What More Should We Know about Jesus 

Than One Hundred Year ago? 

In my conclusion of a recent survey article on the HJR in the Dutch edition of the International Commentary on the Bible I wrote that the division in three quests is artificial. There is no unified first quest, there is no cohesive third quest, there is no period of “no quest” between 1906-1953. There is in fact one theme or debate that is dominating Jesus Research and that is: the problem of the relationship of the earthly Jesus and the Christ of faith
. Elsewhere I mentioned another aspect that goes in the same direction: I suggested that in contemporary HJR one is turning in circles, in this sense that the recent so-called revolutionary or new visions on Jesus can be mostly interpreted along the lines of the nineteenth century Jesus research with which they have a great number of weaknesses in common, not in the latest place the reflection of the actual researchers’ mind in the many Jesus portraits
. A second Schweitzer is needed. My ideas were expressed in general terms and at first I wanted to take this opportunity to make them more concrete. But I will not do it (Essen, …) and others have done so. I changed the word “Do” in “Should”. I shall first try to make clear what I think should be done in JR. Then I will give three points which I think should be taken up in Jesus research nowadays, taking into account the past two hundred years. 

1. The human person Jesus: object of historical reconstruction and object of faith interpretation

‘Historical Jesus Research’ is the label which is generally used for scientific research on historical questions related with the person of Jesus of Nazareth. Some scholars raise questions about the term ‘historical’ and prefer to talk about, for instance, the “earthly” (R. Bultmann) or the “real” Jesus (L.T. Johnson), or the “whole” Jesus (K. Berger). The term points out indeed that there is something peculiar about this person. One does not add the adjective “historical” when doing research on Caesar or Napoleon. One group of critics finds that a person’s identity is too rich to be only analysed on a pure historical level, especially when this characterization can only be done on the basis of no more than a couple of historically assured sayings or miracles. A person is more than ‘data’ and ‘facts’ reconstructed by ‘scientific’ research. What have you said about a person when you have been able to determine that he has said or done some things? The term moreover suggests that a lot of historical certitude can be reached, and though most scholars are aware that the result of their research is only hypothetical re-construction (sometimes on the basis of a small amount of data) and that the period of the “Lives of Jesus” is left behind, each of them is writing as if they have found the ultimate interpretation of Jesus. And this is indeed a new insight about the term “historical” Jesus: history cannot be disconnected from interpretative meaning (unless one limits oneself to the date of birth and dead). History is reconstruction, is interpretation. The human being Jesus is not the historical Jesus of research.

Another group of scholars experience that the use of the terminology implies automatically an opposition to the Christ of faith and they are convinced that a rupture between those two aspects of the same person is illegitimately created. This criticism is understandable in the light of the anti-dogmatic origins of HJR. And although the caesura between Jesus and Christ is not always intended in HJR, it is still often there (as for instance in the case of Crossan, Horsley, Mack, Borg: the historical Jesus becomes the norm for actual Christian life!)
. I think therefore that it would not be a loss for the research if scholars would more explicitly say that there is no threat at all in HJR for the faith in Christ, except (maybe) in the case that one takes as a point of departure that the gospels have falsified the meaning of Jesus’ ministry
. If that would be the case then the historical basis for faith (which is only a partial basis but yet an essential part that is present in the gospels) would not be in line with who the person Jesus was according to the evangelists or, in other terms, it would be belief in somebody else than Jesus. But I do not think that on the basis of the information we have today about Jesus there is reason to create such an opposition, although theoretically this would be possible. The reason why HJR is not a threat is that history and belief have their own discourse upon the same topic, the human person Jesus. Both historical Jesus and believed Jesus are interpretations of the human person Jesus (so we could say that the human person Jesus is not the Christ of faith, just like he is not the historical Jesus). They need each other but are not identical. They can be distinguished but not separated. This tension explains the necessity of a continuing research with a historical method on the person Jesus and each (new or old) historical view on Jesus can shine some light upon the faith in Christ or challenge it. But historical portrayals never can be the only and sufficient basis for belief in Christ. The result of historical research is never the deepest foundation for belief in Christ. For this reason Christ can afford more than one historical Jesus. Faith in Christ does not presuppose the unique one and only historical Jesus reconstruction; any historical Jesus reconstruction that allows for integration within the faith discourse about Jesus and his God is a valid construction. (I don’t want to elaborate here further the topic of the diversity of discourses about faith in Jesus. That would make the debate even more complex: the myriad Christ and the myriad Jesuses!). Saying something about the Christ of faith is also saying something about Jesus. And vice versa: every portrayal of Jesus has implications for the view on Christ. There simply is no complete separation between those two. I read some interesting pages on this in L.E. Kecks book Who is Jesus? History in Perfect Tense (2001)
. In stead of historical Jesus research I propose to talk about Jesus research.

