“KTRIOS” AS DESIGNATION FOR THE ORAL
TRADITION CONCERNING JESUS

(Paradosis and Kyrios)!
by ProrEssor Dr OSCAR CULLMANN

HE work of the form-critics on the Gospel has directed our
Tattention more than ever before to the historical develop-
ment of the material of the tradition, which took place before
the fixing of our Gospels in writing. Collections of single or
several words of Jesus, and narratives about Jesus, were estab-
lishing themselves already in the early Church, and were passed
on by it. How far this tradition was already in part written
down, or, as with the oldest Jewish traditions, was only orally
transmitted, is not a question of importance for us here, but in
any case it could never be solved with certainty. That is also
true, as M. Dibelius has rightly stressed, of the much quoted
“Q source”.? It is indeed very probable that already before
the composition of our Gospels, there were smaller writings,
above all collections of words of Jesus, but it is in no way pos-
sible to define or demarcate them more exactly. On principle,
this whole stream of tradition, whether it is transmitted in writ-
ten or oral fashion, in so far as it is not yet channelled in our
Gospels, can and must be handled as a unit. When in the
title we speak of an “oral” tradition concerning Jesus,
we mean simply the tradition concerning Jesus which existed
before the Gospels. Similarly, in the Jewish tradition of the
Old Testament law, the interpretations of the law were at first
orally handed down from Rabbi to pupil, and then later writ-
ten, but neither the fact of this-taking place, nor the time when
it took place, are of any fundamental importance for this Jewish
tradition.

When we speak of the tradition in the early Church in what
follows, we shall have to keep constantly before us, the parallel
in the Jewish tradition of the Rabbis. We shall see that Paul

1 Lecture given to the Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas in Oxford, 15th

September 1949.-
2 M. Dibelius, Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums, 2nd edn., 1933, pp. 234 ff.
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PARADOSIS AND KZTRIOS 181

used exactly the same Greek word, mapd3oois, which to him as
the pupil of Rabbi Gamaliel was familiar from his Jewish past.
If we consider how, in general, Jesus spoke against the paradosts
of the Jews, then we are immediately faced with a problem.
How could Paul take this notion, apparently discredited by
Jesus, and without more ado transfer it to the instructien and
teachmg which were held to be normative in the Christian
Church?

The problem, however, is yet more complicated by the fact
that, instead of ““tradition”, Paul can sometimes say ‘““the Lord”
(6 Kdpros) as for example when he quotes words of Jesus (1 Thess.
4.15; 1 Cor. 7.10, and 7.25; 1 Cor. 9.14). In 1 Cor. 11.23 he
joins the two concepts “tradition” and Kyrios when he writes:
“I have received the tradition from the Lord.” There follows
the account of the institution of the Lord’s Supper: “that the
Lord Jesus, the same night in which he was betrayed . . .”
* Eyas mapéhafov amo Tod Kuplov . . . Why “from Kyrios”? Why
not “from the Church”?

This passage, 1 Cor. 11.23, is usually, but falsely, treated
alone, and has, as is well known, given rise to two different
interpretations. The one maintains that this passage is not
concerned with tradition in the usual Jewish sense, whereby
a whole chain of successive human members would be pre-
supposed, from whom Paul had received the account of the
institution of the Lord’s Supper, but that, on the contrary, it is
here a question of direct, immediate revelation from the Lord.
This has come to Paul in a visionary experience such as that
referred to in Galatians 1.12 where he says, he has not received
the Gospel from men, but through direct revelation, through
apokalypsis, and where clearly the moment of Christ’s appearing
on the road to Damascus is meant.

This interpretation has been given again and again; by

- Lefévre d’Etaples, and by Bengel who followed and quoted him
approvingly in this same interpretation; then in more recent
times with special emphasis by F. Godet,! A. Loisy? (who
erroneously considers this whole passage to be an insertion)
and W. Heitmueller.! The French deniers of the historical

L F. Godet, Commentaire sur la 18re ep. aux Corinthiens, vol. 2, 1887, pp. 160 ff.
A Lonsy, Les origines de la Céne eucharistique. Congres d’Histoire du Christianisme,

vol. 1, p. 77 ff.
sW. Heitmiiller, Jum Problem Paulus und Jesus (ZN.W., 1912}, p. 321.
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existence of Jesus, Couchoud! and Alfaric,2 have made use of
the same explanation. They believe that they can make this
passage into a sort of test case for showing the one source out
of which the material of the Gospel has arisen: Paul has had
visions, and he has transferred the matter of these visions into
history, while in reality this “Lord Jesus” never lived.

