect logical tréétises, on
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Christianity to prove or to refute its case., This did not make
them into evangelists. An evangellst is a man who by speek-
ing of Jesus, changes his own mind; by being in process, he
leads others into the same process. The gospel of Matthew
instituted the process of seeing the world and Israel in a new
1ight because it was this very process itself. Christianity
1s the world as it always has been plus the death of Jesus.
Matthew's gospel was the first proof that this one addition

to the world would make a difference to the world of speech,
that everything in the world would have to be rewritten in the
light of this event. For, had not Matthew faithfully started
with purely Biblical argument? Had he not begun to write
inside or within "his" people. Modern readefs quite often

are bored with Matthew's first chapter because the genealogy
through Joseph through David to Abraham seems SO impertinent.
But without 1t, Matthew could never have driven himself and
his Christian readers to the point where "his people™ have
ceased to be his or thelr people.

Standing upright and pleading in danger of his own l1life,
and then gﬁandoning his Jewish allegiance, Matthew wrote his
gospel., He reversed the meaning of the Bible by experiencing
that it was no longer the last word. The last sentence of
the gospel = critlcs have rejected it because it takes us,

indeed, on a new plane - expresses this fact very simply.l

1. "Baptize in the name of the Father and the Son and the
Holy Spirit."
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Instead of the Bible being the last word, for Jews, they are
told that Jesus will be with them dally until the end of the
world., In thils one sentence, the short life of Jesus on earth
suddenly acquires such momentum that the 1little addition to
the world which this 1ife seemed to be at best, suddenfly
grows to gigantic proportions. In this sentence, the full
pbwer of the addition breaks upon the reader. This one life
balences in the scales as heavily as the whole history of men-
kind from Abraham and David down to the days in which Matthew
lives. In this sentence, which dares to speak of all the
future history as separated from the Jewish Blble, the gospel
has become gospel in the full sense; because only now, has the
past become the past and the Bible the 014 Testament. This

1s all the more remarkable as Matthew certalnly had no inkl-
ing of the fate of his own book. Writing in Arameic, he hardly
could expect it to be saved as the firast book of a Greek
Canon, by a translation.

We now might go on lmmediately and draw attentlon to the
drama inside each gospel as we have triéd to show for Matthew.
We might show how Peter succeeded to force Marc that Peter's
honorable mentioning was to disappear from the gospel and his
weaknesses to be put in. The human drama between Marc and
Peter was as real, and as much a change of mind as Matthew's
discovery of the Bible as the Testament of a bygoﬁe Past, And
in Luke, the two books, Gospel and Acts are one drama., Paul

has not known Jesus in the flesh and does not care to quote
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his sayings. And yet Paul is able to preach the gospel with
the power of a "world heart”, as the right arm of Jésu§; as he
later was called. Gospel and Acts reveal the identity of
Christ. Paul and Jesus, Christ in the flesh, and Christ in
Paul, are the pillars of the bridge which Luke built to his
own surpfise. The "abrupt" ending of Acts has often been
eriticlzed. But wh i ¥ puke's Gospel ends: "But they
worshipped and returned to'Jbrusalem with great joy and were
in the temple all the time, pralised and lauded God." His

Acts end: "Paul stayed in his rooms for two years, receliving
all visitors, preadpd the kingdom of God and taught the Lord
Jesus with all joy unrestrictedly."” ﬁgif;are the beginningsplf Qosfwﬂm

aCfS n 5
afsor-this: Jesus 1s born; the ‘gurch is born. In Peter and

Paul the Christ who lived in Jesus, lived for another genera-
tion., Paul, at the end, 1s in Rome.

Where Paul is, there now is the temple, this to Luke's
own amazement. Paul's martyrdom did not belong into Luke's _
process and progress. The thesis that Acts remained unfinished
is as pggéguné-as the;ggéggtgtion that Homer's Iliad should
have ended or &% end with the death of Achilleus? & ‘Luke dis-
covered the duplioation? the viotory over ﬁhe sequence °fu$99‘
erations, by the Spirit, and he discovered, as he went along,
that his histories of Jesus in ﬁhe flesh in Israel and of the

acts of the Holy Spirit (Acts 1, 2) with the Gentiles (end of

==y
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Acts 28, 29) ran parallel. But as Peter had prevailed so that
Marc had to omit all praise of Peter, so did Luke not write
for the glorification of Paul but of the Lord. The death of
Paul told at the end of Acts - just as the death of Achilleus
at the end of the Iliad; - wouid,have destroyed the recognition
of the Holy Ghost as "Christ once more". And why,became it "f
Luke's task to identify two generationsf Jesus and the
apostles, by one work in two parts? Why had the baptism of
fire at Pentecost to be the parallel to the birth of the .
child in Bethlehem, and the journeys of Paul through the gené
tiles the parallel to Jesus! teaching in Israel? The reason
is obvious, Luke himself wrote to a "sgcond-generation
Christian"., Between him and Theophilus, the question of
"Pathers and Sons" of the Spirit existed as between Jesus and
the apostles, The crux of Christianity is the law of natu?e
that nothing which we inherit comes to us in thej?giéﬁZf e
newness. Luke's Acts parallel the Gospel because Theophilus

had to be changed from a hereditary or traditional Christian

into a primary and immediate listener of the Spirit. As Euke's
writings reproduced a bridge over two generations, so Luke's
relation to his reader forced Theophilus to think of his own
children. In as far as he succeeded in building the parallel
between Gospel and Acts, in so far heAalsoAsucceeded in _
%1mg the %f‘uf:fﬁeofu?lgﬁi.mu 51;1?9 fuﬁ;re séglm. e Huole
The modern reader may be hesitant before admitting this loglec,

Why should Theophilus treat his own children and grandchildren
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differently because he read of the parallel between Gospel

and Acts, Judea and the Empire, Jerusalem eand Rome? What has
a book to do with our own behavior? The modern 1s right to
hesitate. To read, forvus, is not a phgse of acting. But

to read, for Theophilus, was something quite different. First
of all, the gospel in general was spread exclusively by word
of mouth, THE WAY as the new 11fe was called, was the WAY

in which people lived and spoke, to the exclusion of books.

A Christian of the first century was introduced into a way of
1life and undgﬁ%ay, on the way, was told the things necessary
for his becoming a missionary himself, a witness, a confessor,
possibly a martyr. To hear was nothing but the first step

for pellin others,

d > Curiosity was not served but salvation,
J1? Cnativuges T

And #as achieved by the foollshness of oral preaching.

The tremendous novelty of the written gospels therefore, was
that anything written should be admitted to the rank of gospel
truth at all. 4 Gul aud Bloodl .

Christ had not written. And the whole truth of the crosas
was based on this, his sheer incredible and certalnly super-
human faith. Who among us dares to entrust his greatest truth
to the silliness of unbelieving neighbors? But since this had
been'dared, the example was set. Apd writing was stigmatized
as second-rate. It was less good, less desirable, less trust-
worthy, than preaching. I think that we stlll can realize
that Matthew wrote with bleood, sweat, and tears; asking for-
giveness for the use of ink. He needed a valid excuse. For;

1

"one of the fallen angels" was considered, in his days,lthe
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one who instructed mankind in writing and thereby made many
men sin until this day. ,But men were not created to aver their
faith with pen and ink.ll I think that Matthew took the great
liberty of returning to the use of the penkgefiled though 1t
was then as it 1s today by the makers of books without end ~>
under the impact of the stoning of Stephen. This would mean
that the first blood spilled cleansed the first ink employed
in the new dispensation., I conclude this from the fact that
Stephen's great speech before the priests 1s reflected in the
first chapter of Matthew,2 -

The glory of tye first martyr gave welght to the other-
wlse highly suspecté&?f%%;n words of the first gospel writer,
Stephen's great defense of the transfer of the Spirit into SN
new forms had_to be salvaged, After Stephen had paid for it
with his 1ife, the sacred new message would not be defiled by
ink. The Gospels were é%%gctant admissions of writing into
the New WAY. By the way, even then they were meant to be read
out loud.,

We are so crazy as to ask anybody: Why don't you write?
But with the first disciples of the new spirit it was the other

way round: Must we write? May we write? Dare we write? And

the truth rests on this chastity of our minds which has become

more rare than chastity of bodies. When must we write? In

danger of life, our own or others, in self defense, if it is

1. Book of Hemech, 69, 10. ™
2. Below page$ 7¢t.3f '
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the only way of saving our identity in a crisis. We must
speak and write and think and teach and testify when we and
our mind would disintegrate without. We speak lest we go mad.
It all amounts to the rule that a new style will not be cre-
ated exce;t under supreme pressure., Matthew gained the right
to use the pen as his sword when ﬁhe'blood of martyrs reddened
the seil of Palestine. Similarly, Marc wrote with the arena
and the Cross walting for Peter In Rome.

Now, our contention is that Luke wrote with a simllar ex-
citement or pressure. And this is not so obvious., He was
not in the centers of danger. He lived to a ripe old age -
84 - in Greece somewhere as the Canon of the Gospels tell us.
And his style pleased Ernest Renan so well that he called
Luke's Gospel the most beautiful book ever written, Now,
Renan had a Greek mentality. And ie may feel embarrassed by
his compliment; for, the Greggifgéagt to pralse the playful '
and the light touch. The emphatic hurts him as less elegant,

Indeed, the pressure in Luke is very different from the
excltement created by the obvious dangers which surrounded
Matthew and Marc. Luke must have been at leisure when he went
over the origins of his faith. »

Nevertheless, a new and specific pressure was introduced
into the world of history writing by Luke. Chronicles had
listed the annals of Rome and Paros and Athens. Historlans
had written up the'3p1rit of Rome by which 1t conduered the
orb in fifty years, or the spirit of the Athenians under
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Perpicles. Similarly, the various books of the 0ld Testament
all testify to the specific mentality of one period. The
books under the name of Moses, and the song of songs, and

S rans1acl
Jeremiah, and Judges, and Kings,“&ii?translat 8% One Spirit
into innumerable expressions. Therefore, the first sentence
of Luke also gives us the clue to his theme. The Inter-
temporal character of the spirit became his theme. To be in-

Spired means to translate; by fixing his attention on this

seam between the times, Luke became the first human being who
was able to telescope the spirits of two perlods and to en-
visage them as subservient ("Ministers of the Word", tg nin-
ister means to be subservient, in Greek) to one spirit, the
Spirit of all spirits. N

The very meaning of the term Holy Chost is lost 1f we
cease to make him include the spirlts of the times, Any peace-
ful group, in gaiety, harmony, friendship, goodness may have
the right spirit without having the inclusiveness of the Holy
Spirit. But today, we usually compare the right and the wrong
spirit often as though they moved on one plane. For Luke,
this alone is Holy which has power over the many fashions of
the ages. These fashions of every age, these splrits of the
times are genuine and real, Each generation has its genius.,
Jesus' genius belonged to his own unique life. Herman Melville's
genius as the author of Moby Dick and Pierre was "time-
conditioned". But the Spirit is genius to the second power so
to speak. God is the father of all Spirlits, The discovery
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of Jesus was that genius was not enough. And so he yielded
his genius, his own spirit for the peace between the spirita
of 211 times. Not his body was his contribution to history -
how many soldlers have given thelr bodles for the spirit of
their national gods - Jesus gave up his genlus because he de=-
cided to break the endless recurrence of the cycles in the
affairs and businesses of man. He was fed up with the spirits
of each time, including his own genius. For this reason, he
wrote no book. For, he wanted to turn the hearts of 8ll the ‘
generations to each other regardless of their mental fashions.
Luke was the first man who was privileged to put this
change in the meaning of spirit into a two-phase book. In
his two volumes, the Spirit was made to tower over the spirits,
The genlus of Christ's own walk through Judea and the genius
in the actions of the (s %11c age were both narrated as facets
of one spirit. Ever since, the people have asked from their
historians to give them more than one period in an evolution.
Americahkould have no history which inspires unless its history

Ca
eanqﬁ%/ggvided clearly into great periods., Unless we may

~ sense One spirit to be at work behind the spirits of several

periods, we cemnnot get excited over history. History 1s dead
and 1t is dangerous to flirt wiﬁh the graves of the past, To
imitate any great man or deed, is absurd and always paralyzes.
But history is good and rises us from the dead when we pen-
etrate behind the facts and realize the amount of sacrifice

and creation behind every little fact which surrounds us. The



37

knowledge of historical facts is harmful unless we look them
through as either inspired or corrupt.

Any great historian after Luke has admltted a plurality
of spirits of the times and has trled to let One spirit shine
through them all.

The first triumph over the spirit of one time and the
fashion of one country was glven to Luke. In his books was
embodied the difference between genius and Spirit, in modern
terms, or between THE spirit and the many spirits, in his
terms. ‘

This triumph could not be celebrated by theorizing Tabout"
the Spirit. It had to be done in the opposite manner, by
making_the fullest allowance for the diversity oiaz;me and 'fn —
place, at each occasion., THE WORD, which befqreﬂpelonged to
specific countrigs and specific times, now proved to be one
in Bast and West, with Jesus on earth and with Christ risen.
The blind fanaticlsm of any school ofvthqught_or national 11t~
erature, the zeal of the reader Theophilus, were' urified.
Theophilus was warned that the spirit would éés;gia new forms
out of his loins in every generation. The genius'of one age
could not be mistaken for the spirit of God. For, we have ex-
actly as much fubture as we recognize as our past. {guture ggd
hisﬁory are our articles of faith. Ef a man wishes to perish
with his own time, nobody can hinder or refute him. The time
limits of our role on earth are our own_choiqe. .By giving

the Church in which Theophilus found himself, a prehistory of
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more then one period and more than one genius, Luke gave all
Christians also a posthistory, beyond their own period and
age. The right of history to mould us at all, depends on.ﬁle
trivmph of The Power to Translate over the powers that be,

et any one age. This conviction, of course, lived in Stephen,
in Matthew, and in thelr master. Put in Luke, a llterary
document was allowed to embody this truth.

The genius and the spirit of any one time runs riot in
j1solation. A naive surrender to the spirit of the times
plunged Europe in?o two destructive wars. Man had given time
the reigns over e . And the spirits of the times became
demons; If we expect each time to have 1its own spirit, we
shall La;é?with the Hitler Youth, in Massacriga.

Hmﬁkm:‘ff we expect the Holy CGhost to oxist in a hothouse out-
side thé seasons of the humen mind, we end 1n sterilization
and futility. We should begin to think of each generation as
one Body of Time, and of the Spirit as one, connecting all
these bodies. It took 1900 years to learn this. A Body of
Time, to this day, is a new-fangled term. But it is today's
most correct expression end translation of Luke's spirits
which were superseded by the Holy Ghost. If and when our
times wir2-become bodies of time, we will have done thsat which
Luke described as the acts of Jesus and of the apostles.

The generation of Theophllus which read Luke, saw the
fall of Jerusalem, and the transition from the apostollc age

to the episcopal. The Church 1is distinguished by the rapid
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progress from one age to another, in a breatﬁz;king advance.
That which Protestantism has often criticized as the rapid
corruption of Source Christianity, is the most e#cellent proof
of Luke's principle of incessant translation. The martyrs,
the bishops, the confessors, the apologists, the Fathers, the
monks, and hermits, the missionaries, all these modes of saint-
liness followed upon the apostles and the evangelists and the
teachers and prophets of the first generation of the Church,
in a swift change of scene. I would turn round luther's
axiom of the value of Source Christianity and would say that
I could not belleve in the Holy Ghost unless he had dhénged
RO Ot bien awd lispoiuce,
his forms of expression relentlesslys. How to proceed from
genius to genius and yet to proceed in One spirit, is our
trouble again. It becomes harder in every century and we
mast allow our young people a deliberate amount of ignorance
lest their genius be stifled. But proceed out of One spirit
we all must, desplte the variety of timesand places.

This throws light on the progress in Marc's Gospel. As
in Matthew and in Luke, Marc's Gospel is a victory over the
dangers of time. Peter was in charge of the sheep. ( John 1is
very emphatic on this topic, at the end of hls Gospel, and he
agrees with Matthew{) The true relation between Jesus and the
apostles was at stake 1f Peter, the greatest of the apostles,
could be considered too much of an equal to Jesus. Peter!'s
Gospel then, had to establish once and forever, Christ's unique-

ness a8 "the Son of God". Peter who had denied the Lord, now
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had to deny that he, Peter, was more than & sinful man. If.
this could be done for Yeter, who was the leader, it would be
accomplished for all Christians forever. Now, Marc does ex-
actly this. He begins simply with the statement that Jesus
was the Son of God, and he ends with the endless stream of
mission to be carried out by “subservients", who obey the
Lord, and do not obey Peter or any carnal authority. It is
more difficult to trace this negative process in Marc than

the similar negative process in Matthew. In Matthew, the order
preceding Jesus became the 01d Testament; the spirit receded
from Israel when Jesus came and took over. In Marc, it was
shown that Christ alone was and would remain the Son of God.
All fubture generations were put under this one and only per-
fect incarnation, because Peter placed himself at an infinite
distance under this same Son of God. The process of Marc
protects Jesus against the future. The glorification of Peter
is victoriously obstructed and prevented. Marc says that
Peter was';fraid”(g, 5) when the other Evangelists do not dare
to say so; he changes the singular of a word of reter in
Matthew: "I shall", into the more modest_"we shall', He cut
out his name when an intelligent question was asked. "Peter's
house", of Matthew, in Marc becomes the house to which four

of the apostles came. Peter has himself called “Satan" in Mare

The
without am/exculpating explanationl gilven by the other Gospels.

l. Chapmen, p. 38 ff.
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And it may be called the climax of Peter's self-denial that
Marc is not allowed to give the name Peter to one of the two
disciples who saw the risen Christ at Emmaus. Yet, Paul
bluntly says that Peter was the first man to see the risen
Lord. In other words, no higher credentials could be found,
in the eyes of Paul himself, for an apostolate than the one
on which Marc was ordered to be silent! Luke and John took
pains to make up for this silence, in their brotherly care to
mention Peter's primécy.l

"In the Marcan gospel Jesus 1s isolated and wholly mis-
understood...by his chosen disciples., In Marc this is of
vital importance because the salvation is wrought...in com~
plete isolation. Matthew and Luke are unable to force this -
through with the staggering brutelity of Marc.2”

The temptation fought by Marc is well stated in 13,11
when Jesus 1s reported to have said: "For it 1is not you who
are going to speak but the Spirit". Peter who had denied the
Lord at his Passion, now proceeds to protect the Lord against
such dependancy on frail men. He had the right, and he alone,
to prevent Marc from ﬁlacing Peter near the Ekord. If the re-
sult was found to be of "staggering brutallty”; the crities
overlooked that Peter's battle was against his own potential
authority; In Jesus' name only shall the gospel be preached
(Marc 16.17).