2. What should we have learned after two centuries of Jesus research?

I would like to mention three themes which according to me would better not be neglected by Jesus researchers in the 21st century. Of course it would be exaggerated to talk about a fourth quest. This would not only be in contradiction with my own hypothesis that the periods are artificial. But I hope we can learn something from the past. The three points are about unnecessary and unsuccessful oppositions that should be left behind us in the future. There is however one thing that you should keep in mind before I start: I am myself.

a. Doing historical research as a theologian

This first point is the consequence of what I said about the indissoluble link between history and faith. After almost 15 years J.P. Meier’s modern parable of the “unpapal conclave” of four religious and non-religious scholars who are not allowed to leave the library unless they first produce a written document in which they write down their agreement upon who Jesus was has almost become famous. The idea behind it is that through historical criticism a “neutral” view can be discovered, neutral so that everybody would be able to accept it. That sounds very logical and when I started writing and teaching about the historical Jesus I used this metaphor several times as an introduction. But now I am more and more convinced that this parable is a real “fantasy” (Meier’s word). I think the four scholars will never be able to write such a document. The evidence is, for example, that Meier’s own position which he reaches by bracketing what he holds “by faith and by examining “only what can be shown to be certain by historical research and logical argumentation” (I,6) is itself the object of discussion, debate and disagreement. And the same is true for all other scholars. Moreover, there are many believers of the same religious denomination or agnostic researchers who will try to do historical research but defend completely different portrayals of the historical Jesus. Lesson number one we can draw from two centuries of research therefore could be: nobody can pretend to be someone else. It is very noble to try to be as objective as possible but one always will do so within the context of one’s own broader existential context and background. Why is it that, even when people try their best to bracket their personal convictions, they still have different opinions?

The first reason is that the gospels (still the largest and best sources of information) contain a mixture of historical information and religious conviction, written in narrative form. They contain therefore narrative truth
. Historical information is only partly present and it is embedded in a theological narrative form. Of course it is tempting to deny this and say that the gospels contain puerile fairy tales or one hundred percent historical truth, but both these points of view are maybe the strongest expressions of a kind of belief and they will certainly determine the outcome of the historical research. If it is accepted – like most people do – that gospels contain narrative truth, it will always be a matter of debate to find out what is historical in the narratives. The reason is that there is no consensus at all about for instance the criteria. Of course, we know that the criterion of dissimilarity is too one-sided
. But the most recent formulations of useful criteria (the plausibility criteria of Theissen – Winter – Merz) are very broad and can serve as a basis for a wide range of Jesus reconstructions. Those traditions are likely to be really Jesus when they explain Jesus as individual phenomenon as much as possible within the jewish contemporaneous context and at the same time can explain the Christian Wirkungsgeschichte of Jesus in early Christianity. Their importance is more to guarantee the trustworthiness of our sources than the usefulness in controlling reliable and authentic data. It is remarkable evolution (and I am not criticizing it) that some authors nowadays do not seem to work with clear distinctions between authentic Jesus material and later community building. There is a clear revaluation of the gospel stories as information about Jesus (see below c.) Other problems regarding the sources are the fact that there is no consensus on the choice of the non-canonical sources either, nor on the method to analyse them. In short: the sources always need interpretation.