If this is the right way to understand 1 Cor. 11.23, that is,
if the words: “I have received the tradition from the Lord”
mean: “I have received the account of the institution of the
Lord’s Supper directly in a vision from the Lord”, then this
passage will have no bearing upon the problem of “the tradi-
tion”’ which we are discussing. It will not deal at all with the
tradition in the Church. However, by far the preponderant
majority of scholars, representing all points of view, are agreed
that this interpretation is not accurate, and that the words: “I
have received the tradition from the Lord”, do not exclude the
normal tradition which comes through the Church. I name
here, for instance, H. Lietzmann,? Johannes Weiss,% E. B. Allo,5
Jean Héring® (in the latest commentary on 1 Corinthians), R.
Bultmann (in his Theology of the New Testament which appeared
a short time ago).” Also M. Goguel has shown, against those
who deny the historical existence of Jesus, that in reality those
words presume an historical transmission of the facts.®

Thus we see that a very wide consensus exists among the
scholars of the various schools and even confessions. And if
this interpretation is accurate, then the words “I have received
the tradition from the Lord” mean nothing else than: “to re-
ceive by means of the tradition which comes through the
Church”. But if this is so, how is Paul’s surprising expression,
“from the Lord”, to be explained? Here the various individual
interpretations draw somewhat apart, though all more or less
agree that with the preposition dné Paul points to the chrono-

1 P. L. Couchoud, Le mystére de Jésus, 1924, p. 141.

? P. AMaric, Le Jésus de Paul (Revue d’Histoire des Religions, 1927), pp. 276 ff.

3 H. Lietzmann, An die Korinther, 1-2 (Handbuch zum N.T.), 4th edit. by W. G.
Kiimmel, 1949, p. 57; see also the footnote added by W. G. Kiimmel, p. 185.

4 John. Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief (Krit. exeg. Kommentar N.T.), 1919, p. 283.

5 E. B. Allo, Premiére épitre aux Corinthiens, 2nd edit., 1934.

¢ J. Héring, La premiére épitre de S. Paul aux Corinthiens (C taire du N.T.),

1949, p. 100.

7 R. Bultmann, Theologie des Neuen Testaments, 1948, pp. 148 f.

8 M. Goguel, La relation du dernier repas de Jésus dans 1 Cor. 11 et la tradition
historique chez Iapbtre Paul (Revue d’Histoire et de Philos. rel., 1930, pp. 61 f.)

Downloaded from https:/www.cambridge.org/core. University of Basel Library, on 11 Jul 2017 at 10:26:16, subject to the
Cambridge Core terms of use, available at https:/www.cambridge.org/core/terms.
https://doi.org/10.1017/50036930600057379


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0036930600057379
https:/www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https:/www.cambridge.org/core

PARADOSIS AND KTRIOS 183

logical origin of the whole presupposed chain of tradition: I
have received it from the Lord. One might reword it thus: I
have received it through a chain of tradition, which begins with
the Lord.

This answer to our question, Why the designation Kjyrios?
will have to be tested, but it must first be pointed out that we
are dealing here with an hypothesis, and that, in the nature of
the case, we are forced to use an hypothesis for the answering
of this question. Instead of the above hypothesis, however, I
should prefer to put forward another which is somewhat dif-
ferent. I agree indeed with the great majority of scholars that
1 Cor. 11.23 deals with a tradition through the Church, and
not with a vision; but I should like to explain the fact that Paul
refers it back to the Lord rather in terms of the whole complex
of paradosis in the New Testament. 1 should like to show that,
seen in this connexion, the designation Kyrios not only points
to the historical Jesus as the chronological beginning of the
chain of tradition, as the first member of it, but accepts the
exalted Lord as the real Author of the whole tradition develop-
ing itself in the apostolic Church. Thus the apostolic paradosis
can be set directly on a level with the exalted Kyrios. The Lord
is Himself at work in the tradition of His words and deeds
through the Apostles, He works through the apostolic church.
I find this assumption already in Chrysostom’s explanation of
our passage, when he writes (Hon. 27.4): “For to-day also it
is the same one, who produces and delivers everything, even
as at that time” (xal yap xal orfjuepov adrds éorw & mdvra
-épyafdpevos kai mapadods domep kai tore). It must be said at
once, however, that Chrysostom’s conclusion that a// Church
tradition—including the later, till “to-day”’—is to be attributed
to the authorship of the Lord Himself, by no means follows
from the Pauline designation. Nevertheless in what concerns
the apostolic tradition, Chrysostom seems to have defined proper-
ly thei importance of the New Testament connexion of paradosis
and Kyrios.

The course of our argument will now be as follows: In the
first section, we shall try to demonstrate that for Paul the para-
dosts, in so far as it refers to the formula of faith, and to the
words and deeds of Jesus, is really tradition coming through the
Church, to which the Jewish paradosis is a parallel. In the second
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section, we shall show what relation this tradition through the
Church has to the direct apokalypsis of the Lord to the Apostles.
Then in the third section, we shall consider the general back-
ground of Pauline theology, and also of St. John’s Gospel ac-
cording to which all apostolic tradition not only began with
the Lord, but in its whole dimension is caused by Him and is
really to be considered His work. Finally, we shall speak, in
the fourth section, of the relation between this tradition and
the apostolic office.