1, Luke 24,13 ff. John, 21, chapter, Paul, I Cor., 15,5. ™
2, Hoskyns and Davey, the Riddle of the New Testament, New
York’ 1951’ p. 137 f.
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The process in John 1is different again, but dramatic

progress is made nevertheless in this apparently ethereal

gospel; sse~ John was the .of the Lord, by natural
sympathy, as no other apostle. As a brother, he was loved and
1iked in addition to being called and chosen. Natural con-
geniality, creature-~like affinity, was John's special source
Fimilar Souries enhauced tndo o @udhvp e
of knowledge; ster's office in the church, Matthew's

experience of being saved, Luke's responsibility to the next

generation. . A teacher
1ike Luke comes to understand better and better because of
his having immature and wnenthused students. A bishop like
Peter comes to take great care because of his responsibllity
for the salvation of souls, Matthew knows and understands befler frc =
cause he has been taken out of a rather opprobrious business
1ife and feels deep gratitude and Joy for his own salvation.
John as & kindred spirit, understands that which nobody else
will understand at first: The origin of a living person.
Members of one physical family understand each other's back=
grounds, the origin of each other's reactions and gestures
lies open to them. It is not different with kindred spirits.
For, the spirlit precedes the incarnation, a spirit is the
original thought of the creator of which the living man 1is the
execution. A kindred spirit, then, understands by sympathy
and "congenislity", in its genulne sense, where Jesus came
from, out of which depth of necessity, out of which pre~legal,

pre-national, pre-religious, original matrix. John begins, as
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ki, @w«a fend ~
a kindred spirit, with the real, the original place of M&T%W_’
God's mind. But the progress of his gospel leads him from
this heaven to earth. The miraculous process in John is the
road from the Word in God to the man in the flesh Jesus. John
mekes him interrupt his most sublime speeches with the sober
and concrete physical movement: "Let us go", and it is John
who keeps this precious testimony of Jesus! realism, and no=-
‘body else (14,31). His personal and private intimacy would
not have had to look at Jesus from the outside ever. He lived
with him on the inside of his soul., But that he should iden~
tify his brotl}er Jesus m%%h— the small events of everyday life, 40{@@0

. ) oy Chag
Mﬂ they bre%hergcosmic officeq,this is John's victory dhe uaéeﬁ,é_dmg,
bridgewbutiding. John's sould was "naturaliter istiana®. - o

Therefore, il: dee.dwri::f- need ":—%-%?? ..25\ Q]%‘%gpcirféxgs to know and
understand. AIn writing the gospel, John learned to recognize
the worldly ways of;gia.: Lord as equally Jjustifled; being one
with him in eternity, he humbled himself to be only one of
his disciples, in history! This is the beauty of John's last

Such Plissowrcand'sn
chapters; Thomas had to see before he believed;{was quite in-
conceivable to John himself; but John transmitted ﬁs’. story %2 Dhoas
falthfully, as the approach to Christ most opposite to his
own} @And he glorified Peter, as the one who was in authority
even over John because the Lord had sald so. From the inner-
most heart to the outer paraphernalia of social office and _
position, John proceeds and thereby forbids all hearts who are

Christian by nature, to flee the world of history and realization.
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A1l four gospels then, are processes by which four apos=-
tles could deposit their human limitation at the foot of the
ecross and make their individual experience into a contribution:
Matthew acknowledged that he no longer was a Jew, Marc,

Poter's disciple acknowledged that Peter had lost his own name,
Luke the companion of Paul acknowledged that Paul did among
the Gentiles that which Jesus had done among the Jews; John
acknowledged that although a kindred spirit may understand

the eternal meaning without argument, it is equally necessary
Jéﬁtfhe faithful soul obeys in the division of labor in this
visible world with 1ts very slow progress.

A ot o Coongdist/
our term "to acknowledge® fhere, is not meant to be the

same as signing a receipt. It took a change of mind during
the writing, to discover the consequences for the writer him-
self!

Take Matthew'!s case. We are tempted, by the critics who
point to his many quotations from Scripture, to see in him a
lawyer who writes a marvelous brief for his client. The law-
yer has the last sen.ence in mind when he writes the first,

we ac€told,
Such a briefj%s planned on one plane, and is of one mind (at
least this is the theory; I do not believe in it). But
Matthew begins: "Jesus was the king of the Jews" and at the
end, he knows of himself: “For heaven's sake, I no longer am
a Jew", and leaves,
We turn to Marc., Marc kneels at reter's service. Peter

to him is the last authority; At the end of his gospel, he
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knows that he, Marc, cannot rely on Peter, as 1little as on
any other sinful man. Marc -~ how often may it have pained him
wﬁiﬁL éﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%;aé) ‘fuiﬁvwwkhfﬂoﬁﬂ%%}gggﬁ)
to Peter plece meabiening-himself; - Decame
courageous enough to transcend his place as Peter's amanuensls.
In hearing from Peter, how the prince of the apostles btreabed di%‘qu-d
his own worth, Marc received a lesson @i the unity of the
Church. The church can be one only if only 656 gives the name
to her body. And Marc went to Alexandria, in God's spirit,
not in Peter's. The change through Luke was wrought on
Theophilus. Theophilus knew Luke. And the conversion of the
Gentiles easily was for him the only thing in which he was
interested. But the writings of Luke changed this. The or-
iginel drama now was consplcuous as the eternal thre- matrix out
of which Faul was only one single fruit. And so, every gen-
eration must re-enter this one genulne matrix; after Paul,
all generations would have to take their food, their analogy,
from the gospel of the master before they could go on record
as dlsciples with their own "acts”. All would have to listen
to the Evangelist before they could translate the gospel as
Paul had done. AllL would have to be teachers of the next gen-
eration so that the younger might do greater things still.
True enough, heaven had come to earth on Pentecost (Acts I)
and made qhew earth, with Rome, instead of Jerusalem, in the
center., But one man alone had been placed in the position to
reveal the true heaven. He had to be upheld if the same heaven,

that is God in human hearts, should come and renovate the earth —
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in every generation. Theophilus, then, had to ascend beyond
mere baptism. He now could see himself burdened with a task
of translation for his children as tremendous as the transla-
tion of the gospel wrought by Paul and Peter, for the Gentiles,
in obedience to the Lord. In Luke's two books, Jesus' command
to baptize the nations grew in geametrical progression. For,
i1t revealed what would and could be achleved afterwards:
Christians once baptized, could stand on each other's shoulders
and grow to ever new heights. And John - John, the hermit on
Patmos, came to see the earth besides the heaven in which he
lived, heart to heart, with his masbter., For this reason, the
last sentence of John speaks of the space of the universe
which could not contain all the books on Jesus. The space of
we i s NSt

the universe? What was this to John whojfhad seen the Word
which was wiﬁh the father, in the beglnning before the universe
was created. Yet this same created universe became his last
word. He was ready to leave God's heaven and to enter his
creature "world", for the love of God. He came to see and
feel and taste this material universe of which he had no need.
But God had created it and wished him to love it, too.

There is, therefore, a remarkable sequence in the writers
of the four Gospels. The name of Jesus in the ancient church

consisted of four parts - Jesus, Christus, God's Son, Saviour.

The four Greek initials of his four names were read as

TMNMA 13111 ¥yrae aaws =
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1

ICHTHYS, (ichthys, fish). The four gospels reproduced
this name. Matthew the sinner kxnew the Lord to be his person-
al saviour (soter), Marc knew him from the first as the Son
of God, (Kég(?eos), Luke saw in him the'bhris€“Who converted
Paul to whom Jesus never had spoken; to Paul, Jesus could not
be Jesus but Christ excliusively, and John, the kindred spirit,
understood him as an older brother, and that 1s, he thought
of him as GESug; personally,

4, Jesus

3. Christus

3. Son of God

4. Savior

were the aspects under which the four Evangelists wrote.

PR

Aﬁ& now enters the law of speech into action ;;;;;i;;;:?

tradicts nature and the mere evolution of time always./ This
4
law says: That which is most central or primary in an event

shall become articulated last.g)The quality of Jesus by which
he reached farthest and most visibly and perturbingly into
his enviromment was that he saved sinners. The closest touch
with his heart where he was most Jesus, nis own real unigue
person, was for John. John glves the innermost thoughts of
exlernal

Jesus; Matthew'!s glves all the pcredentials of Jesus as the
Savior. Matthew could tell his experience first; John could
say it last, Why? The order is strgsfgrﬁijuit repeats the

Gond 7L(; &;
experience of Jesus himself who was/fvisible only the end &S'%z $ A

1. The cryptogram ingeniously concealed and yet told the
claims of the House built on the fish, in a persecuting =
world.

WB, o) Tue text ol thiz not€ is found on poge LS lower margin  NB- VB,
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as to his 1nnermost That the world sees not us but our Swrfgaoa-4

function first, is the experience of any living soul. We
first are visible by our least central features., The outer
man 1s known before the inner; the historical acts are known
before their perpetual meaning. Only through Fentecost and
Paul's experiences among the Gentiles the perpetual meaning
of the “Christ" became known while Peter could stick to hils
own historical experience with the living Son of God. The

sequence of the four gospels 1s necessary becauss this se-

quence reverses the order which begins with the natural indi-

viduality of Jesus. And such a reverse of nature 1s the nec~-

essary sequence in human articulation! Ichthys, "l. Jesus,

2. Christus, 3. God's Son, 4. Savior", is the correct natural
order for describing this individuality. The linguilstie,
spoken, written evidence of this had to become conscilous in
the opposite order and sequence of 4. Savior, 3., God's Son,
2. Christ, 1. Jesus.

We now shall turn to the practical connection between the
four gospels, the liberties they took with each other as in
this connection the real key to "the Four Gospels" will be
found. Before doing so, however, I wish to give a peripheral
example of their interaction,

The example concerns the treatment of World History by
them. History is rhythmical. Any historian who has not been
speclalized by French or English or German or Russian history,

and any interested layman can see for himself that the Russian

BVerybowy olsz

psychology of education m:ntions the fact thst
first in ecxperience is the last in mental deduttion and vice versa, it
strange that our historians rnever have made use of this law , in their
ment o our sources. The structure of the Three Me
Song is the wost explicit cxample of this
peytal danger; hence thay spesk of :

the
seems
troail

.in the ¥iery Furnace -
Thege me bécaubc thgv ere in
Teiore o syz2ak af 'I‘hm’m':
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Revolution and our present World Wars follow the French Revo-
1ution and the Napoleonic Wars after four to five generations.
A similar timespan separates Cromwell from Robespierre. And
again, it 1s four to filve generationé from Cromwell back to
Euther.l Why did they break out after 4 x 30 years? We may
not be able to answer the question. That does not alter the
fact that it is one, based on data which are too impressive

to be left unconnected.

This same question irked the early church. Obviously,
Jesus had come in the nick of time, that is one generation be-
fore ths destructioﬂ of the Temple. For John in his old age,
and the Church, after 70 A.D. Jesus' correct timing was ob-
vious. He had takeh the seed out of Zion before it was made -~
sterile there. But before 70, this argument could not be
used. Jesus scented the corruption. He interpreted the signs
of the time one generation ahead. Between his crucifixion

Th of o llaslrass
and the zesa'ruzg‘:m ﬁg: jilti ooked for sclentific argument sk wrnlo{
Lenin or Trotzki could foresee the World Revolution from a
loglcal study of Revolutions, long before 1914, while Nietzsche
simply smelled the corruption. Stephen in his oral and
Matthew, in his written plea to a Judean aristocracy in power
tried to prove a logical rhythm for the arrival of Jesuse.
History had taken leaps, ever 30 often, Stephen said before

e s

the Council. Abrshem he listed and his family down to Joseph,

1. On this List 1517, 1649, 1789, 1917 see Out of Revolution, ™
Autobiography of Western Man.
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in the first place.. Then Moses. Then David and Solomon,
finally the prophets and the Babylonian captivity. Don't you
see, he exclalmed, that Jesus is a turning point like the cgp =
tivity, like David, like Moses, like Abraham?l Stephen's
speech was the first Christian Economy of the Spirit. In
Matthew, this plea of Stephen grew into a law of historye.
Every 14 generations, he wrote, a transfer of the spirit 1s
recorded: Thére are 14 generations from Abraham to David, 14
generations from David to the captivity, 14 generations from
Babylon to the coming of Christ in the person of a descendant
of Abrsham and David. The so-called genealogy in the first
chapter of Matthew is a philosophy of revolution and of the
rhythm of revolutions,

Luke, too, gave a geneology of Jesus. ﬁngkthis genedalogy
was no longer intended as the basis of his argument. The
core of Stephen's great eloquent outburst had been that the
spirit changes his expressions time after time. This, - and.
we must not forget it - simply is true. Matthew systematized
1t and said that it had happened in every fourteenth genera=
tion. “f%ii%:ho after Paul's apostolate to the Gentlles, did
not need "law", kept the riddle of spiritual transfer in mind.
But he could afford to generalize further. He gave 3 x 14
generations from Jesus to the founder of Judaism; and he ex-

tended the 1ist to 77 generations from God's creation of Adam

1, Acts, VII.
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to Jesus. On the other hand, he replaced the number of 14 by

22 In two instances. We see a principle of freedom in unity

at work. The common question is a real question to all

three, Stephen, Matthew, Luke. For those who do not recognize

it as an eternal question, I may point to its secular version

on which we come in a rather isolated manner when we go on

asking why the Roman Empire fell when it fell., Well, it fell

when the spirlt had left it. Then, kingdoms fall., So our

classroom question

about the Roman Empire simply singles out

one instance of the whole riddie of “duration" in which people )
. z/
always must be interested: Home &5 wiel oxs nn vl Lo st
Now Matthew suggested a regularity. Luke corrected the

figures., The 3 x 14 had proved wrong. So, they were changed., —

But the question itself though unanswered, was left in sus-

pense., This was achleved not by a dialectical process of Yes

and No, but by the
but certainly in a
the Greek mind had

typical research process of "Yes, perhaps,
different manner", This was'a new method;

moved always by opposites. The new method

was possible because heart and soul of the various thinkers

had become one before the argument started. If conducted in a

modern scientific manmner, research depends on unity of mind

on essentials., This is an attaimment of our era. Augustine

expressed this condition of scientiflc progress by his famous

"in necessariis unitas, in dubliis libertas, iIn omnibus

caritas". Of this, Stephen, Matthew, Luke, have given the firast

perfect example of

~—

which I know.

)) W hee, Cayfd % Corg oY Jzﬂ%io bernad 15‘443;/Qﬂ2&ud
2%36%;4 :”;zz;fifii 4&>3ZmK£Z:f(7ncha&L«f 1od Thave a Areadd
frrehoAnsg Mot Scrvo doy o $Ana dodu il bz frohomnce
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Stephen exclaimed: The Son of Abraham has made the very

sacrifice which Abraham spared his son Isaac. A new eon has

coms ending the history of Abraham's seed. Matthew reflected

on this exclamation and the son of Abraham became the son of
God, in his gospel, and for history. Luke comprehended the
period be%ggz:wiZS?ithzﬁzggy?f;fgfétzaﬁdgm the son.of God as
one time span./] Iuke created the Christian era, In our text-
books, thls distincbtion between Christianity and antiquity is
ascribed to a much later date (533 A.D.)l But the actual ac=-
complishment of a new era was the cooperative effort of
Stephen, Matthew, and Luke. And in Luke's third chapter, the
new frame of reference, one era before, one after Christ,

is clearly stated.

And now "the four Gospels" have to be shown to be one,
even in a literary sense. "“The four gospels", we inslist, are
the lips through which the heart of "Ichthys" has spoken
through the ages. We mﬁst read them all. Why we must read
them all, we have trie@ to evince by recognizing the four

layers of nearness to thelr Master which they represent. The

Master obviously lives in all of them at a different degree of

distance. As there are shortsighted and farsighted people,
friend and foe, so a man 1s not represented fully at any one
of the four distances. Jesus claimed to be the Savior of sin-

ners, the fulfiller of ritual, the Redeemer of merely human

l, See The Christian Future, p.
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language, the son of Joseph of Nazareth; we can hear and une-
derstand these claims only on the four different wave lengths
of the saved sinner, the converted ritualistic zealot, the
emancipated teacher, the born and yet appointed friend.

Now we must try to show that the Evangellsts knew of their
unity, too. We kmow, of course, that they read each other.
But we cannot separate from this fact the question why, then,
one after another wrote his gospel in addition. Did they wish
to replace one by the other? If so, why did the Church keep
all four? Why could the Church not admit any of the later

gospels? é énﬂ/ @ege?’? E‘%@ ‘g /7/5{74‘.

Let us first use a simile to explain the situation.

John the Evangelist was asked in dotage why his sermon was 80
short that he only would say: "Children, keep each other at
heart". He gave the famous answer: "For two reasons: it is
enough and the Lord has said so". The four gospels suffice
since every one of the four claims made by Ichthys, has become
“lips* in one man's dramatic change of mind. The Lord has

made these four claims, no more. And he has said so. Let us
read the gospels once more: Do they glve evidence of mutual
dependence beyond the “"material" used? Yes, they do. They
beget each other. kvery gospel begins‘exactly at the point

to which the previous gospel has progressed on its tortuous

path., The last word of the one is the overture and sets the
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tone for the next.l “The last word" is not meant in a litveral
or pedantic sense; by 1t, we understand the last step of
thought, reached in the dramatic progress.

If this is so, then the gospels continue each other, be-
ginning to think and to speak where the former evangellst had
ended, and turning his final word into an opening of a new
drama., Matthew!s iast word is that Jesus has become the Son
of God, in the sense of the Trinity. Marc begins: The Son of
God (not; the Son of David, as Matthew). Marc ends with the

y
Mission of the ministers of the word. Fittingly, the mission-

ary Luke begins with “the ministers of the word". Luke,.ﬁhdfkuuanev

ends tn Acts, with a long statement: That the Jews have ears
and do not hear and have eyes but do not see, but "the Gentiles
shall hear". |

Ma jestlcally, John breaks in at exactly this last word of
Acts: "Indeed, the darkness has not seen the light, the world
has not seen it, but his own have beheld his glory and we have
seen him". Also,Luke ends with the power 6f the gospel; John
begins with the Word's Power.