Second, differing opinions in ‘objective’ historical research are not only due to the particular character of the sources, they are also a consequence of the position of the researchers. Because even when they try to do historical investigation without faith, they are not doing it without interest
. So even if they could reach the ideal and maybe desired situation in which faith is not determining research other things still are. The context and background of a person can never be taken away from his or her identity and this makes researchers will never be completely detached from, e.g. being a liberation theologian or a Monsignor or a female historical scholar or a non-believing postmodern deconstructionist or a black pastor in South Africa or a jewish reader. In other words, the context in which one is living is co-determining the approach and the result. What we should have learned after two centuries of Jesus research is that Jesus is in everything comparable to any other human being. This is true even to such an extent that like any other human being he has been handed over to the interpretations of other ones. And this was so from the beginning. To be more precisely, this process did not start after his death but even the earthly Jesus was a matter or a person of debate for the contemporaneous people who knew him.

Am I pretending “anything goes” in Jesus research or that no research at all is possible or that it has no sense? This is not the purpose of this first point. On the contrary, what I am pleading for is to take seriously the recognition that no historical Jesus is free from researchers’ personal interest. And that is not a bad thing. Being aware of this is not a loss, it is gain. It simply cannot be not like that and maybe it is the consequence of who Jesus was and also of who he became afterwards that when you start talking about him – even trying to be as objective as possible – in the end you cannot hide your personal view. The irony of the objective Jesus research that aims at creating the Jesus of the past is that it is a mirror of the present
. Jesus research unmasks the researcher. Biographical and historical research on Jesus is always autobiographical testimony of the researcher as well
.

What I said on the personal level could also be broadened to a more sociological analysis of the society which the researcher is living in. This has been done for the liberal Jesus, Annette Merz is doing it for the Nazi Regime and other ones did so for the Jesus Seminar
. It is not amazing that Dale Allisson describes as probably the only one new characteristic of the Third Quest that it is presenting more secularizing interpretations of Jesus’ sayings and miracles. But it would be more amazing that those would not be present in 21st century Northern America or Western Europe! Each individual and each generation has to rediscover again the meaning of  Jesus and there is no other way to do so than by using the language of today.

To elaborate further on what I said above I would like to plead for the right to do historical research as a theologian. A couple of weeks ago we had a spontaneous discussion in our department of NT in Utrecht about the question of the specificity of doing exegesis in a faculty of theology. This has to be seen against the background of an integration of the faculty in a larger faculty of arts and the fear for a new debate: why would not the classical philologists or the historians or the archaeologists claim that they could do what we do?  What is specific of doing exegesis of the NT so that it should belong to a faculty of theology? The conversation was not finished but it turned out that doing historical research on Jesus is in this sense different that we do it with a special hermeneutical interest which originates by the context of (re)searching together with other colleagues who focus on the same topic from different angles (church historians, systematic theologians, pastoral of religion, religious studies). It is therefore the task of the exegete to use the same historical method in the quest for Jesus as any other historical researcher would do but to bring to one’s notice the hermeneutical question of the relationship between Jesus and Christ
. In a certain sense the agenda of the researchers in the papal conclave should have been better formulated: what would you say about the human person Jesus from historical, anthropological, psychological, social, political point of view and how would you describe the religious identity of Jesus and of the people who started believing in him after his death? This last question is what makes historical interest from a theological perspective justifiable. What did Jesus mean when he was talking about God? And what about the transition of Jesus and his message in early Christian communities
. It is my opinion that all research on Jesus is sooner or later challenged to answer that question. 