I

Jesus and the early Church lived in an atmosphere entirely
permeated with the concept of tradition. That means that the
rabbinic interpretation of the Scripture was placing itself more
and more as a norm alongside of, and ruling over, the Scripture.
Jesus rejected this whole wapddoais T@v mpesBurépwy as the work
of men, which instead of explaining the Scripture in reality set
it aside (Mark 7.3 ff.; Matt. 15.2). The slogan of the pious
Jews was “hold to the tradition” (xparetv ™ mapdSoow, Mark
7.18). Jesus took it up, when He said, ironically: “Laying
aside the commandment of God, ye hold the tradition of men”
(Mark 7.8).

In the letters of Paul, on the other hand, we find him using
the whole Jewish paradosis terminology, and in a thoroughly
positive sense, as for example in his admonition to the Thes-
salonians: “Hold (xpareire) to the paradosis” (2 Thess. 2.15).
Also we find the other fermini which belong to the concept of
the tradition recurring, and becoming something like termini
lechnici: the synonym for kparetv: xaréyew (1 Cor. 11.2 and
1 Cor. 15.2); further: “Stand in the tradition” (omjkere, 1 Cor.
15.1 and 2 Thess. 2.15) ; but especially “receive’ (rapataufBdvew)
and “deliver” (mapadiddvar) (1 Cor. 11.2, 11.23, 15.3; I Thess.
2.13; 2 Thess. 2.15, 3.6; Rom. 6.17; Gal. 1.9, 1.12; Phil. 4.9;
Col. 2.6, 2.8).1 It is completely misleading to want to see here,
as E. Norden does,? the influence of the Greek mystery lan-
guage. On the contrary, it is clear that this entire terminology
comes from the Jews. mapalauBdvew is a translation of the

1 On the expression ¢vidrrew mapabrjsny (1 Tim. 6.20; 2 Tim. 1.14) see P,
C. Spicq, S. Paul et la loi des dépéts (Revue biblique, 1931), pp. 481 ff.
2 E. Norden, Agnostos Theos, 1913, pp. 267 f.
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Hebraic gibbel min, mapadidévac of the Hebraic masar le.* And
the exact correspondence of the two Pauline passages in
the first Corinthian letter shows that it is a matter of purely
formal expressions:

1 Cor. 11.23: (éyd) mapéaBov dano Tob Kuplov & kai
mapédwra Suiv. .

1 Cor. 15.3: mapédwka Suiv (év mpdrois) & kal mapérafov.
The verbs in the primary and secondary clauses are simply in-
terchanged. That this is possible, is characteristic of the nature
of the tradition, which forms a chain. At all events it is clear
that this is the language of a Jewish formula, by which the
Rabbis refer to the halacha and the haggada. In the other
above mentioned passages, it is sometimes Paul, sometimes the
Church, which “has received”.

The little word «ai is to be particularly noticed, also, be-
cause it certainly belongs to the formula language of the para-
dosis terminology. Not only does it occur in both 1 Cor. 11.23
and 1 Cor. 15.3, but also in 1 Cor. 15.1: 76 edayyéhov . . . § kal
mapeXdfere. E. B. Allo? has rightly stressed, thatin 1 Cor. 11.23
this kol must itself refer to the manner of the transmission: I
have received the tradition in the same way as I have handed
it on to you, and that means: by mediation.

This now throws light on the addition mentioned at the
beginning of 1 Cor. 11.23: “from the Lord”, because it means
that this addition does not exclude the mediation. Although
the words “from the Lord” are lacking in 1 Cor. 15.3 ff,, the
form of expression, in other respects, is completely parallel, and
the fact that both passages used the same formula proves that
here, as there, a chain of tradition must be presupposed. In his
book, Die Abendmahlsworte Fesu, recently published in a new
edition, J. Jeremias® has shown that, in regard to 1 Cor. 15.3 ff.,
the content of the paradosis, which is introduced with this for-
mula, is linguistically un-Pauline. This also, therefore, con-
firms the assumption that Paul has taken over a text already
fixed. The same can be said for 1 Cor. 11.23, even though
Paul declares that he has received this account of the institution
of the Lord’s Supper “from the Lord”. And further M. Goguel,*
and recently also, R. Bultmann,® rightly maintain that this ac-

1 See J. Jeremias, Die Abendmahlsworte Jesu, 2nd edn., 1949, pp. 95 f.
% op. cit., p. 311.  ® op. cit, p. 96. ¢ op. cit, p. 75. ¥ op. cit, p.'14g.
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count could not have been written down by Paul on the basis
of a visionary experience, because when compared with the
parallel Synoptic narratives of the Lord’s Supper, he clearly
represents a further, progressive stage in the tradition.

But what content does Paul designate as paradosis? First,
rules which after the fashion of the halacha have to do with the
conduct of the faithful, as for example 1 Cor. 11.2; 2 Thess. 3.6;
Rom. 6.17; Phil. 4.9; Col. 2.6; secondly, a summary of the
Christian preaching, fixed after the fashion of a rule of faith,
where facts of the life of Jesus are united with their theo-
logical interpretation, as in 1 Cor. 15.3 ff.; finally, words and
single narratives from the life of Jesus, as in 1 Cor. 11.23.