This is not an accident, this connection of ends and be-
ginningé: Laborlously, every gospel works itself up to 1ts
climax. Easily, the mantle of the gospel writer then falls on

the man who is prepared best to take over at thls very point:

l, Luke's two books are treated here as one work. For this,
the reascns have been given in the text before.
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End
Matthew Son of David Son of God
Marc Son of God
Marc End: Ministers of the Word Luke Beginning of s fesﬂﬂl/
Ministers of his '
Word
Luke End of Acts: John Beginning
The Jews have no ears The world, the
and no eyes;the Gentlles darkness has not
shall hear seen;His own have
beheld his glory
Survey
1, Matthew Beginning: Son of David and Abraham
2, Matthew End: The Son of God (baptize in the
‘ name of the Father
and the Son and
the Spirit)
Marc Beginning: The Scn of God
3. Marc End: The Ministers of the Word
Luke Beginning: The Ministers of the Word
4a, Luke End: Gospel Fullness of pralse
Acts Fullness of speech
John Beginning: In the Beginning was the
Word
4b, Luke Acts End: The Jews have no eyes and
no earse
The Gentiles shall hear.
John Beginning: The World has not seen the
light.
His own people gave him no
welcome.
We have beheld his glory
5. John End: This man Jesus in the space of the
\ Universe ,woy redeet 2aged’s Do Cf
Matthew Beginning: Jesus (Christ, Son of David, son

of Abraham)
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This 1list scanty as it is should be read as the scenario

of four dramatic actions.

Scene One: Matthew, the tax collector, digs beneath the

figures and concepts of his accounts and
discovers the full power which human words
may acquire when they are spoken on a men's
way to his death, &9 4&iS sie<d -

Scene Two: Poeter, the boorish fisherman is placed in
the center of the last Western sky-world,

in Rome with The God-Man Caesar, the astrol-
ogy of her temples, the hileroglyphs, and-haewe he

proclaims the true temple, the Word, and
the true hieroglyphs of this temple, the
ministers of the Word.

Scene Three: Luke the Greek physician, versed in the art
of healing, is placed in the Jewlsh medium
of No to the physical world and of fear of
contamination with physical idols, and
places this No between the natural law of
Jews as well as Gentiles, on the one side,
end the new creative Yes of the Christlan.

Scene Four: John, the prophet of Revelation, comes Into
the Greek cosmos, and frees their art and
poetry by meking God's poetry hls theme.

He asks how does God write a poem?
When we now implement this scenario, we shall unravel
the scenes by beginning with John. For, his case 1s the eas-
{est for us moderns to understend. The reason ls that we

understand poetry best, better than science or prayer or rit-

ual. We M;MM M/ @*&UCQ AE %&uy /"g La p

S

4, John's Gospel has always been described as hellenizing,

or hellenistic. However, this very fact made the gospel sus-
pect. Why should Luke, the Greek be less hellenistic than
Jonn of Galllee? But this is necessary as soon as we treat
speech as a pro=ceéding fromféamewhef% to‘éamewhitﬁﬂszhn was

called into the Greek and Luke into the Jewish world of mind;
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?eter was called into the Roman sky-world and later his aman-
uensis, Marc, even went to the cradle of all sky=-worlds, to
Egypt. Matthew the ill-mennered, discovered the price to be
paid for ritual. '

Because speech moves, John did not write a hellenistic
gospel. Instead, he redeemed the Greek genius of poetry. The
Greeks worshipped the Logos. They talked and talked to a
degree of d?unkenness. Rhetorics, logic, philosophy, theatres,
were their daily bread; the arts were thelr vice, thelr virtue,
thelr 1ife,:their religion.

Whatev?r their poetry,'their art of making, touched with
its magic wand, was transformed like the stones which formed
the walls of Thebes under the music of Orpheus. We followed
Homer's soné of Achilleus'! wrath until we wept over Hektor, ~
his enemy. And we read the story of "The Man", Odysseus,
until we believed Homer, that it was, after all, and really,
a "Penelopela”.

Plato had been frighfened by this genius of his people.
. He had turned against poetry and proposed to abolish Homer.
But Prohibition never works. The salvation of the Greek lJFGAJ&,
"plané", as the greatest Greek orator, John Goldenmouth, called
this Odyssey of genius, the salvation had to come from the
Jews. The Jews had voided the arts, and had sung their psalms
and prophecles not as poetry but as responses. Accordingly, ;

John, in the first and last Christian prophecy, in Revelation,

had received his vision on Patmos, lying on the ground as one
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dead. And for this very reason, John the Evangelist, not
Plato, was in a positioﬁ to emancipate the Greek mind.

How was it done? Not men or wife, not Greek or Trojan
became his great argument. Instead he sang that very power
which makes man able to write poetry, man as God's poem. This
is the meaning of The Word which became flesh. In the fourth
gospel the inner poetry of the man himself who wriltes or
speaks, albelt poetry what he says, was revealed, John could
do it because he was immune against morbus poeticus which hed
seared Plato.

2, Luke, as a Greek and as a physiclan, was immune against .
the morbus propheticus, the Jewish negation of the world's
successes. God was One, One only, the Jews maintained in the
face of a pluralistic, power seeking; polytheistic chaos.
Israel 1is so right in this respect - just as Greek genlus is
right, and Ylato wrong to forbld it, - that even Jesus could
not overcome thelr horror of any final realization. They
erucified him because God had to remain in the future. It
took the Greek Luke to make evident the limitations of their
"No". As a doctor of the body, Luke knew of the healing

powers of polson, o=, of surgery, of many seemingly negative

processes, Luke could admit that no man is sunggr;"%%fwfc‘
therefore, can claim to be a doctor of society'!s ills., God

alone "i s", But if man were God's drug, blood plasma, vitamin,
serum, to be injected into the system? A man of God enters

the arteries of soclety and may be devoured there as Jesus was,
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Yet, will he purify and cure 1%, as the Christ if he knew what
he did. In this case, God's Onensss as upheld by the prophets
i1s not jetisoned. And this, indeed 1s Luke's gospel in the
gospel and in acts. Jesus has instituted this process by which
men sacrifice themselves for their enemies, for a soclety which
rescts violently against them. And he who opened men's eyes

to this destiny of any child or man of being "injected into

the bloodstream of society", is the anointed, the‘"Christ“

whom all others can but follow.

Very well do I know that the front of Luke towards a
salvation of the Jews is not even considered a remote possibe-
i11ity by the majority of the eritics. Therefore, some tech-
nical points may be mentioned which should suffice to make
his case atﬂleast a non liquet, from the purely external evi-
dence. Luke probably wrote in Kaisarela in Asie Minor. Strong
Jewish elements in such & church are no wanton premise. He
was the first to write a book in the strict sense that this
book could be used for readings at the Services in Church as
parallel readings to the 01d Testament. His constant change
of the "he says" in Mark, to a cultivated style of "he said",
‘has often been noted. This was needed when the perikope
should have the dignity of being read out loud.

Luke réspected the Jewish name of their religious centere.
For, he uses the name Jerusalem thirty times, and in 26 of
these 30 places, the form is the Hebrew form Jerusalem, not

the Greek form Hierosolyma. All the other gospels do the
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opposite. Somebody who spoke to Yews, would be as considerate
as Luke and spare the ears of his listeners. Quite recently,
1t has been held that his style is filled with Hebraisms, and
that he quotes the 0ld Testament not from the Greek but from
the Hebrew original text.l
The point on which Israel was hardest of hearing, and

not by accident but because of her most pfofound faith, was
that God could be known to have said "Yes" to a Man's religlous
mandate. God was always keeping man away from idolatry, away
from the temptation to erect heaven on earth already. We have
mentioned, in the letter on Hiﬁler and Israel, the fact that
the Gentiles deified a man with great ease. Yo show Luke's
dilemma, I now quote the terrible hymmn to the deified Demetrios
which a Greek, Hermokles, had composed for the general
Demetrios:

"He is the Sun to love you.

Hail, offspring of Poseidon, powerful God.

The other gods have no ears though mighty they

are not, or they will not hear us wail:

Thee our eye beholdeth.

Not wood, not stone, but living, breathing, real.

Thee our prayer unfoldeth.

First give us peace. Glve, dearest, for thou

canst o
Thou art Lord and Master.

1. Albert C. Clark, The Acts of the Apostles, Oxford 1933 p.
XXIII. Clark thinks that this proves Luke to have been a
Jew himself. To me, this is nob conclusive. But of course,
1t would prove the significance which we ascribe to Luke,
even better. The old 24 cenbtury preface to the gospel
contradicts it, however.

2. Quoted from the translation in the Oxford book of Greek
verse, by J. A, Symons.
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T.uke must have been thoroughly familiar with this kind of
blasphemy in politics. Caesar's worship was strictly in line
with this poem. Luke abhorred it as much as his Jewish friends.
How could he convince them that the delicate line between
mortal men and the Creator of Heaven and Earth, was not des-
troyed by the new belief in God's Son Incarnate?

"It could only be done in the mammer in which Paul did it
in his preasching. First, man must allow God to speak his
"NO', by his willingness to suffer. Only after God, as a
burning fire, has taken from man, as mortal man, all the dross
and the transient attributes, can the complete affirmation,
the unconditional surrender to "Yes" be admitted. The naive
mind says: "I should be God"; "I should be the messiah®; "I
should be the lawgiver". God breaks this will. But the man
who has not his own will, and does not his own will, and pays
the penslties for the unavoldable admixture of self will in
his life, he is "Yes."l

Following this traverse over the narrow mountain ridge
between too much self-confidence and too little, Luke alone
has certain reports on Jesus which center around this relﬁtion
between the nalve first Yes, the divine No, the creative and
incarnating and history making second Yes. His alone 1is the
story that Jesus saw a man working on the Sabbath., He approach-

ed him and said: "Man, if you know what you are doing, you are

1. II. Corinthians, 1, chapter 4 ff., 17 ff.
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blessed. If not, you are cursed and a breaker of the law."
(After VI, 10).

Solely, in Luke, is the cross-examination of Jesus so
carefully stated that Jesus himself never says: "I am the
Messiah"., Marc allowed Jesus to say (14, 61) "I am the
Messish". ILuke knew Marc's book. Therefore, his more ¥ex=-
tensive report¥ may indicate that he respected the scandal
given by Marc's rather indifferent admission that Jesus had
called himself the son of the living God. Egyptians or Greeks
or Romans could believe in the apotheosis of mortal men by
their own proclamation., But Israel with her awe of the One-
ness of God, could not admit that any man could glve himself
his own rgnk. Luke conceded this point: They, the Jews, not
Jesus, speak the decisive words. Only in this manner, can &
man become the Word saild by God that he himself does not make
any of his own mortal statements into divine truth.l For

Luke, the perpetual concurrence between the Father's power to

make all the world around Jesus act and speak as they did,

and the Son's own acts and saylng, is the real proof that here
God sald a full "Yes" to the Son. Since the Son forwent power
for faith, forewent the opportunity of making suffer for suf-
fering himself, he exhibited his proper credentials. He who
denies himself, thereby plays Israsel'!s eternal role of the

admonisher, himself to himself. In this manner, by accepting

l. This 1s the argument also used by the letter to the Hebrews,
S@;,T’N'a Vm‘:’l'i d:C:IM Tmmalk.gqq M‘ %Q}acgemal Q c---d'-%ﬂ ‘Z.ﬂ
CrosS, Wi Uw\ e T ﬁﬁ#ceu’f“u—sj, aee, bon f/ou~
%%uﬁ-a WML“«WSW 192.9 | 3562~ 73
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defeat, Christianity built the truth of the Uld Testament into
1tse1f.' If the prophets had heard the command: ggy No to

the 1dols,“ why should 1t be blasphemy now to say: I hesr the
command to say No to our will and Yes to the step beyond this
No?” And so Luke's point from the beginning is that with God
nothing is impossible (I, 37). And as Jesus dies for his

enemies so his enemies must reveal him in his true mission.

By this interaction alone does the human will become dlscerne i
ible from God's will., And only after this can the change of |
mind occur; in the fact that the hated bringer of the gospel
accepts the penalty from the hands of the receiverslthe
bringer's will is purified from his mere self. This changes
the mind of the persecutors. This, then, is Luke's gospel.
Since I write as the listener to language, my argument
is mainly to those who are not at all interested in theology
prdperly speaking and who, therefore, do not first wish to
hear about all the highly learned arguments inside theology
about Lukee. However, it is only fair to add for those who
are versed in these critical investigations, that Luke did not
cover the whole field of Jewish tradition. We shall see this
when we turn to Matthew, The sbtrictly historical or natural-
istic study of the gospels has oversimplified the battlefronts
on which the cross was erected. We shall see that Greek ami
Jow were two out of four fronts while “Gentile" and vJew", in
the New Testament often are considered to be an exhaustive

dichotomye.
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The listener to language finds that Luke attacks a weak
point in himself. The greatest piety, the highest type of
religion, in Jesus days, was found with the righteous of
Israel. Not their inferiority but their rigor and excellency
imposed on the priests of Jerusalem the duty to condemn Jesus.
It was blasphemy to call oneself God and to proclaim one's
seat at the right hand of God. It is not an arbitrary resist-
ance offered by the Jews but a highly respectable one which
all the good people of our own days conslder to be praise-
worthy again. Luke's argument, then, is an eternal argument
and fights an eternal position of great merits. But Israel
waes a combination of prophetic purlty and of Hebrew solidarity.
Israsl is a chosen race, chosen as well as race. Luke dealb
with the prophetic aspect of Israel only. We shall see that
the Hebrew side had to be dealt with by someone very dlfferent.

#* % *

This must suffice for gospel four and gospel three: mor-
bus Graecus and morbus Propheticus; both found their antidote.

John the Hebrew prophet is able to redeem Greek poetry,
and Luke the Greek doctor, can re-fertilize Israel's stubborn
Negations: But 1s there & similar exchange of polarities, a
‘similar transfer of energy between Matthew and Marc, on the
one side, and their respective public, on the other? I think

it is. The reader will do well to look back upon our former

chapters which penetrated before Jews and Greeks likewise. We
found temples and hieroglyphs, and rituals and tattoos organ-

izing the human race. Now, the first two gospels achlevs for

— X T R SN B N o e e
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Egypt and for tribal ritual the same emancipation which John
achieves by "unspelling" poetry and Luke by healing the heale
ing "No" of psalms., Since we today are infinltely less fam-
iliar with the Sky World and its hieroglyphs or the ritual

of burial and sacrifice in the tri*es, thelr cure demands a
somewhat more laborious exposition. We turn to Marc's gospel,
Number two, and we remember the hieroglyphs painted on the
walls of the temples which brought heaven to earth. The
Emperor Henry II, a saint of the Church (1002-1024 A.D.), wore
as his mantle of coronation a cloth on which the sun, the
moon, the stars of the firmament were woven. Because the
emperior was the cosmocrator; he was lifted into the hub of
the wheel to unite night and day, to reconcile the North where
the sun never shines, to the south to which the polar stars

of midnight never move. The emperor, the Son of Heaven as

he was called in China, was the prime mover of a reconciled,

a non-panicky, non-chaotlc heaven and earth. His knowledge
and compliance with the stars shielded the people from the
panic of the catastrophes. When the people of our days hold
a President of the Unlted States responsible for & world-wlde
depression, they follow in the foot-steps of all anclent
nations who believed that the eternal cycles could be perfected
by a human 1lifted into the hub of the wheel. The incense
burned before the emperor's statue was a means to enliven his
nostrils so that he might smell the harmony and beauty of the

universe., He who did not burn incense, did not say HEsl
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Hitler, destroyed the Skyworld. He must die.

Against this daily slituation, the gospel of Marc on the
ﬁrue Son of Godwlis written. It ﬁswritten in a world which
for the sake of security pretended that the emperor was the
heart of its world, was the Son of God, and which upheld this
with spells, calendars, sacrifices, symbols, temples, hier-
oglyphs. It.agswritten by men who denled the emperor's claim,
and who, therefore, plunged those for whom they wrote the
gospel, in imminent danger of death for high treason against
the welfare of the empire.

They preached in the midst of an unchallenged Sky-~world,
with “the abomination of Desolation,1 a king's statue, stande
ing in the center of a spellbound universe, ™standing where
it ought not", in the center of the Holy of Holies in Jerus-
alems This speech which I am quoting here from Marc, is
glven in Matthew first. And we would have no fight to ascribe
to Marc any specisal interest in it. Matthew, being the first,
was very catholic in his materials, certainly more catholic
than the shorter Marc. And yet, I am going to quote some
famous sentences from this speech of Jesus and I am going to
affirm that for Peter, this speech had greater significance
than for any other apostle., Two reasons ean I give for jus=-
tififaifon of this et efehe wnton otherwise would be arbitrary.
First, the critics always have acknowledged that Marc is

l, Mare 13, 14,
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clearer as to the esdhatologial picture than Luke or Matthew,
Weymouth-Robertson remark: "Certain features of the discourse

4

stand out most clearly in Marc's record of it." And,lﬁhe
clearest outline of this eschatological discourse is in Marc:1

Mare, in other words, has taken great palns with this
speech. The second and weightier reason is this. This speech
on the signs of the sky world is the only speech which Marc

gives in full. All other speeches were curtailed by him or
l¥ o me I‘S
omitted. Nowqone speech out of many/given completely, within

the whole book of marc,jfhereby is placed in the center of
attention. |

In thls speech which the reader may look up for himself,
the astrological sky world 1s described: "The Sun will be
darkened and the moon will not shed the light, the stars wlll
be seen falling from heaven and the forces which are 1in the
heavens will be disordered." As these disorders were prevented
to happen by the impggiix4spe s of the Sky world, Jesus'!
prophecy of the end of thelr power, 1s meant lliterally. Our
modern commentators as true Gllbert Murrays, however, shake
their heads sadly:2 "The detalls of this description are of
course not to be taken literally., They are the attempt of
poetic imagery to realize what it means that God should inter-~

vene in human history." But, the modern fails to ask, how

1. Weymouth-Robertson, The New Testament, 5, ed. p. 62 and
Pe 118.
2.Weymouth~Robertson, p. 119.
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could God intervene as long as the sky world was in power?
Marc was concerned with the cure from the morbus Egyptlacus,
not with poetry. Wwhat, then, was his cure?’ It was simple.
It was dangerous. It was:fellowship. Men had to take the
place of the dead stars in the firmament, Jesus had to take
the place of the Sune. Marc's whole gospel tries to show that
Jesus has lived the one perfect solar year of a human sun, a
human heart. But the people, nobody, not even one of his
disciples, have recognized the presence of the good life.
But he has trusted them nevertheless. He has called them
when they did not understand, and they have been in fellowship
with him. We know already that Peter declines all merits in
the case, The disciples during the perfect and acceptable
year of the Lord, were in suspense. In III, 12, he forbade
them to say who he was, In IV, 1, they are told: for you the
open truth, for the crowds the parables., In 8, 31 ﬂThey were
told for the first Time..." In 9, 9 "He strictly forbade
them to tell anyone what they had seen until after the son of
Man haed risen from the dead". In 10, 38, they are told: "You
know not what you are asking". 1In 10, 32, Ythey were awe-
struck and those who followed him did so in fear". All the
time, the only link between them and the Lord is suspense and
expectation on their part.