b. Eschatological expectation and immanent presence of the Kingdom of God

The idea that the Kingdom of God is part, maybe the heart of Jesus’ message is not denied by most scholars. The debate is about the meaning of it. It would take too much time to sketch the history of the interpretations, but needless to say that since the end of the 19th century the main opposition between interpreters lays in the opposition between eschatological or actual interpretation of the Kingdom. Is the Kingdom according to Jesus the Reign of God that God himself will bring to the world at the end of times, which could be very soon? Or is it something that people create when they live according the ethical norms and rules Jesus has taught us and is it actualized in Jesus’ sayings, exorcisms and miracles? In the course of history all kind of variants between these two extremes have been proposed: realized eschatology (Dodd), Jeremias, Kümmel... Unfortunately the polarization has not stopped. In some recent publications it is still defended that the historical Jesus was proclaiming one of both extreme options and it is especially the Jesus Seminar that during the last decades has put the spark to the tinder: “The enchantment that had cast its spell over Jesus meant that God’s dominion was immediately and powerfully present for him. With disenchantment, that kingdom was pushed off, first into the immediate future and then into the indeterminate future” (Funk)
. I think that we should leave behind this dichotomy. We have had that discussion in all kind of forms: ethics and wisdom versus eschatology, political inner-worldly versus religious, social and revolutionary versus orthodox, Hellenistic versus jewish. Frankly I do not see why not both the present and the eschatological interpretation could show some aspects of Jesus’ profile. I see the analysis of the Kingdom of God as if we are looking through a kaleidoscope. There are hundreds of little coloured polygons constituting a person’s message and identity. You can turn the lenses and this causes new views, composed by the same pieces and same colours but in another composition. None of the dimensions may be neglected in the presentation of who Jesus was. But of course it is possible to focus on one or some of them and this is why the reader of Jesus books always has to keep in mind what the method and the approach of the author is. If somebody is looking for a cross-cultural anthropological approach of the Jesus phenomenon one must not be surprised in the end to see that the religious dimension of Jesus as fulfilment of the Hebrew Bible will not be the primary result of the book. And on the other hand, when another researcher says that “all our historical study… must be done to energize the church in its mission to the world” (Wright)
, you should not expect to find a very revolutionary Jesus, though even this orthodox view can be presented as being a challenge (but always within the safe frame of – in this case Anglican - church). 

The material and the sources available, our knowledge of Jesus’ time, the methods we are using and the backgrounds against which we are living do not allow us to say that Jesus had to make a choice between the alternative of a present or an eschatological meaning of the expression Kingdom of God. The Kingdom of God for Jesus is a symbol of God’s presence and power; for Jesus it is one real thing and cannot be theoretically divided in future and present. God is King and his sovereignty is actualized in what Jesus does. It is imminent and immanent. Speaking for myself (trying to be a theologian) I would say that the most important thing in interpretations on the Kingdom in Jesus’ teaching is that one places it in the religious thinking of Jesus. The kingdom is the overarching dome which covers his message about the relationship of God and the world. I am aware this is an option (hopefully confirmed by research). The basis of Jesus’ life was his belief in God and it was, e.g. not political action. The principal reason why I think so is that I start my research from the gospel texts as they stand and from my conviction that they were written by people who situated Jesus in the first place in a religious context, as someone who had religious convictions. But “religious” is not to be identified with “eschatological”, as if the “presential” interpretation of the Kingdom would not be religious. The kingdom idea (in the gospels) covers the responsibility of men as well. Therefore, we can learn a lot from political, social, economic, comparative religious analysis of the first century C.E. to give this religious framework a more concrete completion. This openness for a multidisciplinary approach is legitimate and very relevant because the evangelists in portraying Jesus as a religious phenomenon did not place him outside this world as a divine man descending from heaven with a parachute. They presented him as a human being in special relationship with his God but in continuous (consciously or unconsciously) debate with his environment. The most interesting studies on Jesus’ message are those studies who try to bring into balance both aspects of the kingdom: “Es ist u.E. unangebracht Jesus as pointierten Weisheitslehrer gegen Jesus als eschatologischen Propheten auszuspielen. Jesus erwartete eine grosse Wende der Dinge. Aber er wertete damit die Gegenwart auf, indem er behauptete, diese Wende beginne schon hier und jetzt in seiner Verkündigung und seinem Wirken. Er selbst spielt in dieser Wende die entscheidende Rolle”
.