Very likely R. Bultmann is right when he says that the
original thing was the kerygmatic summary of the faith. But,
as we have seen, the tradition had gone a stage further by the
time of Paul, and now had words of Jesus and narratives from
the life of Jesus as its subject. So far as the words of Jesus are con-
cerned, this tradition must have already progressed a long way.
Even the relatively small number of words of Jesus quoted by
Paul causes us to suspect that they have already played a great
role (1 Thess. 4.15; 1 Cor. 7.10; 1. Cor g.14). The way in
which Paul approaches these words of Jesus, especially in
1 Cor. 7, shows that the paradosis of such words was very com-
prehensive and already rather sharply marked out. He dis-
tinguishes clearly between the instructions, which he himself
as an Apostle gives, and those which the “Lord” gives. Especi-
ally instructive is verse 25, where he writes that, for the un-
married, he has no regulations from the Lord. Since Paul
particularly remarks, that in this case he has no words from
Jesus at his disposal, it is obviously presupposed that, in general,
even in regard to the most particular questions of conduct,
there were such words in the paradosis.

At all events we maintain that the words of Jesus, which
Paul quotes from the paradosis, belong to the same class as those
kerygmatic formulas of faith in 1 Cor. 15.3, and as that narra-
tive from the life of Jesus in 1 Cor. 11.23.

Throughout it is a question of tradition which the Apostle
Paul has received from others and hands on further, just as the
rabbinic tradition of the interpretation of the law was received
and handed on. The authority with which the Rabbi mediates
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tradition has here passed over to the Apostle.! " The tanna of
the Jews is replaced by the Apostle of Christ. The fact that,
according to his own account, Paul is drawn to Jerusalem in
order to meet with the Apostle Cephas (Gal. 1.18), at least
suggests to us that he wanted to receive tradition from him.
Just as one Rabbi could only receive tradition from another
Rabbi, so in the same way very likely one Apostle is able to
receive tradition at first hand from another Apostle. To be sure
Paul reports that he first set out for Jerusalem after three years,
but it can be assumed as certain that, already previously, he
had received apostolic tradition as it was circulated in the
Damascus area. More than this we cannot say, for whether
the various parts of the traditions of Paul originate in Jeru-
salem, Damascus or Antioch, cannot with certainty be dis-
covered, and so we must reckon with all three possibilities.?
Nevertheless it can be affirmed confidently that the authorised
tradition is that which comes from the Apostles, meaning not
only the twelve Apostles but the wider New Testament group,
of those who “‘had seen _]esus When Marcion struck out the
words: 8 kai mapédafor in 1 Cor. 15.3, it was because he inter-
preted them in the sense of a dependence of Paul on the original
Apostles, and in principle at least this interpretation should be
right.

The analogy of the Jew1sh tradition suggests that perhaps
also in regard to content all those traditions concerning Christ,
kerygma, words of Jesus, narratives, are to be considered as the
one true interpretation of the Old Testament law. This is at
least indicated by the words «xara rds ypagds in the formula of
faith which is delivered in 1 Cor. 15.3 ff. Already here then
the question emerges whether Jesus Christ the ““Lord”, as the ful-
Jfilment of the law, does not take the place of all Jewish paradosis.

On this basis we are able to understand the fact with which

- we began, and which is by no means understandable in itself,
that even in the proclamation of Christ, Paul employed the
concept of the paradosis which Jesus rejected so sharply. For
Christ all paradosis of the law was only the tradition of men;

1 On this see P. Carrington, The Primitive Christian Catechism, 1940,
pp. 67 £ :
¢ J. Jeremias, op. cit., p. 97, for example, thinks of the tradition of 1 Cor.
11.23 {. as that of the community in Antioch; J. Héring, op. cit., p. 100, as that
of the community in Damascus,
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but now from Christ there can be paradosis which is not mapd3oois
T&v avlpddmwv.

This brings us to our main problem: How is Paul able to
designate the tradition from Christ as Kyrios?

II

The contradiction between Paul’s emphatic stressing that
he “has not received his gospel from men” (Gal. 1.12), and, at .
the same time, his appealing to paradosis, which he can only
have received through the mediation of tradition, is a continual
cause of perplexity. In regard to Acts g.10 ff., Calvin sought to
answer the objection that Ananias had played the role of a
human mediator by indicating, on the basis of this passage,
that direct divine revelation and human transmission, which
God Himself uses, go hand in hand. The more recent explana-
tions solve the apparent contradiction by distinguishing between
historical facts and their theological understanding. According
to this solution Paul was able to receive the facts only through
human mediation; what was revealed to him in direct apoka-
ypsis from the Lord is the theological understanding of these
facts, in other words, the “Gospel” of which he speaks in
Gal. 1.12.