Around this discrepancy of Jesus' time and their time
the.whole gospel is built. For, Jesus is already performing.

The time is fulfilled. He walks on earth as the sun. But the
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disciples ask him: "Tell us when these things will be (XIII,
4)".

Why is Marc fllled with this discrepancy between Jesus
who lives the perfect year and the fellowship who expect it
in some mysterious future? Why does the very last chapter of
Marc abound in statements of the disbelief of the disciples
such as "Simon, are you asleep?" "They could not beliesve 1t",
"They were afraid". "“They did not believe them either". "He
upbraided them for .their unbelief and obstinacy”?

In fact the critics have thought that Marc's gospel mst
be mutilated or incomplete because it ends so abruptly and on
a note of despair. Now, we are already warned against this
strange suspiclousness of reason against the ends and the be~
gimnings of creative literature., Tristram Shandy certainly
would not pass muster with them, for ité incredible first page.
If a belated fellowship, however, is the center of Marc's
gospel, we may read 1ts end with perfect understanding. This
"spurious” ending says: "Go the world over and proclaim the

gospel to all mankind, And signs shall attend those who be-

lieve™, "So the Lord Jesus having thus spoken.. 3at down at
the right hand of God. And they went out and preached every-
where the Lord working with them and confirming the word by
the signs which accompanied 1t",

E;;i;eader now will be thoroughly befuddled and shake his
head., That John sings “The Word" where Homer had sung “The
Man", that Luke says "drist now" where the Jews only had heard
"Not Yet Christ", a humanistically educated reader, I trust
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will have no trouble to relate, But that Jesus destroyed the
hieroglyphs of the skyworld and the astral calendars of the
Sun God Emperor, the Sol Invictus, of the empires, seems so
far fetched because our own world seems so superior to gigns.”
If the modern mind wishes to have an analogy, it is the social
cycle of business, the power and the worshlip of power which
may be used as analogy. The modern belief in medlicine, mach-
ines, in a hugely endowed institution, is of a similar nature
as the sun cult of antiquity. The terms "influence", ‘infiu-
entialzlbower; andvconjuncture: Zycle“and depression; are our
astrof%?ical terms. They are now used for soclal conditions,

not for cosmic occurrences. The analogy may be valuablse, just

the same, to show that we too are accustomed to accept such

1 &
constellations patiently like rain and sunshine. This means

that we, too, have some hieroglyphs wh;ch confine us as sacred
spells, However, this may be with ust&§:A3£EZ§7of the ancient
sky-world was reversed by the one last sentence of Marc that
God confirmed the words of the preachers by the signs which
accompanied them. In the sky-world, the word of the Son of

the Sky took effect without standing the test of the real
world. The Gods appeared ex machina, by machiney; the rain or
the blood were produced by priests who acted the Jupiter or

the Isis. The hieroglyphs were bound to come true by black
magic if the white magic forsook them.

The Christian ministers of the word replaced thils riske

less magic by the highly risky belief in the continuum of a word
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spoken from the bottom of the heart because it would provoke
all the good spirits in the hearers in an inpredictable degree
and manner. Had not Jesus himself "yielded the spirit" (15,
37) throwing himself into a heartless world full of faith that

a free response would answer his call, that a fruit would come

assack, e cosmops, recisels ‘
out of the seed _of his 1life? The world(has no hearﬁT/é&fﬁ#&ﬁ?ﬁllv,ﬂkl
/LafﬁbGVO.AAJi 7}hud o Lelia oo, A< ireo
does not recognize the fields of force created by the spell

of sacred names, who does not recognize that chaos and panic
are exerclised by venerabls names, will be reluctant to acknow=-
ledge the process by which these fields of force collapsed
under the shock of the new faith. The catholic church replaced
the sorcery and spell of the temples not by ignoring them but
by replacing astrology through faith in the spirit of fellow=- -
ship. The difference between a son of heaven, placed in the
center of the universe commanding the stars and winds as the
emperor of China did till 1911, and the Son of God, lles in
this one difference. The emperor of Chlna does not risk his
own life, in proclaiming the New Year., Is this the whole dif=-
ference? It 1s indeed. We who buy patent medicines, big
names, psychologically sold to us, have difficulties in dis~
tinguishing between white’and black magic. We either fall
victim to advertising or we do not believe in any power of

the Word. Peter believed that Jesus had created a new aeon

by his faith in fellowship. The twelve stars which bowed %o
Joseph in his dream, Jesus had replaced by the twelve apostles

whose feet he washed and who did not respond before fifty
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days after his death. But he called them, in his unlimited
faith in a fubure free response on their part. And as soon

as the first response came in complete freedom when they were
alone, a new heart burst upon the dead world. The real heaven
and the real earth now became visible, “iﬁe whole world over",
that is wherever a man was willing to risk his 1ife for those
who resisted him. Jesus became the heart of a living universe
by his faith in a free response. “This first creation of God's
World" as Peter calls it, was reclaimed from the sky world by
faith in the continuum of all speech. These speakers could
hold each other by their hands and transmit the new power of
one common spirit. They spoke in the nasme of the only one who
had started this faith in free response when nobody had it,
Hié day had gone by. But in the night which he left behind
him, the people could become bright stars, walting for the full
light of another day. That we are not amiss in our interpre-
tation, could be proved most directly from the second letter

of Peter. Here, the heavens - id est the sky world - are all
ablaze. They will be dissolved. A new heaven and a new earth
will come, without astrology, "until day dawns and the morning
star rises in your hearts. (Peter, second letter i1, 19).

This is eloquent. For the sky world of Egypt had as its center
the simultaneous appearance of the brightest star of the

night and of the sun, on July 19. This was New Year's Dey as
night end day, north and south, seemed to be reconciled at this

one moment, In Peter's words, this was to be replaced by the
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dawn in the hearts of men, the new heaven.. But, alas, I shrink
from meking use of this letter because this may do harm to

my thesis since the critics are very severe about this letter
and say that it cannot be Peter's.

It, therefore, must suffice to bring into focus the actual
front on which the Church fought. Peter and the papacy,
arche-types of the powerlusting priest for many, came into ex~
istence as victors over the temple cults of antiqulty.

A Jewish fisherman, Peter was on the one hand conversant
with the real cosmic processes of weather, water, air and skye
On the other hand, as an Isrselite, he was not polluted by
astrologye. Here, then, was a man preserved from contaminatlion
with ancient science but in excellent command of his five
senses. This was the man picked out to dissolve the old
heavens with their local calendars, to replace the hieroglyphs
of Stomnehenge or Memphis by the suffering of the living bodies
of the martyrs. The ministers of the word became the hierog-
lyphs of the new temple.

For this, at'least, I am allowed to quote Peter himself.
His first letter no longer is denied him today. In this letter,
we find him proclaiming the victory over the stones of the
ancient temples. And we only will understand the sentence 1f

we romember that these temples were covered with spells and

hieroglyphs?y Peter exclaims that he acts not by "gnosis", the
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prediction of the astrologers, but by the "prognosis" of God .
lefer
é&%{called i at %uzxme when he dld not know at all what he

was expected to do,)before he could respond in "imitation of

the One who has called" him (I, 15). And now comes the lit-

eral definition: "And yourselves, you are like living stones
and be built up into a spirit-filled temple." (II, 5).1)0“'\0\3”)
So much for Peter and Marc, the later bishop of Alexane-
drie in Egypt. The Morbus Egyptlacus was cured.
1, Now, we are back to our first evangelist, to Matthew.
We have little right to expect from him a similarly clear
and specific front. Since he was the first to write at ell,
he had to report all and everything. And we found this to be
true, In the case of the speech on the skyworldﬁugich Marc
elaborateds. And yet, Matthew though the first is surprisingly
specific. And the disease which he overcomes, is with us like
the other diseases, only, this disease is so close and so
near ourselves that 1t is more difficult and more disagreeable
to discover. We get a glimpse of his character as a specific

medlcine against a specific disease when we read (XIX) that

l. Correspondingly, the beginning of the letter to the Hebrews
has to be corrected in our translations: "After partial snd
varled speech God has spoken through the Son, the . cectian
of God's splendor, the Hieroglyph of God's core!" It is
the only occurrence of the word "character", hieroglyph,
in the New Testament.X)Ignatius, Feweeer; writing to the
Ephesians, vividly combats the temples of stone. He is
so keen to replace the dead structure of the Temple that
he calls the Holy Ghost the rope and the @ross the new cran€ovderruy
pasine- and the Christians the stones which by this crane
are lifted to the altitude of the divine bullding.

- -
¢ g -
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he expects the twelve apostles not as the twelve stars but
as the judges over the twelve tribes of Israel. Why did he
remember this? Could 1t be that he felt the necessity of
breaklng the taboos of +tribal ritual peculiarly strong?

We have seen Peter's employment, and Luke's, and thn'SJﬂﬂa*vm&@ih
Specvpe irnmuniiieas Yy e
It w??ld appear that ke /€ould not and would not be employed
foémgything which had to do with literature or writing. For
as oral as Peter the fisherman must have been and as much as
he probably detested ink, Matthew certainly was familiar with
paper work and written records, only too well. Since we do
not expect him to be used inside his 0ld activities where he
had used writing for superficlal purposes to say the least,
we may expect him to fight elsewhers. -

Now, we read that he was not received in good soclety.
And on the other hand, he begins with Jesus! place in the
social register of Israel. He stresseé this fact that his
master belonged into the very best society, as the son of
kings. And goes on to show that there were privileges con-
nected with this social place which Jesus abandoned. "The
son of kings should be scotfree" (17, 27). He should not pay
custams”duty nor any tax, be it capitation tax nor the half
shekel tax as Jesus smilingly says (17, 27). But,Matthew goes
on to say, the reverse happens. He expresses the whole mean-
ing of Jesus'! life in terms of an account: and I am sorry to

S'M.'
grate the refined feelings of the\reader, but he does say: He
gave his life as the price for buying back many. (20, 28). ~
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This 1is not a figure of speech with Matthew., Matthew under-
stands Jesus to be the right heir of the chieftaincy who in-
stead volunteers to become the victim at the tribe's feast,
But by being the voluntary vietim, he becomes the first victim
in the world who c¢ speak. . Nobody had ever gpoken in this
/oétc/ ma e

role. But victimsdw:re essential. The assoclation between
the ancestors and the living was based on the common meal at
which the dead partook as though alive, and the whole burial
and funeral rite was based on this assoclation between the
dead and the living. The spirits of the dead asked for food,
and these ghosts were bloodthirsty if they were not fed, ac-
cording to the faith or superstition of all tribes, We ac~-
complish the same by high entrance fees into clubs or frater-
nities, We become members, in this mammer. Sacrifices were
the core of ritual since they alone incorporated the group
and gave it a legal status as a public corporation, beyond the
grave, beyond the accldents of birth and death. Sacrifice,
then, was the only means of establishing order and of creating
legal persons.

And to speak the proper names, to make the proper move-
ments at these sacrifices was essential, They were that which

we hold essentlal as table manners. To how many people of

our own time, table manners are the yardstick of promotion,
membership, fellowship. The table manners of antiquity were
equally strict. With us, a waiter at table is not expected

to Join the conversation of his own accord. Even less do we
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expect the roast-beef and the fish to talk. The price of a
good dinner party i1s the complete silence kept by those who
serve and by the food which is served. And my whole paragraph
will be condemned by any reader of good ﬁaste because I men-
tion the remote possibility that the roast beef might speak.
And this i1s Matthew's whole point. The verdict 'bad taste! =
how often had he heard it turned against himself and his bad
company = he knew to be more murderous for a man than any
other crime. ©Society expects us to play the rules of the game.,
It is inexorable if we break these etiquettes. And yet, I
had to commit this break of etiquette myself if I wished to
introduce Matthew at all, For herein lies his real achieve-
ment. He is the only Evangelist who tells of Jesus' escape

to Egypt when Herod murdered the children of-Beﬁhlehem. The
whole point of Matthew is that though Herod could not murder
him, he was murdered by good society for his breach of
etiquette because he insisted to give or lend speech to the
victims of society. That Jesus spoke as the victim, made

him impossible, Matthew scandalized the Jews. After all,
they had nothing but burned offerings since Abraham did not
slaughter Isaac. They were highly civilized. In Sweden it
could happen still a thousand years later that a king butcher-
ed six of his sons to placate the spirits. When he turned to
his seventh son, the people saved the child, became Christians
and gave up human sacrifices. But é:§§?§¥zer all, was the

nation of Abrahem and Moses. To this day, all Jews think that
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the gospel is in bad taste. We read the word "scandal" in

our texts, but(bad taste‘would really convey better the whinc-
ing under an outrage against our tasts. The ritual of any
society - and I am afraid, we lose sight of this more readily
than of anything else - protects itself by this violent re-
coiling. It does so at all times and in all places. Matthew:
"Why do your disciples transgress the tradition of the *lders
by not washing their hands before meals?” The Seribes asked.
“Why do you", Jesus retorted,'“transgreés God'!'s command and
deny your own parents something they neéd because 1t is
tconsecrated'?" "You have made futile God's words for the
sake of your teble menners®. (15, 2) "Eating with unwashed
hands does not meke unclean".

Against the taboo of table mamners, Matthew "sins" and
Jesus "sins". For, Matthew shows Jesus as the speaking vietinm,
the meat and wine who begln to-speak, in the midst of dinner.
The shock administered by Matthew is wonderfully formulated
by a modern critic: "The reference to eating Christ's flesh
and drinking his blood is impossible in an Aramaic gospel in
Jerusalem in the first century; nothing could be more repug-
nant to Jewish ways and feelings. Words such as these would
horrify Jewish residents of Jerusalem, then or now. The Jéﬁs
were and still are, utterly opposed to the drinking of blood
which the Law repeatedly forbade. It would be difficult to
imagine a sentence less likely to have been written in a
Jewish Christian circle any where at any time. No Jewish
) TZe,éﬁwsgxﬂ. Lo 9 ik a SCacdal 4%;/2ua ]<?37k”

@ 2o it is T The TrecSiofl
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evengelist could have recordsd 1t,1 This 1s an eloquent para-
graph and the feeling of vomiting is probably well nigh aroused
in many a reader. The humor of this bassage lies in two facts:
first, that the critic deals with John who in this matter simply
affinms.Matthew. The critie tries to refute the Jewish origin
of John. And he ignores the case of Matthew, who ocbviously wrote
for Hebrews. The second humorous fact is the modern assumption
that every scandal can be avoided. The Jews stoned Stephen,
killed James, jailed Peter because they were furious. The lamb,
the blood, the bread, all these terms, of course, were blasphemies.
But the whole history of the Church was based on this fury. Paul
in Athens when he for once tried to be adaptable, was a complete
failure. Matthew was abhorred and the go3pel was abhorred and,
be honest, is abhorrsd by all men of good taste, today.2
The price of all ritual i3 sacrifice, When we bind ourselves
to a ghost of the past, a plece of paper, to a house, to a &rave,
we are apt to spill Somebody else's blood for the purpose. And
80 it 1s to this day. This is all right if it is in our con-
Sciousness which price we pay. But Jesus created ax
brotherhood, the brotherhood of the silent victims, by becoming
the first speaker among them. Why could he Speak? Because he
volunteered where before the victims had been drafted. But the
Eucharist 1s still a scandal to a Jew. It makes him vomit, quite
literally, as it would any man of etiquette. Matthew knew that
the pudenda of life were resl. That it was less bad taste to

i

' Bdgar J. Goodspeed, Journal of Biblical Literature, 1944, p.90
is the author of the paragrapn quoted in the text.

—
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speak as the victim, as bread and wine, than to do the act of
condemning the Just. He was lmmune against the mortal disease

of good soclety. He knew that everything has its price. And
that nothing is more expensive than freedom from the taboos of
good socliety. And so he ceased to call the first men who had
spoken for the victims and as a victim, by his name in society,
son of David, Son of Abraham, as he had begun in Chapter One.
This taboo was broken. Matthew, in his last chapter found him-
self in the infinitely more exciting society of sinners who no
longer were bound together by high entrance fees but by the name
of the first victim who had spoken out loud. It is not impossible,
by the way, that Matthew went to Ethiopila. Now, the point of
this mission would be that the Ethioplans, to this day, observe
the whole Jewlish ceremonial as well as the New Testament liturgy.
They circumcilse and baptize; they observe the Sabbath as.well as
the Sunday. One cannot tell; but it would be in aceordance with
the Word of the gospel if this duplication happened because of
Matthew. Because only the superstition of ritual was the dis-
ease which he‘fought. Manners must be; but manners are not more
than menners.

Matthew by illuminating the breaking of table manners, went.
over primeval ground. In primeval days, the table manners had
been the creative elements from which the body politic sprang.
Instead of snatching food from each other - in ourjtzzps of the
unemployed this beastly snatching was not rare and always indi-
cated Qam l—s'hs of camp morale - like the animels, the in-

troduction of common meals created a new peace of mind. Around
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the meal for the dead or perhaps more exactly with their deaid,
the new incorporation took place. Food was placed between the
living and the dead, and both partook oflit, in one spirit and
in one name. Hence, the sacrificlial meals were the first con-
stitutions of mankind. Here it was that the community was en-
acted because the stomach's enlightened "selft-interest, was
forgotten when the best pieces were reserved for the dead and
later, the gods. Fermanency eclipsed the interests of the liv-
ing generation. The accidents of birth and of being élive, were
overshadowed by the eternity of the dead. 1In the cooling shadow
of this permanency and etermal order, peaceful arrangements were
made between friend and foe; hospitality, the right of the eneny
to eat with us, was introduced and became possible because ritual
showed man his place in the successlion of endless times. Hers,
people did not eat llke the animals but they toasted each other
by their full name. The salutation at meals 1is primeval. Man
greeted each other and thought of each other at meals as ‘con-
vivials:AggJeo-livers, as the other fellow's life counted more
in one's own eyes, than the "self," now.