Maybe this all can help for interpreting the death of Jesus as well. Was it a political or a religious motif? Romans or Jews? But why would it not have been both? Since both aspects about God are present in his teaching – a far away God who would come and act in history and a close human God who is here in this world with power for the poor – it is clear that both aspects have played a role in the execution of Jesus. Apart from the Kontext- and Wirkungsplausibilität criterion there is (maybe) one other criterion that should be mentioned in regard with valid interpretations of who Jesus was: the unity of the life and the death of Jesus. For me this is a consequence of the above mentioned presupposition that the gospels are the best starting point for a historical reconstruction: in these gospels Jesus’ life and death are joined together
. There have been recent attempts to deny the crucifixion and burial of Jesus as testified in the gospels as historical facts (Crossan). I do not think this is a very probable reconstruction, although I must say that in the whole Crossans portrayal of Jesus draws attention to some important aspects of Jesus’ life. Every historical reconstruction is a challenge for theological thinking about Jesus. Even if someone denies historically the crucifixion and if this does not fit into my historical reconstruction of Jesus I am challenged by this view to search for a renewed and deepened meaning of this crucifixion, since the ultimate (theological, redemptive) meaning of the cross, just like the other aspects of Jesus’ life (his miracles or parables), is not the exact historical knowledge of the circumstances of his dead. This was not even so for the evangelists (otherwise we would not have had four stories).

.

c. Where to start: context or gospels?

I mentioned a couple of times already that my starting point for Jesus research is the gospels. This brings me to another false opposition in JR. Do we have to start from the written information in the gospels or is it better to sketch first the context, history, politics, religious and social movements in the 1st century? In other words: start with the Christian sources or with the Jewish background. I call it a false opposition because it does not matter where you start if only you reach and elaborate the right theme and that is Jesus’ Jewishness. Both approaches have their difficulties: if we start ‘from below’ (the context) we do not find a word about Jesus, and if we start from above (the gospels), we mainly see the differences with Judaism (and not the similarities) because that is what the gospels were focusing on (Keck). Anyway, after 200 years of JR this conclusion has now reached a point of no return: if, as I said above, Jesus is a man like any other man, then the only possible consequence is that Jesus was a Jew
. Thus, no matter where one starts, Jesus will have to be explained within his Jewish context (it is exactly in this sense that the Kontextplausibilitätskriterium is so important!). But as simply as it seems to say that Jesus is Jewish, as difficult it is to handle this in JR! The reason is in the first place, once again, the interest and particular context of the researcher. This appears very clearly, e.g. when comparing the jewish and the Christian interest in situating Jesus in the context of Judaism. I just mention one aspect: Jewish scholars and Christian scholars struggle with the problem of the Christological titles but in the opposite direction. The former want to show that there is no continuity and the latter that there is continuity
. Jews can study Jesus the Jew without classifying him in christian religion. But Christians cannot speak of Jesus without taking into account his Jewishness. A further problem is that our knowledge of 1st century Galilee has grown tremendously. The advantage of it is that it has become very difficult to make a caricature of Judaism in the first century. But on the other hand, this makes it more and more complex to clarify who Jesus was: “the problem here was that our increased understanding of the diversity within Judaism in Jesus’ time made it even more difficult to know precisely what kind of Jew Jesus was and against which Jewish background we should try to interpret him”
. All kind of options are mentioned in research: was he Pharisee? Saddducee? Zealot? Essene? Miracle-worker? Chasidim? Charismatic? Imagine the following fantasy (à la Meier): put Jewish (and Christian) scholars together in a synagogue and ask them not to leave before they have reached an agreement about what kind of Jew Jesus was. They will probably never come out. 

Starting from below has a certain irony in it: “The irony of this should not be missed: critical historians, having eliminated the birth stories and the resurrection from the scope of the Jesus story, and having set aside those elements of the content of what the gospels report about Jesus as unhistorical, surround the reduced body of material about Jesus with a greatly enlarged body of knowledge in order to do what the Evangelists did: say who Jesus was so that his significance can become clear at a later time (our own).”