This distinction may be right in itself. In the previous sec-
tion we gave the formula of faith, words of Jesus, and single
narratives, as the content of the paradosis, and now we are able
to add the Gospel, euaggelion, as “understanding” of the facts
in the sense of Gal. 1.12. This, however, is not to be regarded
as one element alongside the others, for Paul and the early
Church did not consciously distinguish between the various
contents of the paradosis. This is demonstrated by the mixture
of fact and theological interpretation in the faith formula of
1 Cor. 15.3 fl., for example. Both are involved here, and we
cannot say that Paul received the one through direct revelation,
and the other through mediation.

It is, however, to be particularly noticed that this very para-
dosts, to which Paul expressly adds that he has received it “from
the Lord”, namely 1 Cor. 11.23, consists mainly of a factual
account of the last meal of Jesus. Only with great effort can
the foregoing distinction be applied here, so that one could
perhaps say with H. Lietzmann: “In the consciousness of Paul,
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everything that he has heard concerning Jesus before and after
the conversion, flows out of the revelation at Damascus as the
originating source.”® Or, on the other hand—and this is the
usual explanation already mentioned—one understands this
reference to the Kyrios merely to mean that the Lord is the
first chronological member of a chain of tradition, to whom
others have succeeded up to Paul. According to this explana-
tion, in spite of the reference to the Kyrios, it is a question of the
human transmission of a fact, and not as in Gal. 1.12 of the
direct revelation of its evangelical understanding.

In support of this explanation, which is at present the most
popular one, it is generally argued that Paul does not employ
the preposition wapd, as is usual with this verb, but dnd. But
this argument does not have the weight usually attributed to
it, for the difference between mopd and dnd in this case does
not appear to be fundamental. If it is said that a=é indicates
only the direction of the origin, and not the immediate origin
itself, this could also be valid of wapd. Further there is at least
one example in Paul where d¢nd unambiguously designates the
immediate origin of a communication: Col. 1.7 “as ye also
learned of Epaphras™ (éudfere amo “Enadpa).

But even independently of the use of the preposition, the
words ané 706 Kupiov in 1 Cor. 11.23, refer back to Christ as
the One who stands, not only at the beginning, but also behind
the transmission of the tradition, that is, the One who is at
work in it. dwo 7o Kuvpiov can mean a direct receiving from
the Lord, without it being necessary to think of a vision or of
excluding middle members through whom the Lord Himself
imparts the paradosis. Our last section will show that the Apos-
tles are these middle men, and that their reality as Apostles
lies in their being bearers of direct revelation. One is concerned
with this, the other with that fact of the Christian history, so that
they are dependent one upon the other. But above all the
testimony of the Apostles together constitutes the paradosis of
Christ, in which the Kyrios Himself is at work.

This explanation helps us to understand how both the tradi-
tion of the words of Jesus and those of narratives of His life are
to be attributed to the exalted Lord Himself. And Kyrios in
the introductory formula to the quoted words of Jesus, is not

! op. cit., p. 5%. See also Messe und Herrenmahl, 1926, p. 255.
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to be understood otherwise than as in 1 Cor. 11.23, which is a
narrative. This is corroborated also by Col. 2.6, where Paul
exhorts: ““as ye have therefore received Christ Jesus the Lord”
(by tradition, mapeAdBere). The context indicates that the in-
structions meant are those according to which the faithful should
“walk”, and in verse 8 this paradosis is expressly distinguished
from all “tradition of men” (mapddoois r@v dvlpdmwy) as it is
spread abroad by the false teachers. In Col. 2.6 the Kyrios is
designated as content of the paradosis, but He is content and author
of the paradosis at the same time.

This conclusion is especially indicated by the present tense
which stands in 1 Cor. 7.10: “unto the married I command,
yet not I, but the Lord” (wapayyéw). Chr. F. Baur has already
pointed to this present tense. It is the exalted Lord who now
preaches to the Corinthians that which He had taught His disciples
during His Incarnation on earth.

‘To be sure the historical tense, the aorist, diérafev, is found
in 1 Cor. 9.14 (in Thess. 4.15 the question cannot be definitely
decided, but the expression Aéyoper év Adyw Kupiov presupposes
rather the present tense). The change between the present and
aorist indicates, in this case also, that the exalted Lord and the
Jesus who walked on earth, are one and the same. The exalted
One Himself after His resurrection delivers the words which He
has spoken. One could mention in addition, that in 1 Cor. 7.10
the verb mapayyélw contains within it the preposition mapd
which points to the tradition, and that perhaps this verb is here
chosen intentionally with this in mind.

In a study of Euaggelion, which is important for our discus-
sion, E. Molland! in referring to J. Schniewind? shows that in
the expression edayyédov Xpiorot in Rom. 15.19 and other
passages, the genitive Xpiorod is a gemitivus subjectivus, so that
here also the same complex fact of which we are speaking is
apparent: the exalted Christ is Himself originator of the Gospel,
of which He is also the object. He is at the same time subject
and object.