To these primeval foundations of society Matthew takes us
back. John spoke to peoples who knew the arts and sclences.
Luke spoke to the greatest religionists and puritans of the an-
cient world. Mark spoke to the civilized inhsbitants of the
temple state. But Matthew penetrated, by his "bad taste," to
the most archaic layer of all society, to the tribal layer of
ritusl. Hence, Matthew gave a version of the gospel which had
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to become the most unlversal and the most fundamental feature
of the new Way of Life. The Mass and the EBucharist, the inner
core of all divine services 1ls written up in Matthew.

Since he made it clear, that Christ bought, by his sacri-
fice, the salvation of the sacprificers, it was now.written that
the victim of every meal, that bread and wine, spoke to the din-
ing communion and invited them to shift with their master to the
other side of the counter, so to speak, to the side of the vietim.
In Mass, every member is invited to be sacrificed or to be ready
to be sacrificed for the salvation and the renovation of the world.
In Mass, the first vietim, invites the others, the partakers, to

a service in which they themselves are the offerings. In the dull-

ness of the average mind, this fact rarely makes a dent. Feople
have degraded the divine service to a chureh parade or a social
gathering. But the church was bullt on the faith that from now
on, no divine service was permitted unless the people considered
themselves as the sacrifice offered. The whole expression of a
Body of Christ, with the head in Heaven, meant exactly this, that
we who would crucify the Lord every day, in our rage and envy and
indifference, now, with our eyes opened once for what we have
done and are doing, declare solemmly: We now, together with our
head, step on the side of the silent victims and offer us to our
Maker so that he can remake it as he pleases. How else could
ever & new insplration befall us a people unless we offer oure
selves as the body for this inspiration? Time and again, man

has to be ripped open by the ploughshare of suffering and open
himself like a dry and'dessicatad earth to dew and rain. And
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ever since one man did this manifestly all alone and by himself,
his congregations relieve the members of the total pressure of
absolute loneliness. In every generation, the group which may
be remodeled, may increase, until the whole of menkind will be
allowed to fall silent and to cleanse themselves from the chatter
and clatter of the day, and to listen to the spirit, simulteneously.

When the founder of the first Christian University in Japan
died, he left a note to his favorite pupil: "I have reason to
belleve that you will be my successor. May I caution you against
some weaknesses which you will have to combat in the exercise of -
your new office." And he went on to list them. In the excite-
ment of the hour, this note as all other papers he left, were
read by all the people present at his death. Feeling humiliated,
Mr. Kanamori fled the housse, denied the Christian faith, and be-
came a popular lecturer for the next thirty years. But when his
wife with whom he led a model 1life, died, he could not stand his
loneliness. He returned to the old place, made a public apology,
and preached over the text that we shall be a living offering.
A living offering it must be. This is what I did not under-
stand. As the bullocks were brought to the altar formerly, and
might break away and hurt the people in the nelghborhood, so I
did not accept my opportunity, my opportunity of living down
this humiliation."

And in the Japanese celebration of the Lord'!'s Supper, this
overwhelming experience of a living sacrifice colored the ritual,
The dagger used in the solemn ceremony of formal suicide sc popu-

lar among Samurai was brought in wrapped in a white shest of
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paper which had to be folded in & certain manner. " The whiteness
of the paper alluded to the sacrifice of 1life that was to take
place. From this worldly model, the form of wrapplng in white
paper was taken over and the bread at communion offered to the
communicants in such a wrapping. The meaning of the sacrifice
and of offering is thereby translated into Japanese in as strik-
ing a manner, I daresay, as it is in Matthew's gospel translated
from the 01ld into the New Testament.

Matthew, the most drastic, the least mannered, also is the
most elementary evangelist. Through him, we have received the
ritusl in writing. Our era would otherwise have been wilthout
any dress for its nakedness. It is very nice to leave obsolete
cloth behind you, but our era needed dress, some dress, just
the same. Now we received the power of ritual free from super-
stidytion or myth or magic. Everybody can understand Matthew,
child and genius, warrior and farmer, unless his heart is allen
to self-sgerifice. The minds which scorn the sacraments as
myth or obsolete, never fall to frighten me by their childishness.
What an ignorant and uneducated heart they must have; how the
gristmiil of their brain must have crushed all serious experi-
ence of 1life and of their own deepest hopes. Usually, these same
people expect to be adored by thelr family, read by the public,
paid by their endowed institution. How can they expect it un-
less man's nature is fulfilled by his entering the ranks of the
offerings? It is our highest nature that we should be offerings.

"Z“(J# 'S 0‘1.{7 aw olls MAm_b*-A/; :-eln.u'ddfy aod,s h&.ee rmanner,

The victim made eloquent, the world heart created by responses,
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the No of God turned into an intermediary medicine of suffering
on the road to a new 1ncarﬁation, the human soul God'!s newest
poem, these were thq four glad tidings. The blind alleys of
ritual, temple cult, Israel, Greece, opened up to each other.
And these four men succeeded because they were inmune jb the
speclific disease of speech which their tidings deluged. This
is the reason why it is faulty to call John hellenistic, Marc
Egyptian, Matthew Judaizing, Luke Paulinian. The restoration
of free sp:/:;}z;z ;:15‘2’ gospels proceeded by a matchiz:gw oi,;phod
positeg. Kot prophetical John writet<ézrthe Jews, amé& learnmed
Lukei&gf;he Greeks. The fisherman Peter writes for the scienti-
fic world. And not a man of good taste and good standing matches
the 014 Testament, by his first gospel, but the in no way ven-
erable publican. 8 e (vo 59 o @mwm@_ﬁ A

Once we keep in mind the specific disease cured by each

gospel, their literary form and style 1mmsdh§tely appear to be
net e vy csts -
impeccable. 411, ej.n the eyes of the critics, had the right
ending. All, when read as medicine, proved as right at the end
as in their beginnings. They are impossible as sources for nat-
ural history. They are sound as wells of speech. Now, we ex-
perienceﬁ something similar with the ends and beginnings of
ha_CaRco @Rﬁ_s% }31\& aq LR Tead wogy
Odyssey and Il:l.e.d./\And how else could it be? What 1%‘%:“1 and (he
e
beginning of speech? The beginnings of a human breath disclose
the time and place of this particular act of the spirit. End
and beginning bring an inspiration down to earth. End and be-
ginning of any book declare whether it is true op not. But this

truth is a threefold truth. A word may be true as to content;
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)
it may be true enough to be verified in its own authors finally,

it may be so trues that it compels the next speaker to respond
and to go on speaking. Shakespeare compelled Milton to swerve

out of the path of poetry since his speech was so perfect that
Milton complained: Of the truth of the facts told in the gospel,
the Church has lived. On the truth of the men who said it, in
thelir own lives, the Christian world has lived. These two as-
pects of the truth have been effective for a long time. My mind
as I have explalined before (p,20 ) is concerned with the third

agpect of all truth, its forcefulness in begetting response,ggigﬁijiﬁqé

Tﬁ?fgiﬁfﬁﬁ truth is a question of the power of style. And this
truth about the four gospels, I have proved to my own mind's
satisfaction and .I hope to the greatest sKeptics' satisfaction:
The gospels were true enough to compel the next speaker to go .
on speaking sbove and beyond the last word of the last speaker.
Each one had to step in where thg last speaker left off. They
were imparting the concrete time and scene of their speech so
vividly to each other that they touched each other off, to the
next move. They sing, over forty years perhaps, one gospel, each
in his own key, on hls specific wave-length, according to his
lights, in handing the Jjoyful and arduous task over to the better

~man, one after another. In this act, then, the "four gospels"

become a continuation of Jesus' life through the minds which

wore made over by their office of Evangelists. They were created

into the lips of the Word.

Matthew, by the irresistible call of his Savior writes him-
self out of the City of Man within which he had been the publican,

D‘?@K §/\<t/{5(es,tea+<‘,t 6 30.
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into the Church. He is precipitated or projected into a new Eon,
by the one word: Come !

Marc 1s inside this church and by his relation to Peter, he
is protected from outslde pressure. Peter's vehement sub jective
emotions, Peter's task sbsorb his helper, but Marc has a roof
over hié head, the roof of fellowship; he does not have to change
alleglance,

Luke narrates., His 1s the documented story of the past.
Having a student before him, he tramsmits as the edble/%§§£§gories
of the first two generatioms, 35# the later born so that d&ofiﬁaaquaﬁﬁdf‘
o=t four gensrations now are in communion, from Jesus to the
Church of Theophilus'! children.

John is outslide thls cycle of command, fellowship, history.
He is at the source, in the eternal beginning. By thls one word: —
"In the Beginning," John renders Jesus the decisive service,
which takes the event of his death out of antiquity. In antiquity,
Jesus' death could only have met the treatment by ritusl, by cal-
endar, by poetry, by Israel. In the eyes of a friend, in Greece,
to take the poetical world first, what would have been Jesus!
fate, at best? The friend John would have mourned the friend,
as Homer mourned Achilleus, in an immortal poem, in a "Kriton"
or "Apologia" by a Plato, perhaps. In Isrsel, death would have
refuted Jesus! enterprise as a failure. God, in Israel's eyes
had said No to the crucified Messlish., In Egypt, Jesus would have
had the stars sgalnst him; a better Horo-scops e new cycle with
another Christ would have to be waited for. In tribal ritual,

Jesus would have become the hero of a myth. Christisnlity would
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have become one more tribe, with his disciples celebrating Easter,
and with his myth enacted annually, for his little clan. John's
gospel blocked this relapse into ritual, skyworld's cycles, poetry,
and Jewlish Negation. Jesus wes not an end, hls death was not an
end. Matthew, Marc, Luke had told already how one free man had
mastered the unending chsins of these cycles an@ had started a
new 1ife outside the ancient city 6f men, in One Church all over
the world. John sealed the event of a2 new era, beyond tribe,
temple, poetry, Israel; the new era would be open instead of cy-
clical because the four streams of speech were now reunited and
could gush forth in eternal originality as on creation's first
day; the unending repetition of cycles was broken 1f the cross
in which these streams of spsech met, was held forth as the be-
ginning of progress. Our era defles cycles. Of course, it is
tempted by them; at this very moment Western Man has been nearly
dragged down to eternal recurrence, to Spengler's fatalism. It
must wake up again to the cross of grammar with the help of the
grammar of the cross. John placed Man's power to create speech
before any of his particular historical performences: "In the
beginning was the Word--Tribe, Egypt, Homer, Israel, were man's
creations. Because everlasting man is the iistener and the
speaker. Hence man is superior to any one of his previous rit-
uals of speech. "How can Christ be under fate I" Augustine ex-
claimed, "sincg fatum means the words which have been'said be-
fore, and Christ is the Word which is said Now." God has made
man in his imege to speak as an eternal beginning and Jesus had

remained free to the bitter end.,
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Our e;a is not cyclical eas long as the roadblock of Christi-
anity lies between it ang antiquity.

The three other gospels could still be resad as mere history,
by later generations. The whole 19th Century dispensed with John
and concentrated on the first three gospels, the "synoptics."
Without John, the "gospel" would not have existed as more than
mere history. 1In John, the church conquers her danger of becom-
ing a pufely ritualistic, a purely mythological, a purely poeti-
cal, a purely fictitious Institution. She now sees gli her
temporal forms in the light of an eternal beginning, because her
Founder always is shead of her and of any of her ways of speech:
The Word which is in the Beginning.

The four Evangelists immunize our era sgainst the relapse
in mere natural inertia and blind cycles. They represent the
cross of grammar of antiquity in the new era., In the cross of
drame, lyrics, narrative and judgment all speech was moulded.

But once eéstablished, these grammatical forms drove on under

their own momentum in endless rituals. The rituals could not be
looked through and became magic, spell, cycle, routine, play of

the intellect, sport of logic, superstitions. The Word laenguished.

The Evangelists reversed the cross of grammar into a grammar
of the cross. One man had lived from fiat to factum est, from
"Go out into my world" to "It has been done, my father," from
listening to the call through poetry to story to surming up, come

pleting his whole 1life as one grammetical cycle. The gospels de-
Picted this cyele.

As Hilarius Isaasc put it, at the end of the Fourth Century:
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.

"Why were the experiences and sayings of the Lord organized in
four volumes and by four authors?"

"Four volumes, four authors, both was congruous. For, we
have before us, in the words of Isaia, the One Acceptable Year,
This year is contained in four volumes as in four revolutions
8imilarly to the four seasons through which a yeer evolves: one
seeson 1s in need of the other mutually. Accordingly the acts
and sayings of the Lord are circumscribed within the ares of
four books of which one>stands in need of the other. Together,
they are perfect in conveylng the plenitude of time.

"Secondly, there was a good reason why it should be organized
by four authors. Of the year's seasons, the terms show divers-
1ty; of the gospels too the nomenclature is diverse; and if they
seem to contradict each other in their words, they do not dis-
sent when they are interpreted in the light of this reason. The
seasons of nature, too, are as different as possible in their
names, thelr weather conditions, their astronomical aspect; but
in the result of producing the fruits which come to live, they
do not dissent." 1

In our modern terms, ¥e may say that each gospel is aware
of the perfect cycle of this life from Imperativus personalis to
Sub junctivus Lyricus to Narrativus Historicus to Indicativus Ab-
stractus. But each gospel writer was stirred up by one especially,
Matthew who had experienced the violence of a sudden order: Follow

me, took his clue from the Imperativus personalis; Mare wrote for

1. Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum L, 430.
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and with the prince of the apostles, took his clue from the fellow-
ship of the twelves, a»strongly lyrical note, Luke who was Paul's
companion and had not lived in this fellowship as little as Paul,
wrote from Christmas on, as any narrator who has no particular

time span in common with the events he narrates. And John, who

did not need any outer credentials or events to believe in his
friend, took his clue from Jesus' victory over the endless cycles
of ritual, of eons, of revolutions which engulfed the ancient
world. He began with the progress brought on by the power of

the Word, in his Indicativus Abstractus. In the Beginning was

the Word. And thiz%)efine Jesus asg(%)iedomdo coms. gk A bis 2ilouce 3
o fo ou Wis 4 KovAd. Jeswus now rvealed £d4£fh£hu<uaqfétsf&ﬁkk

Here, then, was the grammar of the cross. And now, after

all the gropings of the ages, the phases of all group life be-
ceme transparent, as the cross of grammar.

Before a man is not initiated into this cross of grammar
as a citizen who listens to the call of duty, as a lover who
hears the soul of his 1ife eall upon his name, as the patient
who sees his chance to get well, as the thinker who realizes
the- category of freedom # for himself despite the laws which
his mind thinks up for nature-before a man has no‘;h ‘:geleast one
of these four experiences, he uses speech to no ressonable pur-

Hoewse ino profitéass e wiihad axpapuce iq T wa,
pose.;{As soon as the gospels Were itten, this speech with-
out experience began to dabble with the new facts proposed by

the existence of the church. This dasbbling was called gnosis.

People tried to think the new life without \ln some form of call,
listening, passion or change of heartzﬁgz;é\;;;ched by 1% firsth

Therefore except for the four gospels, the whole story 1n,Palestine
) éa?odﬁk, aézaa- %) /LQ_‘dﬁaekJL04a4AV ch- 2 [fows iv é?-af‘s
Wovd | CM?M owt of 9cd_$ Sikae Ce.
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would not have withstoodl the onslaught of the Gnostics from
Simon Magus who ran around at a time when the blood of the martyrs
still reddened the soil of Palestine, and proclaimed a little
harlot to be Mary, and himself the Saviour, to Marcion who ad-
mitted no other gospel but the one written by Luke and declared
that this had fallen down from heaven directly. The Gnostics
separate the life of the writer or teacher or apostle or speaker
from the content of his speech. In other words, the gnostics
have not entered the realm of experience in which the man him-
self is the fruit of lips, and the heart of somebody else'! lips,
Gnosis 1s all over the world today. The Churches themselves are
filled with 1t. Pacifism is gnosis, an attempt to know the world
before having been spoken to. During the last éentury, our last
ramparts agalinst the relapse into gnosis, have been the earthly
love between man and wife. In Juliet's call on Romeo, many a
man of the 19th Century even so dimly, learned to know himself

as called forth to be the lips of the soul whom he loved. The
next generations who follow this last century of the Great Lovers
seem to hear nothing but the call to arms. And it may be that
in the experience of this call, they for the time being, find
their only antidote against Gnosis. For this reason, the in-
sight into the structure of the gospels is no luxury. The
teachers of the o0ld and of the young, of girls as well as of

boys, will corrupt those taught if they go on with theirinnumerable

1. This is proved by the discovery made by Harnack: that the
Gnostics forced the €hurch tolself-defense. e 1issued a
statement with regard to the origin of the four gospels be-
tween 150 and 180 A.D. Harnack, Berlin Akademie S.B. 1928,
330ff. This statement is precise and authentic and irrefuteble. Sep, 7

| 41422 arvid M. frer 24~4L~fmﬁbs¥v.xa‘:9£ear
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numbers and facts in the abstract of the judgment seat. A teacher .
who 1s not an initiate in one of the four ways described above

is not qualified to teach. He does not understand the conditions

under which it 1s alone méaningful to spéak.

Because the word "freedom" has replaced the experience of
freedom, "goodness," the experience of getting better, "kindness"
the experience of falling in love, ad justment, the experience of
8 perscnal commitment, every effort should be made to make the
mind conscious of the grammer of meaningful speech.

It is for thls reason that I invite the reader to hear with
me a little bit longer in this chapter. It will not suffice to
"understend" the four gospels. We also need means to bring their
insight to fruition. This can be done if means and ways exist
to make the cross of grammar visible, in the arts and symbols of
our society's imagination. I do think that new ways open up
from our discovery into the grammar of the cross at a time when

we seem to be paralzéed by fictions, myth, repetition, suspicion.awd whae.
M&Q‘, M M - ' Wx&mv«r ‘Ua‘rnm e QVQCQ—CL‘IH.
g e &, of M & o

The Spirit of Man was ly incernated once, and'it was im-
pressed on the four gospel writers in four different manners.
Hence, the four gospels are so to speak four wax models of the é”n&uuQ
é;htnig of the humen mind. Let us tentatively extend the lines
of these mental profiles far enough to the point where their im-
ract on the body of the evangelist becomes transparent. Our
body, as we all know, is not a kind of wooden box or receptacle

but it tries to correspond as best it can to our mental processes.
Oue bodizg ore axpreddiwe Of The while 3naca,
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We lle dreaming or half-dreaming and we have our best ideas. We
sit down when we wish to think through a variety of versions or
impressions., We kneel or "we break down," as we graphically say,
vwhen we are overcome by a desire to recognize some higher power
than ours. We jump up and pace the floor when we are in a fight-
ing mood. Obviously, modern man suppresses or misplaces many of
these physical reactions to mental procésses. But in his language
he uses them even though his body may have never been skilled to
express them. We say that an artist "conceives" 1like s women,
that a criminal”broke down”under the weight of the evidence, that
the speaker was in a "fighting" mood, that a teacher occupies a
"Chair."