Jesus belongs to two religions (Theissen/Merz). It is clear that somewhere in the middle of the road gospels and context have to meet; they are complementary because without the gospels nobody – not even the greatest specialist of Judaism and Hellenism – would ever be able to imagine a person like Jesus. Jesus research in the future will have to explain Jesus as 100 percent Jewish. Even in those elements in which Jesus differs from his surrounding Umwelt he still was jewish. Christianity is from a historical point of view not in the first place the opposite of Judaism based on a Jesus who would not have fit in his time. Once people would accept the jewish identity of Jesus as an evident and normal historical fact, this could enter in the theological thinking about Jesus as well. The important thing to do for Christians in the future is to work out what it means that Jesus is a Jew for their belief in him as the messiah! “Das Jüdische im Christentum ist kein Verlust, keine Bedrohung, keine Versuchung, sondern ein Gewinn, ein Ausdruck, ein Wesenselement christlicher Identität. Christen nehmen Schaden an ihrer Seele, wenn sie das Jüdische ihrere Identität nicht wahrhaben und bejahen wollen. Das Jüdische in ihrem Glauben ist den Christen durch den Jüdischen vorgegeben, durch Jesus, den  Christus”
. It is however not the sociological or religious-political determination of the group he would have belonged to (or differed from) that should be the main topic. The historical recognition that Jesus is a Jew is most important for the interpretation of who Jesus was when we accept and respect that he was a believing Jew: the idea Jesus had about God is important. As a Jew he put some emphasis or accents on specific themes like torah, temple, purity law, and so on, which all together were integrated in the renewed vision on him after his death. That is the historical element in the life of Jesus which should be at the centre of the theological-historical Jesus research (when Christian theologians do so). In that sense he is historically the necessary mediator who brings Israels God to the world. In what sense he was himself aware of this meaning is not clear. The fact that Jesus was a Jew makes us think again about the relationship history – theology.


As a whole, context description is not neutral either. It always has a program. But I  notice that there is a growing influence of those scholars who plead for a full appreciation of Jesus the Jew and at the same time emphasize the unique interpretation by Jesus of some major topics in Judaism. One of the consequences of the study of the Jewish context is that new testament scholars have more and more difficulty to separate authentic material from redactional additions. In this sense the circle is round: context scholars and gospel scholars are coming together more and more. A striking example is that specialists like Theissen and Merz are not hesitant towards the idea that Jesus could possibly have identified himself as Messiah and Son of Man
. Of course this historical unique combination of Jewish elements that were realized in Jesus do not lead automatically to the Christian theological affirmation that Jesus is the Son of God. But at least they are not against it. And the more Jewish Jesus becomes, the more Christians will become aware that believing in Jesus as the Christ is really a matter of faith and not of predictable development in history.

I conclude with a twofold remark:

1) From my point of view I think we cannot know much more about Jesus than what is written in the general portrayals of the gospels and try to explain the sayings against the jewish(-hellenistic) background and the redactional narrative of the evangelists. About Mel Gibsons film it was said: the book is better. Maybe this is true as well for the many reconstructions of the historical Jesus: the original is better. It seems that until now only the original has not been transitory.

2) I am not sure that we know more about Jesus than 100 year ago. What I do know is that when times are changing people learn to look in different ways. For the future I think we will have more than before to learn to live with plurality of valid Jesus approaches. As a human person Jesus is delivered to human interpretation.

� Dale C. Allison, The Secularizing of the Historical Jesus, in Perspectives in Religious Studies 27 (2000) 135-151. There are many authors who are hesitant about the term “Third Quest”; see for instance D. Marguerat, La “troisième quête” du Jésus de l’histoire, in RSR 87 (1999) 397-421, pp. 400-401: “une nébuleuse constituée de plusieurs axes de recherche. … Il faut donc, très sérieusement, s’interroger sur l’homogénéité de cette nouvelle vague”. In the third quest everybody is criticizing everybody: Miller against Witherington, … - For some wise remarks in a few pages on the history of the quest, see E.E. Ellis, The Historical Jesus and the Gospels, in J. Ådna, S.J. Hafemann, O. Hofius, Evangelium Schriftauslegung Kirche. Festschrift für Peter Stuhlmacher zum 65. Geburtstag, Göttingen, 1997, 94-106, esp. pp. 94-97. 


� See also L.E. Keck, The Second Coming of the Liberal Jesus?, internet (on Borg, Crossan, Vermes). Another similarity between the latest period in the research and much of the nineteenth century quest is the confidence in the historical trustworthiness of the gospels. One thing has to be said clearly however: it is not because some people have more confidence in the historical character of the gospels that they are not subject to the same risk of projecting their own visions on the historical Jesus as scholars who do not think we have reliable information in the gospels.