We conclude that the reconciliation of Paul’s assertion that
he has received the Gospel direct from the Lord, with the fact

1 E. Molland, Das paulinische Evangelium, 1934, p. 100.
? J. Schniewind, Die Begriffe Wort und Evangelium bei Paulus, 1910, p. 110.
See also Euanggelion. Ursprung und erste Gestalt des Begriffs Evangelium, 1927.
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established in the first section of this paper, that he has taken
over paradosis from others, is that the exalted Christ Himself,
as transmitter of His words and deeds, stands behind the trans-
mitting Apostles.

III

We have yet to inquire whether this conception of the
Kyrios as the originator of the paradosis of Christ, can be con-
firmed in the theology of Paul, and established in the rest of
the New Testament.

First of all it must be remembered that, according to the
testimony of the evangelist, Jesus Himself had a definite con-
ception of the mapddoois Tdv mpesBurépwv in its relation to the
Scripture. He contrasted it as wapdSoois Tév dvfpdmwy to the
commandment of God, évrody Toi Beots (Mark 7.8). Does Jesus
wish to condemn all exposition of the Scripture by this? The
antitheses of the Sermon on the Mount show on the contrary
that, in place of the expositions of the mpesBirepor He puts His
own, which fulfilled in radical fashion the real intention of the
divine will in each commandment. W. G. Kiimmel has rightly
stressed in a paper for the Keitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche
Wissenschaft,' that with the words éyw 8¢ Adyw duiv Jesus op-
poses the definitive and only valid Messianic paradosis to the
paradosis of the Rabbis which He rejected. This latter is para-
dosis of men; the former, on the other hand, for which He
Himself lays the basis in the Sermon on the Mount, has as its
originator the one who speaks as “Ego” in the full authority of
the Messiah. As the Fulfiller of the law, He, the Messiah, took
the place of the mapddoois 7@v mpesBurépwr One can say quite
pointedly: Jesus Himself is the only paradosis according to the
Synoptic testimony.

In the letters which we have received, Paul has nowhere
drawn this conclusion from Jesus’ own attitude to the law, but
nevertheless a direct line can be drawn from that attitude of
Jesus to Paul’s conception of Jesus as the end (rédos) of the
law. In the important book by W. D. Davies on Paul and
Rabbinic Fudaism,? which appeared recently, the Pauline thought

Y W. G. Kiimmel, Fesus und der jiidische Traditionsgedanke (Z.N.W., 1934),

pp. 105 ff.
¢ 'W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, 1948. See especially pp. 147 ff.
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of Christ as the new law is moved to the forefront in a very
clarifying fashion. Christ the Lord takes the place of the law
for Paul. It is not as if Jesus were for him first of all the law-
giver or the law-interpreter, and then as if on the basis of this
He became in His own person the incarnation of the new Mes-
sianic law. On the contrary, for Paul Christ is the fulfilled.
new law above all in His person and His work, and as already
indicated His importance as lawgiver is derived from this and
based on it, in so far as He in His words gives new halachot,
and by the example of His life gives instruction (Phil. 2.5). The
second thought is subordinated to the first, but in such a way
that there is no opposition existing between the two.l :

Paul has developed the fundamental interpretation of Jesus
as the new law in 2 Cor. 3.4 ff. Here it is not Christ, but Paul,
who is set in a parallel relation to Moses. Paul is the “minister
of the new testament’, just as Moses was the minister of the
old, and in place of the law in the old covenant, is Christ in
the new. To be sure already from the old covenant the divine
glory radiated through the law, so that the countenance of
its transmitter, Moses, truly reflected that glory, though only
momentarily, and he had to place a veil over his face so that
the children of Israel would not see this glory passing. In
Christ the evil is done away (verse 14); in His person the divine
glory is open for all to see. The ministers of this new covenant
reflect the divine glory which is not passing away, with unveiled
countenance (verse 18), and this happens by the Spirit of the
Lord” (amo Kupiov mvedparos, verse 18).

The relation to the Spirit which lies at the basis of this whole
ccontrast of the old and new covenants in 2 Cor. 3 (letter-spirit)
is important for our question. It points to the end-time which
is fulfilled in Christ. Ultimately, according to Jer. 31.33, the
law shall be written in men’s hearts. Ultimately also the
‘Holy Spirit will come. Both are realised in Christ; He is the
new law and He is the Spirit.2 It is not by chance that this
bold assertion: the Lord Himself is the Spirit, stands precisely in
this section concerning the law (verse 17). Because the Holy
Spirit imparts Himself, the law can now be inscribedin theheart.

! H. Windisch, Der Sinn der Bergpredigt, 1929, erroneously opposes Matthew
to St. Paul on this point.