Obviously, then, one bodily response expresses one mental
attitude in preference to another.

I think of Matthew as 8tanding and fighting, of John as the
visicnary in the words of "Revelation," lying on the ground as
one dead, of Marc as bending over or kneeling next to Peter, and
of Luke, of course, as sitting at his desk.

In contrast, the old symbols used for the four evangelists
by the artistic traditions of the last 1800 centuries leave us
cold, or at least, they leave me cold, and they have been dis- -
carded practically for the last 150 years by all artists of rank,
even in ecclesiastigal art. Could it be that there was a good
reason for this discountenance of a venerable tradition? May it
not be that these inveterate forms and symbols were obsolete,
antiquated by our very progress, and that we may be grateful for

the interval of formlessness after 1789 because now, a simpler
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form of symbol nearer to our understanding, has been maturing?

The old attributes of the gospelmskers were the lion, for
Marc, an angel for Matthew, an ox for Luke, and the eagle for
thn.l

These attributes were taken from the complex Cherubim of
the 01d Testament, the forms of which in turn were connected with
Egyptien and Babylonian beliefs. These 01d Testament Cherubims
were composed of eagle, bull, lion, angel. The 01d Testament
la t its grip over our symbolic imagination long ago.

But could it not be, that man is in his very body, moulded
into the carrier of the Word, in distinction from the animal
world? No animal can sit or stand or kneel or lie perfectly
prostrate as one dead, as s vessel of speech, in listening and
expressingfb The Spirit compels us to take shape in a wWay appro-
priate to listening and speaking man. The Word could not have
came into the world if it had not the power to mark out the man
who speaks, and the ways in which he speaks. To stand means to
be under orders, in action. To kmeel means to receive on faith
and In peace, to sit meahs to instruct and to narrate, to lie
prostrate means to conceive like the artist, the genius of re-
ceptivity and creativity. v

It does not seem arbitrary to proclaim the truth that the
spirit does mould the body, and does prescribe us our shape.,

The Spirit does call upon our bodles and we conform to him.

e oteologcoX

l. For meny years, I have collected thelmater al, and I hasten
to say that these attributes are by no means unanimous; when
they first were used, the dg¥trivution to the individual
evangelists was not as stersotype as later.

2) Qag qﬁ Cf“JQ‘, b innaly, Cadaff-4&@~uﬂw1Lc£:/wv'“f
each o hai 'S polia £, Fhabiiy howcly,
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4’@. ’!HI. FOUR  APOSTIES

student of
Religions create faces. An agnostic rixkmrianxsf anthropolog

went to Iraq and rzported that he found the same physicsl stocl
divided by rcligions to such an extent that by now, this stock
looked like four different races: "Le Sette reii%ge hanno una
tendenza a sviluppare un tipo anthopologico proprio"( Giuseppe Fur-
lani ).  But this takes us too far afield. However, it had

to be stated that with the four gospels, new peoples and new

races , new nations actually sre set into motion. My,Autobi=-

ography of Western [“&n", called“Out of Revolution”has dkﬁéﬁﬁ

the creation of these new branches over the last one thousand

years . And the secular historians have not even reported ths

The

this book is a book onpbiological history of the species " ™,
For the power of the gospel to create FRUIT of LIPS, is de-
nied except at Mass when the gospel of St, John cannot help

N
reminding people of this incarnating force of Godbs word.

alin
But cannot enlarge here on the ever increasing power of

recreating races ever since the times of the apostles, I
think the reader may be helped if He can see some model case

of such rebirth in the ranks of the evangelists themselves.
The four evangelists themselves had experienced the new life
and as little as their texts are accidental but square and
fundamental and indispensable, so are they themselves mot a
motley crowd,but a wonderiully influenced quadrilateral,

A few words must suifice. :

The four evangelists represent four phases of the Church.

And the four phases are represented by James ( the brother

of John)whom the Highpirest hadeaesebd in 2 & D, of Peter
who went to Antioch and to Rome, of Paul who #id not live

to se« the destruction of Jerusalem as little as Yeter of~ Jame:
and 88 John who as the only apostée survived the end of °~
the Temple ., First of all, the whole synoptic problem boil
down to the fact thet three evangelists wrote under the gulda:
of apostles who did not see the fall of the old Israel, and
therefodghad to write quite differently from John.

Second , not however second in importance, is the help which
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We receiWe when we see each gospel in its full temporal
function under one specific mighty plenipotentiary of the
Lord. Let us survey the four gospels as sources for the rule
of the inspiring apostles,
Who ever thinks of qames as great or important ? However, he
was the brother of John; this alone should make us pause, e
was @ martyr. He it was who held the first Church in Jerusa-
lem together; he it was who seems to have been respected high
by the learned and lawful Jews o He seems to have had a reli-
gious experience not just as the Lord'q dlSClple but on-his
own as 2 zealot in the days of the Baptist, %?///1 this,
his authority over Matthewhs gospel may be divined, Yertain]
Matthew wrote under this great Bishép'’s eyes. Ceftainly, the
beginning of the Christian &ea of world history which 1is
proclaimed in the 25th chapter of Matthew , verses 30 to 445
d{ a history composed of the alliance between the Church and the
underdog at any time and in any place; is an snnouncement of
stich public significance, of such revolﬁggnizing scope that
Matthew's Bishop'must have approved of it. The Libemml critic
have submerged this new.chronology , this new era in which
kings, emperors, Priests cease to count and in which the under

dog shall make epoch, as though here was ﬁust a new parable or

a sontlmental moraj.lsm° But Matthew has plac@d this announ-
cement of a new A:un//ﬁ which every single step would be the
healing of the wound of one sin, one disease of the bodyjiae C

oS $ELCKkrGLEE after an other, he has placed it between the life

and the &Lssion, that is at the most central épot in his gosg

s . M
These incredible 15 verses wego James ' and every Bishop's



giiding light ever since, The reader should reread it to

LA, Hait

convince himself that her

t" Jaga s f v 3 )

1t was written under the eyes and with the consent of Yesus!

first successor and at a time when the Yews were still the first
addressee of the good news, underscores once more the majesty
of Matthew's plea. "Do not count the kings of Isr.el, flo not
count the prophets, do not count the series of high priests- all
these genealogies were undertaken at that time and played 2 tre-
mendous role in the imagination of the Yewse no, do count every
tear dried, every pain alleviated, every abuse reformed, as the
hours of the new aion, W&%MAW though %ﬁgj
the narrow confines of &rmAzi=m Jer#salem, No wonder that suc_\
8 new constitution was unacceptable., Yames lost his life; Matthew
lost his people,
That Peter , step by step, was led out of this narrow precinct
of the Holy City into the world of Juppiter and Isis, that he
was very much against his will, made to dine with Réman officer
and speak to people who did not know who Moses or Abraham or Davi
were, this miraculous purge has allowed Marc¥s gospel to be
written and probably has}%%%%%%ﬁ Marc into the one land at
had to be gospelized as though the gews had never existed, The
strange renounciation of anything Jewish in Marc is the result of
this slow emancipation of Peter himself.
Luke learned from Paul how the curious individual mind of t@g
common Greek mediterranean world, £{’ had to be spoken too, No. ij

ke Peter who found strong emperor worship and E gptisn or

Roman religion in his wa¥, Paul had to deal with the pluralism of



9soteric xﬁinxxnxxx and personal piety, xiﬁhx'hLRoman wouldﬁaﬂr

doubt that aao Godshad to b@ wor(hlpped LU publlc 11uurgy. But the

inner man of thL Greek KOINL had ,rown fastldlous. Inner piety

seemed enough. Why go to the bloody spectacle of cru01f1X1on s of

political rowdiness, of public disturbance ? Why incarnate when

a pure heart was all that God wanted? Why chamge the world ? Why -

proselytize ? why replace anything spiritual because it was not

good enough as long as it was refined compared with the mob's

superstitionsg Again, this apostle had been hewn out graduyélly

from a Yewish fanatic into a man who had to remember every word

from his Greek College days in Tharsus. Who had fic dig deep into

those layers of his training which his father had given him and for

hooldng, Greek
— which he never had cared too much? Greek,/Poetry, the Roman citizenshi,
+o Faxcid,
the knowledge of a trade , all these things \became of vital importanc.
the more his Jewish puritanic zeal for the Law had to be revised by tia
new Law of Liberty based on the voluntary sacrifice of one's own will.
Peter, the native of Piadestine, was directed Romeward. We would misrea
Paul if W& overlooked his deliberate (course from larsus for Jerusalem,
e was not directed from Palestine towards Rome; he was turned around -
e 'S 'C Lergiup ft Frues |

redis—cover his own Gentlle Dbackground of Asia Minor, of the Roman
Empire, of Greek craltsmanship, of the world wi Ureek splrit %%éé%%
0 e frows lafiu, etuned B Fasalow , Gut SeclREd, Cudun o ivaq K

jb&éw@f Faul writes to Lhe Romans 'he simply includes Rome into this reappropri

ated noneJewish World of the whole Meaiterranean and he treats Rome as

he might have treadted Spain 1f he really went there, That the most

spirited of m8n was asked to rediscéver or to unegdth the Spirit in

511 the secular places which had contributed to his formation, made

Paul the model of the Jew who had to readmit his Gentll@ heritage. é%fF

nan - Jecds uwwuhaf&;‘s baskKgeo We-0e fo repiegand . oy
fore he could become the teacher of the‘%entiles on the hipist

plane of ggwish spirituality anémﬁg%g;e the dﬁ;ity of the One God = .
M
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through Christ in the Spirit could replace the tHarken Isreal, t
Lord thy God, is the One and Only 6neo! We should try to see the
tremendous danger of a watering down of the height of the pure
faith of the Rabbis in we@ker hands: then, the rospel of Luke
assumes the gigantic proportloms of Paul's own struggle to translat

the full purity af Jewish montheism into the trinitarian open

road into the world, Qeco ﬁ@“" re Shall, s #‘ AP {&'a
“adtup b The \%W@Wc.wﬁaw %‘“‘“‘W reascug oy

James, @ntbp and Paul.,., have thmVEmer&og behind their respective

508pels as the proconsuls of the Lord in H ebrew, Roman, and in
Greek as the famous inscription of Pilatus on the Crogs postulated9
ﬁgim e Heiop@eo Cucc, The Roueinr Tewrs o6 | fia 2 i P RELs e ad, s
snefl, e alraculous synthesis of John's gcspel will become e?
visple., The brother of James, the natural friend of the Lord,

the companion, aye the coworker of Peter, all this allows John

to inherit from all of them their achievements, their official

date ia the history of the Church . He will not loose anything
t;g,» ég%“{ il el s
they “aﬁtc earnesfiv : p the succession,
2ut to these mirac: lous gifts of inheritance he receives the

i
fourthgift; he is ellowed to see his master and friend fully vindic

! i ;
tede The epoch secretly inigted by the Son of Man, burfk'into the
open with the fall of the Temple, Freed from any comparison, the
gospel now stands on its own merits. The lean=-to , Judaism, is brok

off’y the tree now must be planted in eternity alone, in the creatio;

at the very begiflaing long before the world existed, and in the end

when heaven and earth will pass away. The author of‘Ruvelqtlon has

the power of proclaiming the epochi the n@w_f°

c—

father as the gift of the sone The most loveable and the most . o
itical and untemporizing of all the apostles is =5» ﬁistinguished@%
the virginity of his soul¢g ; into it, the event of the outer end

of the old Israel can be engraved, the end now has not to be announ-



7 the Wew Llssta-
ment 1931 p. 282:" Those whc are convinced that Jesus
gan be degs:ribecd within the framework of modern humani -
tarlan and ethicsl kexmx idealism, are frankly shocked
by the Fourth Gospel. The denial of Apostolic authorship
and even of & relation to Apostolic reminiscences is
felt ( by these readers and critics) to be essential”.

cad, it has not to be proven, it has not to be sollicit@dJ
$¢ $e ’! ' tone
It can baizﬁaﬁtééiﬁi f2£$unquestiona&§?zkaxxnxax is the

distinguishing feature of the Gospel acomyding to St. Jéhn.

;
i E“%
l) ‘!,_?Oc;k-g?ns o Dﬁ‘- o Mo LR L B ~
HosKyne. anc Davey, The Riddle of {

And this , in turn, is & gift of God's history, not of John's
private merit, - John remgins thedPostle of cosmic history without
particularized office or blshopricj open to the evaht of God's comi
Wwith this, we have said it before, he can bring into
a world of mere cults, rituals, possibiliti@s“books, ideas, the
stern fact of the incarnation as the new date in history. He
can redeem the cr@ative‘spirits of 211 the geniusses since Homer
by revealing to them the hagher law of order inside which elen

ghnius is one in a fellowship of Erxk¥awrrxxskxkkexBEsrfyx all those

who are illuminated by the Worde. ka- oy Yol
J. 9 Uy wade N/ Jela
prvclaicoedt Magocs,

In John, the Hebrew, the Roman, the Ureek Tarm of Gospel
truth, is reunited . In the death cells of Hitler, that is outseic
this warld of gumes, Peter, and Pasul, John's words were sought for

' Oty
more than the words from any oldsr gospel, 'hdqfull and free life
oi peace often leads beaders to find John overwritte, mystical,
exaggerating. On Patmos, in the face of death, the truth has to
be stated not in the three languages of this world but in the
uncontaminated terms of the center of the fire. John who concluds:s
the cyclle of the four gospels, is capable of starting it all over

0

hecause(to the sceptic he seems to speak out of nowherey 2=z the

sullerer knows that he speaks from there where the divisions on

Hia o N @ 1 3 o J
this e¢arth have disappeared. The Church ends sach se¢rvice with the

first verse of John: In the Beginning was the Word. We naw as whs



/M‘THE LAW OF LIBERTY. 3¢
If "the Four Gospels" were His lips, the lips formed them-
selves by Matthew going forward motivating Marc to move into the
Inner sanctuasry, Marec motivating Luke to look up the records from
the past, Luke motivating John to move into the eter aldcosmic
seat of truth. And thus, thess four men reacgggjiﬁ%ghiﬁigggsglij
world, the inner sanctum, the times of ‘the past, the eternal

truth; they reformed the cross of grammar, of which those pages

had to spesk so often, by forming a grammar of the eross, in

which mortal men united macogﬁii_ ' T X R OB R SR RS
created, off being in th b
cross_of grgmm ar Rad boasms” $58 tOdag 11v£n§“€e?ﬁ£@n*ﬁ th'%his,
N -
"he xﬁ!ﬁ@alled the Word. But this earth has no place for the ab-

solute truth, it breaks %%]1n€%n%1%%§%étﬁgasﬁhe Cross was the

only place where the full truth of a man's heart could be re-

vealed at one glance. Hawf¢w4 'F%ﬂa L*LAS‘aﬁﬁéxxsﬁ'ﬁm.cabi&*a endlo
P Mi&u-r f‘wz_{ﬁu: a\w‘f_d\m‘.—q of: CND—.) ﬂs.o_@(:e-ug—@, SE *{fmuao Lol D
§%§7£M¢E> ‘Four great truths have been ‘kept alive by the gospels; and

even the most ritualistic clergy, the most cynical science, the

most legalistic inqulsition, the most su erstitious mobs have
not been able to exclude theE?m om anzfi%fz. To the contrary,
these institutions themselves had to teach the gospel truth which
defied their own natural tendencies, at their own altars, in their
own courts, by their own systems, during their own election cam-
paigns. These four truths were: 1. Freedom, 2. The relativity
of any law for the free, 3. The price of freedom, 4. The abso-
lute authority of the law for those who are not free.

l. Freedom was not the freedom to think since thought can
only think the law. When William James 1angui§hed through four
long years fraﬁ belng a so-called free thinker, he one day dis-

covered that his mind only could see laws. He jumped from his
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sickbed and declared: "In freedom, a man mmst believe by his
actions; it cannot be proven." This was his gospel truth. He
who loves is free.

2. Freedom makes all the laws relative. For he who loves
understands all laws as having been introduced to defend freedom.
Marriage is the frult of love. The Constitution is the fruit of
comradeshlip in arms. Science is the frult of a brotherhood of
minds. That which 1s freedom for the founders 1s law for their
trusting and grateful heirs.. They speak‘the language Qf their
fathers willingly, as laid down in the laws because they recog-
nize themselves in the names bestowed on them by the_founders.

3« The price of freedom is threefold: time, wealth, life.
All three mast be given freely to achieve great ends. Freedom "is"
an empty word where not at least one of these three poweré is
given freely. Freedom's way into the world consists of the in-
vestment of these three powers in the service of a new love, a
new faith, a new hope. No othér incarnation of freedom 1s possible.

4. The relation between freedom and law is absolute. No-
body who is unwilling to pay the price, may enjoy freedom. He
who 18 not willing to marry, cannot and can never know what 7@%@6

befwezu The sexes
love,is. He who 1s not willing to suffer for the truth, can
never know what the truth is. He who does not defend his coun-
try will not and shall never understand what freedom is. He

mist be dealt with accordingly, by and under the ma jesty of the

law.
In these four truths the four names of Jesus are retrans-

lated. They are his names in which and under which the gospels
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were written. Never before had = poem, a law, a brophecy, a
book, pointed beyond themselves to the price which it cost to
compose the poem, to pass the law, to conceive the prophecy,
to articulate the book. The g0spels have been abused. They
have been reduced to material. And they have been exalted to
sacred words in themselves, However, as long as they are the

four gospels, they protect their readers against themselves.