� P. Müller, Jesusbücher – Jesusbilder, in VerkForsch 44 (1999) 2-28, p. 18.


� But even then, for example, the idea that it is not possible to know if or where Jesus has been buried is not necessarily irreconcilable with faith in Jesus as Christ. It only shows how incredibly abandoned Jesus was. It would be the manifestation of his complete loneliness in the hour of his death.


� Keck, Who is Jesus?, pp. 19-21: “But it is one thing to affirm (and not merely concede) that the Jesus of history differed from the Jesus of the gospels and another to think that the discerned difference reveals a distortion, for one can identify a distortion only when one knows already what was actually the case – precisely what the quest seeks to learn” (19).


� See C. Focant, Vérité historique et vérité narrative. Le récit de la Passion en Marc, in M. Hermans – P. Sauvage (eds.), Bible et histoire. Ecriture, interprétation et action dans le temps (Connaître et croire, 6), Namur, 2000, 83-104.


� See Theissen – Merz, Keck, Who is Jesus?, pp. 14-17


� Keck, Who Is Jesus?, p. 2: “There have been many quests for the Jesus of history, but there has never been a wholly disinterested one”; p. 8: “Inevitably Jesus is portrayed in the idiom and perspectives that reflect the values and convictions that the historian, and his or her social location, finds congenial”. 


� It would be a wonderful topic to write the history of HJR from the perspective of the scholars’ personal lives (Reimarus, Strauss, Schweitzer, Crossan, Lüdemann).


� Keck, Who is Jesus?, p. 21: “If significance is not somewhere there waiting to be exposed like a vein of coal but rather a discernment that occurs through engagement with the subject matter, as is surely the case, then precisely stubborn factuality of Jesus elicits the question, So what?”.


� See articles by SCHWEIZER, E., Jesus - made in Great Britain and U.S.A, in ThZ 50 (1994) 311-321. and others on political correctness of the quest.


� Of course, there is no way we think of theology as theology of Nicea-Constantinopel. We are just using the word theology here as thinking about Jesus as a religious person who stands in special relationship to his God and of people who started believing that Jesus was Messiah. And we are doing descriptive work (not prescriptive), “not in order to persuade but to understand” (Keck, Who is Jesus?, p. 20).


� See Keck, Who is Jesus?, p. 18: “However difficult, one needs to reconstruct earliest Christianity in order to produce a credible portrayal of Jesus in history”.


� Honest to Jesus, p. 254.


� Challenge, p. 31. “At this point, being a Quester is simply the same thing as being a disciple. It means taking up the cross and following wherever Jesus leads” (32).


� Theissen – Merz, umstrittene historische Jesus, p. 26; Keck, Who is Jesus?, chapter 2; Meier, vol. II. – I agree that the future aspect of Jesus’ eschatological sayings is historically a part of Jesus’ message, but I am not certain about in how far this implied for him (or his audience) a real intervention of God in history. Anyway, in a ‘translation’ of the message for today’s ears I think only the mythical character of this idea can be retained.


� Keck mentions two important aspects of Jesus research in one sentence: “Just as one must provide a historically probable bridge between Jesus in Galilee and Jesus before Pilate, so one must provide an analogous bridge between who Jesus was and the communities that emerged in his name and eventually produced the gospels” (Who is Jesus?, p. 18).


� I will not enter in the details of the history how Jesus’ Jewishness has come to the foreground after so many years. 


� See in Keck, Who is Jesus?, pp. 32-42.


� D.J. Harrington, Retrieving the Jewishness of Jesus: Recent Developments, in New Theology Review 11 (1998) 5-19, p. 6; Keck, Who is Jesus?, pp. 


� Keck, Who Is Jesus?, p. 7. I am more doubtful about the second irony Keck mentions: “A second irony emerges from the first: the less critical historians claim can be known about Jesus, the more their books discuss his context”. There are authors – like Theissen and Merz - who are not so critical about the contents of the gospels and do this on the basis of the knowledge of the context.


� T. Söding, Das Jüdische im Christentum – Verlust oder Gewinn christlicher Identität?  in TTZ 109 (2000) 54-76.


� Umstrittene Jesus, p. 27 (on the basis of analogies out of the context.