¢ C. H. Dodd, History and ‘the Gospel, 1943, Pp- 55 f. has seen this very clearly.
See also The Apostolw Preaching and its Development, 1936, passim.
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The place of the paradosis of the law is taken now by the Holy
Spirit, who is identical with the Lord. The revelation of the divine
glory (amo 86éns eis 8fav, verse 18), takes place kalldmep damo
Kupiov mvedparos. Of course, this passage is only concerned with
the tradition of the law, but there is a line running from this
tradition to that of the early Church. This becomes apparent
when we consider that everything which concerns Christ is on
the whole fulfilment of the Old Testament, and when we recall
the exact analogy, even in terminology, between the tradition
of the Church to the rabbinic tradition. This then may be
considered as the theological background for the interpretation
of the relation between Kyrios and paradosis, which 1 have
suggested above: the Kpyrios Christ has taken the place of
the paradosis of the law, and has imparted Himself also, in
regard to this function, as Holy Spirit. It now becomes clear
how the exalted Lord as the real Bearer of tradition can be at
work in the apostolic tradition about His words and deeds
which comes through the apostolic Church.

Though Paul has not applied this line of argument in 2 Cor. g
to the tradition concerning the words and the life of Jesus, the
case is otherwise in the Gospel according to John; for this is pre-
cisely the real subject of this Gospel, the connexion between the
earthly life of Jesus and the exalted Lord. The closing discourse
of St. John’s Gospel develops the train of thought which I see
in Paul, though with Paul it is rather like an undeveloped as-
sumption. - The conception of the aposiolic tradition concerning the
earthly Jesus which the Spirit has created is present most clearly in
John 16.13 and 14.26: “the Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost,
whom the Father will send in my name, he shall teach you all
things, and bring all things to your remembrance, whatsoever 1
have said unto you.”

If my interpretation of the Pauline conception of the con-
nexion between Kpyrios and paradosis is right, we are dealing
with an original Christian thought, which, it is true, is not
everywhere brought to a head in the same way, but which,
nevertheless, can be considered as a common and far-reaching
presupposition.

v

Several times already in this paper, we have met with the
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role belonging to the Apostle in his unique function as the
witness entrusted with the transmission of the paradosis, behind
which the Kyrios Himself stands. In the previously mentioned
third chapter of the second Epistle to the Corinthians, the
Apostles and Holy Spirit are spoken of together. They both
take the place of the law-mediator and law-interpreter of the
Old Testament. Certainly the Holy Spirit is not reserved for
the Apostles alone, but over against the rabbinic principle of
tradition in Judaism, the characteristic and distinctive mark of
the transmission of the paradosis concerning Christ is a twofold
fact: firstly, that the mediator of the tradition is not the teacher,
but the Apostle as direct witness; secondly, the principle of suc-
cession does not operate mechanically as with the Rabbis, but
is bound to the Holy Spirit; and we shall now speak of this two-
sided fact.

We have seen that Paul in Gal. 1.12 expressly denies having
received the Gospel from men. That is fundamental for his
apostolic authority. As Apostle, as witness, he must stand in
direct connexion with the Lord. That is the unique honour of
the Apostle; that he has been given direct apokalypsis. This
includes not only the theological understanding of the events
of salvation, but also the fact of these events as such. Consider
the resurrection, which is to be transmitted by the Apostles,
as direct evidence of the facts (Acts 1.22; 1 Cor. g.1). But
beyond that there are also those facts experienced by the Twelve
in the time that the incarnate Jesus ‘“went in and out among
us” (Acts 1.21)." In the light of this, the above-mentioned dis-
tinction between the impartation of facts and the impartation
of their theological understanding loses still more its signifi-
cance; for both are revealed to the Apostles by the Lord, and
for both He is direct witness.

At this point it is necessary to recall that in early Christian-
ity there is the Apostle in the wider and in the narrower sense:
in the wider sense as eye-witness of the resurrection of Christ,
in the narrower sense as a member of the circle of the Twelve
who has to bear witness not only to the resurrection but also
to the Incarnation of Christ on earth. To this distinction be-
longs the fact that not every Apostle is able, as direct eye-witness,
to pass on the information regarding all facts. Indeed Paul
himself is not able to report as an eye-witness the facts of the
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earthly life of Jesus, at all events in the chief things. And yet he
is an Apostle in so far as he can give direct eye-witness evidence
of the exalted Lord, whom he has seen and heard on the road
to Damascus. For the other facts he is dependent on the eye-
witness evidence of the other Apostles. His meeting with Cephas in
Jerusalem may be recalled in this connexion (Gal. 1.18), but
also the paradosis of 1 Cor. 15.3 ff., where he clearly distinguishes
the Easter events in the narrower sense of the eye-witness evi-
dence of others, from the appearance which has been granted
to him. It has not been sufficiently noticed that in this very
passage, after the quotation of the paradosis, he emphasises, in
verse 11, his harmony with the original Apostles.

It is now clear how, on the basis of a deep sense of com-
munity which is created by the witness-function of the Apostles,
all tradition, in so far as it is passed on by the Apostle, could
be considered as revealed directly by Christ. So Paul is able
to say he has received a tradition “from-the Lord”, when in
reality he has received it by means of other Apostles. By means
of the Apostles is not by means of men, but by means of Christ the Lord
Himself, from whom this Revelation is imparted. All the knowledge
that is in the Church, whether it be knowledge of words of
Jesus, of narratives of His life, or of their understanding, comes
from the Apostles. To one this, and to another that, has been
directly imparted. The essence of the Apostle is in his being
a bearer of direct Revelation. Since however everything has
not been revealed to each individual Apostle, one Apostle must
at some time pass on his testimony to another (Gal. 1.18; 1 Cor.
15.11), and the paradosis in its entirety, to which all the Apostles
contribute, constitutes the Revelation of Christ.