This, antiquity had not known. All the lips of antiquity had

become idols and gods and scripture and authority, in themselves,

To our era, then, only those processes belong which inherited
the evangelical quality of being done in the heart's name, and
of being said in His name. The rest remained pre-Christian even
when 1t was enacted in 1500 or 1900. As the symbols of the four
evangelists themselves wers pre-Christian, and may become bap-
tized in his name’only today, so the Christian era saw number-
less books on Christianity which though boasting of it, are

not Christian themselves. v

Gradually, in religion, in art, in science, in economics,
in education, such mekeshifts, books or saylngs, will have to
g0,

They stand condemned in the light of the four gospels, as
frultless words. And we aﬁe free to live after the era of fruit-
less words because we are living in the pedigree of freedom of
which Isaia had foretold: "I shall create fruit of 1ips." "

4? c/\a/»m" 57, 19
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/2. IHE OLDEST OFFICIAL REMARKS ON THE GOSPELS

Dom Donatien de Bruyne, in Revue Benedlictine, 1928, gave us
the restored text of four prologues to the four gospels which go
back to about 160 of our era. Adolf Harnack accepted his thesis
immediately (Berlin Academy, SB. 1928, 322ff.). Theee prologues
were written in defense against the Marcionite rejection of three
gospels (John, Matthew, Marc), and his arbitrary editing of the
fourth. For this reason, the prologue on this fourth, Luke, was
the main task undertaken by the official Church, and therefore,
the prologue to Luke is by far the longest.

Since no reader will have the text of these prologues, and
since few may have heard of them, I here give them in translation.
They were written one hundred years or eighty years after the
© gospels were written. But they were pfovoked by a fierce contro-
versy which practically raised all the issues of the eritics of
the last 150 years. The Christians were under fire all the time,
from the outside as well as from Jews, Romans, Greeks, Heretics.
It is in no way different today. Therefors, the arguments of the
four adversaries then may well be listed. They add spice to
these "prologues."

1. The Jews: The Jews had endless "genealogies." Paul
in the first letter to Timothy (1,4) warns ageinst them. Our
prologue to Luke mentions them. The Letter to the Hebrews, on
the one hand, concurs with Matthew and Luke in freely quoting
the genealogy of Joseph: "It is undeniable that our Lord sprang
from the tribe of Judah." (7,14) On the other hand, the same

i
MEm e 3w e m—— ——— . _
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Letter says that Jesus as THE WORD was without a father or mother,
and "without a genealogy."l The Jews of course concentrated
their attack on the illegitimatg birth of Jesus. In the first
volume of the Acta Patrum Orientalia, we have a very humorous
account of a discussion between a Jew and a Christian on this
sub ject, the reading of which can be highly recommended.

2. The Greeks: The Greek argument were collected by Celsus

who wrote at the time of our prologues. (See my book, "The Christi-
an Future," on this.) But the simplest access to the Greek at-
titude is in Acts, at the occasion of Paul's defeat in Athens,

on the Areopag. To the Greeks, the Resurrection was the stumbl-
ing block. They were the people of genius, and genius means the
cult of eternal new beginnings, thebright of every newborn men

to act as a child of nature, to behave as though nothing before
had been thought or done. The Resurrection means that we all
come after Christ. It is our first technical expression for the
Christian Era. By our faith in his Resurrection, Jesus becomes
the Roadblock, id est, the Word, under whose impact every one
word of the earlier languages, is reilluminated and retranslated
and filled with new and deeper meaning. The term of a Christisn
Ere was formulated in 530 of our era first, by a monk who was
tired of quoting the Roman emperors for his history. This man,
Dionysius Exiguus, said for the first time: Anno Domini, instead.
That is, he applied the inner Christien vision of the new Aeon,
to the outer world. Anybody today who says A.D. exploits the

l. On this, see Leisegang, Logos, in Pauly-Wissowa, Real=-encyclo-
pedie, 1079) :
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. original term "pesurrection,” in its secular application. 1In

other words, our modern academlc world no longer is Greek, for
this one reason that it believes, for all practical purposes,

in the beginning of a new era, by the resurrection.

But the Greeks of Paul's days, lived from Genius to Genius,
or as Luke sayd, "to the latest new thing" (Acts 17,21). The
Apostle Paul tried to accommodate themfgy making a speéch in
which he politely stressed all the agreement between him and

ridicale wud scodal, e
the Athenians first, and mentioned thepresurrection in the last
sentence only./ Whereupon, &s might be expected, they scoffed.

‘o ch # Mhe =
In ths4Letter to the Corinthians, Paul reviewed his mistake of
concealing the conflict to the last and.pramised to come out
with this'fundamental difference boldly, from now on. Modern
criticism, of course, has denied that Paul could have made this
spesch. In a monograph of 1939 by Dibelius (Heidelberg Academy)
on Iuke, this Athenian world has left a lasting monument of 1ts
truly Greek falth and inecapacity to understand the very meaning
of the resurrection. Any reader who wishes to learn sbout the
method and the right of Bibliecal Criticism, should try to read
Dibelius' argument; 1t should be translated and be made a text-
book study in Sunday Schools. It is a shining example of the
Greek mind. This is its logice Paul has not made the speech.
It is too cleverly composed. Luke has invented it and composed
it. And - 0 wonder ~- the speech was not a fallure and a slip as
we all have thought, but it was - because 1t was so truly Greek -
a great success! Paul did not change hisz mind from this experi-

ence, with the so highly recommended "ad justment" to one's audience.
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So, Dibelius, on the one hand, construes an invention by Luke, —~
Paul's truest disciple, and on the other - a success of this

"invented" speech, in real history! This is very Greek because

the Greeks live by literature, by thought, and all the time they
evaluated "ideas" more than successive and consecutive progress.

They played with everything, to the point where young men served

as girls to thelr teachers. The love of man and man, woman and

woman, was transferred from ths.mind to the bodies, in Greece

quite loglcally since ideas were more real to them than any other
order. When Ideas reign supreme, we forget ourselves. In the

realm of ideas, a man may have motherly or bridal feelings or
thoughts. In fact, we all have. But in the realm of realilty,

this is perversion. The Resurrection by which THE WORD sacri-

ficed his genlius to his obedience, made these Platonlsts and o
Alkibladesses furious. )/ AMM ‘s Vs ”7?99/'—00{ ’fe”&‘eﬂ%fou.\dqp

tad ot ol recogre Lo “Qhheciact Jﬁﬂ&
3. The Romans: © Romans although helpless against the

Greek and the Jewlish arguments, allowing for homosexuallty among
the educated with a shrug, and believing in the lasting divisions
of the clans, as the Hebrews, had their own grudge against the

new faith: The destruction of thelr Sky World, of thelr Angustus
as the Center of the Cosmic Order. The Christians were rebels.
They did not worship the Gods of whose various cults the cult

of Caesar was the coping stone. The Christians rejected any such
visible coping stone. Instead, they worshipped their corner stone.

That 1s, they began exactly on the opposite end from where the

worshippers in the temples started., The cornerstone is down in

the crypt. The coping stone hangs high up in the center of the

a2
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vault, above us. Virgin birth, resurrectlon, keystone, were and
are the stumbling blocks for the Jewish, the Greek, the Roman
faith.

4. The Hereties: The Hereties from within were impatient.

They were loathe to be reminded of the past dark ages. They felt
superior to Jews, Greeks, Romans . They were sure that the meet-
ing with the WORD, the RISEN, the CORNERSTONE, had glven thém a
completely new nature. The Heretics were sure that they never
would fabricate genealogles of "daughters of the Revolutian," or
of "Royal Descent"; they were sure that they never would, from
jdealism, btransgress the ten commandments; and they saw no dif-
ference between the invisible.cornerstone in the crypt, down in
the catacombs, in humiliation, and the visible coping stone of
the Church Triumphent, high up in splendor and power. The one
hundred per cent nationallsts, the Andreé Gides and Prousts, the
People who equated Christ and Hitlér, all these types of naive
progressives wers the heretics. They were trapped by thelr nailve
conviction that they themselves no longer had to fear = relapse
into the shortcomings of 4 clannishnessfj%enius, anii;he cult of
success.' i

Against the genealogies, the geniuses with their ldeas, the
power pollticians, and the naive believers in progress without
the risk of relapse, the prologues reiterated the necessity of
the four gospels. For they showed that they all knew of each
other and intended to create s “"series." The prologue of Marc
cells this creating a series quite literally "adserult," "he

formed a seriles," Marc added the second link of the chein. Hence,
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wWo have proved that our oldest tradition conceives of the gospels
not as rivals but as a series.

That this series is in process, and emerges, in every one
of its links or members or cells, from the very depth of the error
which it overcomes, we have seen., This "series"sxfcharacter of
all four gospels together penmeates, as a living movement of pro-
gress, each gospel, with every one of them beginning at a differ-
ent angle and proceeding from there to its opposite pole. This
could not be recognized as long as the progress in John's book
was not admitted; the progress from the word into the flesh
though clearly stated as the topic by John himself was overlooked
in favor of some Buddhistlike admiration for the famous first chapter
of John. Against this fatel worship of first lines, we related
the first to the last chapter and marvelled that the same Eternsal
Word which was with the Father in the Beginning, had become the
men Jesus whose name would fill the libraries of the universe.
Once, the mere awe before the first chapter of John, gives way
to an acceptance of the inner movement of this book, it is not
at all separated from the three other gospels, in its method.
It moves in exactly the same mammer from one extreme to the other.

Because the extreme opposites coincide in THE WORD: The genealogles

“prove Jesus to hail from the tribe of Juda; yet he is without

father or genealogy. The sayings prove him to be a genius, ‘gbt
he gives back his genius for the comprehensive Splrit of the

Church. The miraclesprove him to be s cosmic force, ?%t, this
cosmic force does not dominate but serves. And the prophecies

prove him to be the Fruit of the Lips of all the Peoples of the
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of the world, gbt, he is a person, & man in space and time, the
personal friend of John.
% % %

And now, the reader msy enjoy the old texts, the first au-
thentic statement of the slow, sober, realistic and reluctant
birth of the "Four Gospels," the statement of 160 Anno Domini.

Texts:

On Matthew: "Matthew wrote his gospel among the Jews in

their language, and he was the first gospel writer."

On Marc: "Marcus followed in the serles, he was called
the stump-~fingered, simply because in relation to the big sigze
of hls whole body, his fingers were extravagantly short. He was
interpreter to Peter. After the passing away of Peter himself
he wrote down this very gospel of his in the province of Italy."
("And with this gospel, he proceeded to Egypt and became the
first bishop of Alexandria" but this last sentence seems to be
of a later vintage.)

On Luke: (This prologue begins differently because Marcion
used the text of this gospel and, at the same time, he said it
had fallen déwn from heaven and was not written by Luke. Hence,

the first word is: "Estin" this Luke," that means "The facts ebout

Luke are these: This, then, is the text of the lengthiest pro-

logue which had to contradict the rather flattering contention

of the heretics that the gospel according to Luke was not written
by a mortal man.) "The facts about Luke are these: He was from

Antioeh and a Syrian, a physieian in his profession. He had be-

come a student of apostles and later accompanied Paul, until Paul

was martyred, a servant of the Lord with singleness of purpose,
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T
unmarried//yighaut offspring/in his eighty-fourth year}falling

asleept§h~the province of Boeotia, full of holy 1nspiration.

"This man Iuke found already gospels in existence, one which
Matthew had written in Palestine, the other by Marc in Italy;
moved on by the holy spirit he was living in Achais when he com-
posed this whole gospel. And he himself made this clear in his
own prologue that before him others had been writing and that it
was necessary for the faithful of Gentile descent_to put forth
the precise narrative of the économy of salvation, for their pro-
tection lest they be led astray by the mythological tales of the
Jews or deceived by arbitrarily selected and baseless speculations
miss the truth. As thg most necessary element therefors we read
in Luke the birth of John the Baptist as John is the beginning of
the Good News. For, he became  ths precursor of the Lord, partici-
pated in the organic unfolding of the Good News, in the institu-
tion of baptism and in the cormunlication of the spirit. And this
order of the.econamy (of salvation) one of the twelve prophets
had foreseen." (This secured the milty with the old Testement)

"And so later on the seme Luke wrote the Acts of the Apostles.
Later John, the apostle, one of the original twelve, wrote "Reve-
lation" on the island of Patmos and aftep that, his gospel."

On John: "The gospel of John was published and given to the
churches by John still in his lifetime, as Papias, a beloved
disciple of John has reported. And the gospel was written down

under the dictation of John, and it was written down correctly.®
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The WORD Himself

We are not studying the history either of the Church or of
the World. We are laying the foundations for a history of the
humen spirit.

‘The spirit had moved the chieftains and the priests and the
poets and the prophets; however, they all were driven by this
power without being asble to account for the driving power. For
this reason, men had been driven by the spirit to cross purposes.
And the confusion of tongues, and the incessant war between these
tongues had become dominant.

This was changed by the man who psused. He halted the mere
flow of talkative, newsmongering, mystical, or practicel humanity.
So what? He saw that in_separation, they were evil and polsonous
even though in themselves they ﬁere highly elaborate and efficient.
Jesus did not say that poetry or magic or ritual or prophecy were
not excellent. He knew that they were and how well he knew, he
proved by his creative inventiveness of new ritual, his poetical
genlus of the parable, his effortless superiority to obsessions
and demonies, hls prophetic insight into the future of the world's
history. But with all these four rivers of speech filled to the
brim, he emptied himself of all of them. He, the harvest of all
times, decided to chenge into the seed of a future completely
protected against mere times. The old dividedness of the human
soul by these canyons wrought in us through the flow of these
rivers of speech was to cease. |

He placed himself between the era of those canyons and our

own llves lest we too were swayed by the avalanche blaste, the
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obsession which drives all unbelievers unknowingly forward by
the mere inertia of their particular jargon of thought.

To this day, we have nothing to carry us but namagiving
speech, and cosmic writing, natural poetry, and prophetic vision.
We may call them the mores and science, and the arts, and politics.
But this is only a 8light difference in terms, compared with anti-
qulty in which the mores were tattoos enounced at the tribe's as-
semblies, the science casgé as "runes" in the temple's cosmic
body, the art consecrated by one of the muses, and political pro-
gress and change prophesied in danger of life.

The "ti‘me--cups"t formed on these four wavelengths, of the
"oyez," "harken," "listen, be silent," in al1 law giving assemblies
of the "contemplate," "measure," "enter," "ascend" of all the

— cosmic temples, the “sing, tell, say, adornm, glorify" of 811 the
nine muses, the "thou shalt tell them, warn, flee, expect, fall,
prostrate, expect, promise, hope," of all the pProphecies, these
times were merged by Jesus. For this reason, the Liberals could
define him as an artistic genius, the psychoanalysts, a tribal
ritualist, the Jews, a prophet, the Fundamentalists s cosmic
force, during the last century of critical dissection. The mind's
anatomy could find those elements within him, of course. As he
had to atone the division of these four "offices" of humen speech,
he obviously must master them, himself. But all were simply the
abutment against which he pressed the new life. He rejected his
four offices in as far as they were the dead ends of ancient rit-

¥ .
ual, cult, prophecy, poetry.) Having demonstrated that he could
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heal, rule, teach, sing, he dismissed all this as not good enough.
And in this dismissal of his own role of harvest; he made ﬁhe end
into the beginning. His whole 1life is like an inconquerable wall,
inscribed: Never again. The blind avalanche of single-track
reasoning lost its momentum by his intervention.

The humanity of the final men is in our four offices as
solons, sclentlsts, artists, prophets. Our divinity is in re-
nouncing every one of these offices when they separate mankind.
Jesus gave up his own spirit lest anything pre-Christian, pre-
ceding him, should enter the new cresture. He placed himself be-
tween the past and the future, and nothing of the man Jesus was
allowed to enter the new order of his second body, the Church.
People who speék of his sacrifice, often do not understand this.
He interposed his whole 1life, from beginning to end, and not just
his last day, between the past and our era. His own life was
used up in the housecleaning. He volunteered to have his own
flesh belong to the old eon. For this reason, it is appropriate
that we speak of the risen Christ as the first cell of the New

Body of our own humenity.
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Jesus is the first name of a new languasge of mankind. Our
sacrifice of our own private, professional, accidental nomencla-
ture 1s our contribution to the common and universal and single
and unanimous new tongue founded on and in his name. The Letter
to the'Hebrews 8lmply says so: "your sacrifice consists in your
admitting that hils name precedes all other words of your vocabu-

ni
lary. )Now, the crux of Christendam, in our days, is its denomin-

ations, its splits, secte, churches, schisms, confessions, re-
ligious squabbles. Neither Mr. Rockefeller nor I nor anybody

else can see anything good in these fissions. At best they seem
Donquichotic, at worst, hateful and baleful. But behind the de-
nominations there looms g bigger issue, the issue of all speech

of our era, It is one thing to repudiate the denominﬁtiona, and
& second Stép to refuse the name of a Christian. The Word csnnot
come into the world unless it is ushered in by us; into our native
tongue and locality, in each age. And this acceptance of the
Cross 1s a scandal and is ridiculous, each time. All natural minds,
the Greek, and the Roman, and the Hebrew, and the Gothic, hate

the idea that a new language should start right here and now, a
new tongue which empties their great literatures and codes and
manuals of science and Emily Posts, of their ultimste value.

Since this 1is exactly whatvéhe new name "Christiaen" at our letter
head does, the four "anti-gospel” parties gll declare the very
mentioning of the name of Jesus Christ to be bad taste; @As we
have seen, it is bad taste; they declare it to be unsclilentific;

as we have seen, it is unscientific; they declare it to be blas-

phemous; ‘As we have seen, it is blasphemous. And they declare
7{5'15
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it to be inconsistent; as we have seen, 1t 1s inconsistent as
it is preached in s new tongue every day and every year and every
centﬁny.

The Name of the Word is our sascrifice. And if we are too
timid to mention this naeme for the sake of taste, of scélence, of
good feeling, of systematic consistency, we exclude ourselves
from the new eon and from the crucial language of free men. We
prefer to be B.C. and we soon will boast that there 1s no A.D.