In derivative fashion, then, the whole apostolic Church is
turned into a bearer of tradition, as, historically speaking, must
actually have been the case. But for all that, it must neverthe-
less be firmly maintained that the theological foundation of the
tradition rests on the office of the Apostles. In his Theologie,
R. Bultmann writes correctly and to the point: the conception
of Apostle was determined by the thought of the tradition.

Just as the Jewish tradition comes through the Tannaim, so
the tradition from Jesus comes through the Apostles. It is indeed
no accident that in the passages which are the chief evidence

1 p. 61.
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for the paradosis of Christ, above all Gal. 1.12 and 1 Cor. 15.3 ff,,
but also elsewhere, the apostolic office is always dealt with at
the same time.

Moreover, this is the way in which the éys, emphasised in
1 Cor. 11.23, is to be understood: “I (the Apostle) have re-
ceived from the Lord . . . . It is right that frequently this ego
has attention drawn to itself, but it has seldom found the right
interpretation. Paul would certainly have been able to set this
ego in the exactly parallel passage, 1 Cor. 15.3. He has done it,
however, only in 1 Cor. 11.23, because especially against the
Corinthians’ false conception of the Lord’s Supper all depended
on stressing his apostolic role as bearer of tradition.

Quite different is the use of the ¢go in 1 Cor. 7.10 where it
is contrasted with the Kyrios, and yet it is here the same ¢go of
the apostolic consciousness. In 1 Cor. 7.10, Paul points to the
fact that, even where the Kyrios Himself gives no direct instruc-
tion in a transmitted logion of Jesus, the Apostle is allowed to
give his own judgment. Verse 5 shows that this ego includes
the apostolic claim: “concerning virgins I have no command-
ment of the Lord, yet I give my judgment, as one that hath
obtained mercy of the Lord fo be faithful’’. This grace to be
faithful refers to the apostolic office.

This apostolic role, to be faithful, manifests itself in a double
function: on the one side, to transmit the paradosis about Jesus,
faithfully—that is the meaning of the ego of 1 Cor. 11.23; on
the other side, beyond this paradosis, but in the sense of it, to
give judgments, though to be sure these are expressly subor-
dinated to the paradosis—that is the meaning of ¢go in 1 Cor.
7.10. This last named ego certainly owes its claim entirely to
the first named, where it proves the identity of the Apostle as
the bearer of the tradition of Christ.

The Jewish Rabbis pass on the mapddoais Tdv mpeoBirepwy
in what we might call a mechanical, teaching chain, which
just on that account is only “tradition of men”, as Jesus says
(Mark %.8). But the function of bearing the tradition with the
Apostles is performed by the Spirit, and takes place on the
basis of election. In apostolic times succession and Holy Spirit
formed as yet no contradiction. In Judaism the activity of
the Rabbi indicated the end of prophecy, the end of the work-
ing of the Spirit. The Rabbi here relieved the prophet. The
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Apostle on the other hand is also a transmitter of tradition like
the Rabbi, but here the Holy Spirit is added to the office.

For this reason the function of the Apostles as bearers of
tradition can be traced back finally to the Kyrios Himself, who
indeed is the Preuma (2 Cor. 3.17). We asked ourselves at
the beginning of this paper how Paul could grant such great
honour to the concept of paradosis after Jesus had rejected the
tradition as a work of men, running counter to the command-
ment of God (Mark 7.8). Jesus made His judgment in such a
way that even in regard to form it appeared to include a con-
demnation of all Revelation which took place through the trans-
mission of tradition. We see now that a wapddoois 7&v dmoordAwy
according to the early Christian view is not just mapddoois Té&v
davlpdmwy. On the contrary the Kyrios Himself is at work in it,
so that apostolic transmission of tradition constitutes no opposi-
tion to direct Revelation. In Col. 2.6-8, Paul distinguishes
between legitimate paradosis of Christ Jesus the Lord (verse 6,

“mapedPere Tov Xpworov ‘Inoodv Tov Kipwov) and tradition of
men, since he applies the expression used by Jesus mapddoots
T@v avfpdmwy to the gnostic traditions. )

Here it becomes clear again that on the ground of the New
Testament legitimate tradition can only be the paradosis which
is designated by Kyrios and passed on through the Apostles.
At the same time this high estimation of the apostolic tradition
in no way means that all later Church paradosis is justified, and
could be perhaps attributed in some way to the Kyrios Himself.
For the apostolic office is a unique one. But with this question
we do not have to deal in this paper.

Correction in last issue:
p- 96, line 10: for “futility” read “ability.”
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