The presentday erisis, then, is between the desp longing
of all of us to drop the denomin#tions and the high necessity
to confess the scandal and the ridicule of the Cross. The Word
of Mankind will remain g helpless, stammering and a vile repeti-
tion of dead words if we, for the sake of taste, manners, science,
system, declinse to respond to our sponsor, to understand his
stand, and to dare the world by the disreputable Words, Christ,
Christlans. If Jesus 1s the "Logos," the Word, we must become

kmw44uhoeﬂuﬁf
as the Greeks called it “hamo-logos, 4of the same Wbrd. We must
revamp our words by making him explicitly the Keyword of all our
own words and everybody must deﬁ%is, in person. The simple reason
for_this iron law of épeech in our era can now be stated; when
people speak or act, the fruits of their words and acts are hid-
den from them. We all, in weak moments, think that we can get
away with empty or lying or conventional phrases. And we like
to imagine that such words or deeds have no consequences. We
say: "I was driven to say this; I was motivated by fear or self-
interest or pity." And this explanation seems to execuse us. But

what do we actually aver, by those statements? We aver that we
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are mere cogs on the wheel of blind fate. ‘For all these three
common explanations of our ways of talking, connect our sayings
with same "reason," some cause or motive which hails from the
past. All our excuses are facing backward., Jesus' sayings are
all Forward looking. Every one of them made sense solely in the
light of the future. Not one of them was "caused" by any pre-
cedent, convention, excuse, cause, reason, motlve; to the con-
trary, all his antecedents advised against every one of his acts
and sayings. He saild so and he did so because he could not help
creating a fubture different from the past. As Ambrose Vernon
has put it: Jesus went to the cross because he could not help it.
"By their fruits, ye shall know them," 1s not true of us but of
our Lord. Now, in his crucifixion, the clash of backward justi-
fication by precedent, motives, eﬁvinonment, plety, with the for-
ward love, is totally visible. He who lives under the cross,
knows that he is not excused by all his rational, soclal, natural,
physical propensities. He knows that of course, man 1is a coward,
men 1s a conformist, man is patterned and conditioned. But after
Christ, he also knows that this is one-half of the ledger only.
The heavier the pressure of conditions and prejudice and tradi-
tion and nature, the more necessary that we should feel pro-
voked to break these chains of mere causation. Now, people have
made Spartacus rebellions, and nasty doggerels and psalms of re-
pentance before Christ. The new law which he proclaimed was that
one's omn life and words were the starting places for a new in-
carnation. Facing forward, every one of his acts was a seed to

bear fruit in unending times to come. Not one of his acts eould

—
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be understood as well by his contemporaries as it can by us who
see all the implications. Implications become expliecit through
the lapse of time. And Jesus was the first man to prove this by
not giving in to any one temptation to reap the harvests of the
past as the temptervoffered him to do. We all can skim the milk
for the cream, in our time. We all can get blg salaries if we
take the jobs which are organized already and therefore paid.
But man's 1life as God's poem, or society?s scapegoat, or the
earnest of the spirit, as Paul called it, has no place in the
budget of any going concern or society. Any man who is a child
of God is Supernumerary. There is no place for him in the sure
veys, questionnaires, statistics, because he is so unlabeled as
the child in the manger for whom the innkeeper had no room. How
could he? Jesus was unforeseen, unpredictabls. Yet, get this
well, he was foretold and visible. The ordinary coward wants
to be told by going to the quacks of the soul that he is pre-
dictable and yet does he not wish to be looked through by his
neighbors. He 1s seecretive and superstitious, at the same time.

Unforeseen, yet foretold,

visible yet unpredictable,
is the man who lives in our era.

Predictable yet concealed

Not promised yet foreseen,
is the sterile 1life,

Now the reader although unaccustomed to do so, 1in our world

of speechless thinking, may by now be ready to analyze the four

terms in this "fork" by which we predicate some general truth
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ebout speech and the power of speech over our lives. One term
is "foretold," the other is unpredictable, in the Christian 1life
between past and future. The other "fork" is "predictable" and
"unpromised." The dead soul, to take up the latter "fork" first,
ls easily understood. He follows the line of least resistance.
The psychologist whom he consults, comforts him by saying: Well,
your behavior is natural. You are afraid. You are sexually
restless, etc. etc. The client is glad to hear that anybody

would aet like him, under the circumstances. This man is PIre -

dictablse. If you knew his pressures and urges, you would always
know what he will do, next. He is, however, so repetitive that
he is not expscted or pramised or herszlded because no new contri-~
bution can be hoped for from him. We know this type of a men
since the days of Adam. He is, therefore, very anxious to remain
unknown to us, in his private religion, private opinions, private
affairs. People like to call this "privacy," their "personal
life" or they 1lisp the formula, "On the personal level," of
course, this 1is a mere wa} of divorcing the potential powers

for doing unpredictable deeds and saying unpredictable words,
from our highly predictable actual behavior. This phrase "“on

the personal level," is a wonderful way of cheating oneself. A
person 1s a man who as far as he 1s personal, lets the truth

shine right through him. The term "person" means to let shine
through, to become transparent, to stand revealed and to be re-
presentative. Eisenhower has no life on the personal level be-
cause he represents the American G. I. There, his person is,

stands, lives, comes to realization, and nowhere else. The
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constant abuse of the-term “person“ for unused freedom, con-
cealed opinions, private affairs, forces us today to avold the
word. It is sick. It means solely, to most people, that they
have some secrets to themselves., This is their balm and com=-
fort; for it means:Calthough we are predictable and although we
do follow the law of averages, yet you do not know everything
about me. Hence, you are not totally my master and bosa. A
man who-as both, completely known and completely predictable,
would be obviously,'in the hands of the Psychologist and demagogue
one hundred per cent. The predictable man must at least feebly
try to remain unknown.'

There is, however, another weye. You may be one hundred per
cent known, for all your handicaps, disadvantages, as Jesus was,
and yet remain free ang unpredictable. He ciearly could be seen
to be without office, without beauty, without power, and without
famlly. And he deceived them not because they did not know him
on a personal level, but because they did not believe that he,
of all people, was the promised one, the one man whom the sages
had foretold as the one truly free man who could be nothing but
seed of a future, first word of a second incarnation. Jesus was
not invisible but he was foretold, promised, as the harvest of
ail the sighs of all men of all ages in their caves of predeter-
mination, fate, secientific predliétions. He was s peraon in that
he let the spirit become transparent. And on his face, the re-
flection of God's freedom to create the world, outshone the blood,
sweat, and tears which the mortal man expired. We speak of the

three persons of the trinity because they are the three ways by
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which the full power of God is reflected and leaves their mark
on us. Three persons are not three‘diseanneeted 1ndividuals.
The three persons ef th?&:rinit do not have to be found on any

on Hlseh Jod sl
»./ ey'are the ther, the son, and

personal level,ﬁ«%iV*"* v
the spirit. And in the son, God conquers the death of our soul
by which sheﬁ;iveﬁ'péedietably and concealed. In the son, God
stands revealed and premised. |
The Son resteres then the preper order between words spoken
and- lives lived. Words should be orders glven, promises mades
Lives sheuld be orders ecarried out end promised fulfilled. This,
we saw, had been the essential aim of all speech and rituel,
since man spoke. The pure;y’indieative usage of our textbeeks
and "thinkers® is a mere ggaveédigging or after=thought after
PR ﬁhe events made possible by speeep. Jesns_Shqwed that all_words
spoken before him.hed ehallenged him, ordered him into existence
in'as.far as theyewere real prayer, reai lenging, real prophecy,

fruitful imagination. And so be fulfilled them a]l, He revealdd
. Ju , s! 5

‘and fulfillment, e@mmamd and report. We belleve that in the be-
ginning was the Wbrd, and in the end, there shall be incarnatien.
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...there shall be incarnation.

And this we all believe [...] by opening our lips, by speaking at all. Anybody who enters
upon the ocean of speech has believed in the truth. We have believed before we speak.
That we speak, is the fruit of our faith in the Word, which comes forth out of the mouth
of the Godhead; we need [not ask for?] denominations and their accounts of doctrine.
Many believe [who decline to be] labeled as believers.

But it is true that the many do not think that they believe. The veil is not lifted for most
men; they do not see what they do when they speak. They speak about God and ignore
the fact that God must have spoken from the beginning if their own words shall make any
sense. Scientists, especially, are ignorant of the man-creating, peace-creating, science-
creating character of speech. Their inveiglement is responsible for the crucial sacrifice,
for the necessity of placing the name of Jesus in front and ahead of our own words.
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Lv\"' VA e Stoes ke Lorder.
FAITH an d TIME., Blos aar 1n Geemen
-‘h}cé.

L) - {"
Since the New Era and in as far as we cre

ZEOECODEOIOBIRE, we know again that whic ntt%re 1‘iﬁg)j.orﬁg;.s:i',t"the priests,
the prophets, the poets had forgotten and do forget time and again:
that to speak also measn to hear, that to think also means to thank,
that to call names also means to be called names, that to create also
means to be created,

The complete equilibrium betwsen gy commandeering
and my obeying position in the universe is destroyed by all those who
crave power or scilence or art or authority for their sake., In our era,
the king never 1s without the slave, the judge never without the culprif
the scientists mever without their consciences, the priest never
without his own layman's soul. In our era, man is not without wife,
hoary head not without ghild 1in his heart, for the cruzified one alway:
has spoken to us before we have thought, always has suffered before we
have made suffer, always has obeyed before we have commanded, always
has been a song before we have opened our mouth to sing,

Man no longer is alone . Well , this would be an empty logical statemen
if this pagan word "Man" in its abstract singular of One Man was not
exploded in the"Ichthys", the Son of Man of the old covenant and the
King of the new covenant, the lowly one , Jesus. and the exalted one,
IChrist, disproves that God created single atoms, called with the
absteact collective M A B, We are not all General Issue of one
animal species, We are every one of us a species and bogether we do

a species out of innumerable specles, species specierum.
comstitute/ZhexSwrxmfx@adx; this is not a specious Pune No, it is
the simple fact that outsifie the Christian era, we are particularized
into the shabby halfness of one sex, one generation one plage, one
class, one lntelligence, one individual separatedness, Inside the

Christian era, every one hearer of the word who links up with one
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single underdog, any one team composed of speaker and 1isténer, of
battered mp vistim and baptized good Samaritan, together Rmrm make
epoch,

To give a very simple example, Ir every judge in our courts would
only judge one single criminal case and solve it by living with the
culprit as long as it was necessary, our prisons would be replaced

1"

by an eschatological”™ substtbte . Now, this sounds ridiculous. And
yet, our attempt of probation points precisely in this direction. For,
probation obviously does not work=- all reports agree on this- unless the
zondemned person is able to move into a changed environment., At least,
one person, from now on, must be seen by him he did not meet before,
and probably, at least one person whqm he used to meet before, sbould o
be expunged from his daily routines, THus, though the judge himself may
as yet remain on his bench, he in fact whemsver he passes sentence,
does expett that somewhere in our society somebody willmjoin the
culprit and make his probation period meaningful. But when this actual-
ly happens- and I do not speak of eur overburdenend officials of pro=-
bation but of good Samaritans who do this once but with their whole
heart- when 1t does happen, it does.make epoch, Why ? Because one man
has comceived of this crime and this trial as addressed to him in person
and to nobody else. That is he will not speak of "society" haviéng to Poot
the bill; he will not plead with the City Fathers; he will say: this
means me, |

Has this anything to do with the history of the human race throug
the Christian Era ? It has indeed. For, 900 years ago, this program waﬂ\
outlined. Then, the Church entered the world and made epoch by changing

all our criminal law for the first time. And the motto simply ran:A judge
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cannot be a judge unless he discovers in his own heart the wrinkle I

which he , too, might have becone guilty of the deed cofifessed to hi;
by one repentaht soule

My proposal about probation hails right from this Sentence of the
bookts
Great Confessional of 1050, And of course, this mamtz wisdom comes

ribght down Trom/ZLEYHAEAR// the New lestament as here a1l men receive
their individual character Rrmmxikz in due time out of the whole
process of creating the One Man out of us 2ll. Who knows his tomorrow
We shall be who we shall be, is the truth of men leq by their creator

through the night of their own preconceptions about themselves, It

Certainly it HIM

isxgggm;aterrifying truth that we shall be like &mx B&X yho shall be

Therefore

who he shall be, in the 014 Testament's terms, ﬁﬁ@%/no man can face
to this endless freedom, is

up to this We shall be who we shall b@ﬁhnless inside xmm’éég;bend

holds firm
with all men, inside one é€ra, one creation » One communion of

mutual commitment and mutual reliance, No one alone has the capability
of saying "I shall be who T shall be", without being ridiculousy, or th

devil who 1s so many florms that he has to call himseif Legion",
R EXBEIREXXNAGRX Yet, if he says that we all together are the Son

who shall become as divine as the Father, he Will find inside this

history his own line which just he and he alone is asked to speak,

The We who shall be who they shall be, do not consist of dumb antimals,

These"We"cannot contain anybody who remains Just anybody, Everybody
enter " and into

mist kmxEx inside/the we in his appointed hour,/in his bower of becomin;

somebody, this definite person, THis strange composition of the

unified Man out of persons was described a
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by Augustine in his commentary on Man's creation( de Gen.ad 1it.T,
as,fhe breath of ~ one's calling '
by which in secret the divine Wisdom speaks to that creature
whose principle consists in kix having to turn around and to

face abouto"

“hen the man faces about, he sees the woman inside himself;
when the judge faces about, he sees the criminal inside himself.
When the king faces about, he sees the slave lnside himself,

All this is obscured among us as today the servant has to face
about to see the boss inside himself, the p@blic has to face about
and see the g overnment inside 1ltself. Aye, even the children

fall prey to modern education unless they face about rand discover
the teacher inside themselves,

We have seen the gospels as phases 1in the process by_which this
gospel of the perfect man marched to thexgzigeiirst, to the -
Rémans second, to the daints third, to the Greek last,

And because it went through four different forms, it became

free from any one of tEmm,asCﬁgggr Lord, as the GOOD NEWS it-
self dad M/ﬁﬁ& .

In a book written at that very moment, the achievement of
the four gospel writers was declared impossible. And we ¥R quot
the parégraph from the Ebok of‘Henoch as this question of writing
books ié%%ters of life and deafh, is our uestion and the trouble

At

of any age, The Evangelists #%e condemned(/in these words:&?&v

alLien angels w Who 1nstructed mankima—sn

eI Uy E It
tti—thés—dagv_Eem‘Akn were not created for—such-s—purpesse to gl-

w/

ve confirmation to their good faith with pen and ink#), That *
A frRIS i
aniﬂlé?EEfg%gﬁsnt. And all the critics who have reduced the gos=-

out 7
pel to one source, would makefﬁﬁ€<%riter of this”é%urce v{-dux—

_Feopel

—
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<é£§;é;;s a fallen angel indeed, I would side with the Book of Henoch if

we had one gospel only. But we have four, And we have four as relay

runners in the race of the gospel from its Marathon, from the Cross,

toofthens‘%gg% world of men, In its fourfoldness, the @?@
! " is the luminous track left in the dark from Christ an

Giggatha to the Church of James in Jerusalem, toﬁhe Church of Peter

‘ in Kome, to the Churches of Paul all over the Gentile Horld and jgaidg%

fa {;“*aﬂ*to the {sland of Patmos, this eternal exile of any coming Christ;anity
within the world £€_it just isa;; 4Ye The four gospels form a line
and the singlé gospel 1is one point on that line which begins beyond
2}l of them, and,%ﬁ’g;és at a point, Betmes, which points beyond all

— organi%ed Christianity of its own times, »
It is at this moment that we understand the full meaning of the
emphasis given by the evangelists to th@éf servicing the Word, at the
specific hour : they have never said : writtea by John, Harc, etc, We
to this day are required if we are not cynical, to say "according to
St. Mathhewq,faccording to St, Marct This , I well know, is not much
respected today. To me, it seem® to bear aut all the principles of
our undertaking., First the gospel.is(?esus himself, But Aﬁ is so com -
pelling that ribers of 1life stream from him and compell men to write
down the Good News, Four men.in @ succession of fourty years"accord"
and this according is the premise for any one of the four gospels. He
who because of his 1iErary or phi%ggical erudition begins from one -
of the fourpz must end by denying that there ever wWas any gospel., For
- the gospel proves itself simply by moving four evanggelists through

four decades, If only one man wréte a book, he woulg be the fallen

angel of the Book of Henoch, The membership of all four writers inside



this Body of Bime which with a dusty name we remembsr barely as a
living Body because we think of it as an organisation in space, this
Body of Time consists of a great poem, of which Christ is the first
line and the gospel writers are the next lines. But it is all one

songe. In the new Ers of Christianity, men are hours,‘and the bricks

of the temples of o0ld now have become days or hours represented by
living souls and peoples, Tpis vision of a Body through Time seems

to transcend the logiciands logic., Fortunately, X¥¥NXEAXEIIF we live

by it every one of us, juét the same, We constﬁﬁmé s> all the faithful,
Chriist in our own time, or there never has been any Christianity, But
if this so, then the gospelwriters did not write books by themselves

or as individuals, but they relayed the mesaage at the hour in which
they were called, “ecause time was of the essence, the ink was purf‘\3é
and the paper was vivified, Bi the term"according", the symphony of

all the voices explained each individual writer's movement, If you hold
that Dante's Divine Comedy was written verse after verse, and no verse i«
related to the end from the beginning, then you must Judge the gospels
as separate entities. However, you then must forgive me if I am not
interested in your views because Jou prove yourself a complete barbaw-
rian in matters of creation. A great symphony first exists as a whole
and later it unfolds in its’single movements, Quacks may patch four
movements together; that , however, entities us to call them quacks,
The whole test of Christianity is that it binds all the times together,
Fence, the four gospels first are one before they are distributed over
Fourty years. You mayAlaugp at this proposition. But this is the faith
of the Founder of our Era;}gs the faith of the four evangelists and \

1t is the only faith deserving the majestic name of FAITH at all,
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We are sown into one field of force which is time., And

the tunners of the Marathon » the borchbearers in this

relay race break through the iron ring of each cycle of
culture, each epoch of a civilization, each period of

one partial envoronment, By their fruits, ye shall know
them, and by nothing but their fruits. Sown in the incre-
dible and ineredul ous situation, by their fruits they out=-
grow this given situation and stake out the wider heaven of
one race through all epochs and all times, Thus, the mil-
lennia of Spengler, the 20 odd civilizations of Toynbee, the
parts of the Cambigdge Universal History are transformed
Willy-nilly into the Chapters of One book, into mile-stones
of one Road. But without theélos ere would be neither one
book nor one road., For at every moment, the men of theis own
times and their own civilization and their own culture or
their own revélution ~delight in their self-importance and
scorn any idea of getting outside one's own'timg as an insult
to common sense, The gospel always is the common sense of

tomorrow, never the common sense of yesterday,
fear the same reason,

But ZXXXWEXxEmEXkim®y there is only one gospel at all tiz

mes, If you travel through the four decades of the fogp ospels

you hafe identified the unity of the gospel;«an wh;%i§:u meet
the people who live and die to their own times only, you

may not convince them that there is a Christian Era, but

you may knowy that there can be,



