
Asking is relevant. You cannot tell all the truths
you know to all men you meet. Excuse me, I am
eight years old. Pardon me, I have read Hamlet. I
believe that Shakespeare's plays were written by
Shakespeare, not by Bacon. Bacon was born in
1561. Two plus two is four. I don't believe
everything that is said in the Bible. The evidence
for a life aftert-death is far from overwhelming, and
that for an e entual resurrection of the dead is
even poorer. 'Surely, asking is relevant. ... So
many never ask. What about them? So many,
though far less, do. Why not try to answer those
who ask, which is more than tbere is time for,
instead of seeking out those who don't? There are
so many ways of asking. Taking a course, going to
lectures, reading a book. Assuming the courses,
lectures, and books are clearly labeled, and the
author's, speaker's, or teacher's name gives some
clue. Then those who come or read are asking a
question; and to .be less than truthful would be
deception. Walter Kaufmann

It was not so long ago that when one proposed to
speak of a biblical or theological "scholar" from
the ranks of the Churches of Christ the only name
which might come to mind, after Alexander
Campbell, was J. W. McGarvey. But while his name
is yet spoken with reverence, chiefly because of an
early work, the Commentary on Acts (1863;
revised 1892), McGarvey could not be acknowl-
edged without embarrassment. For young church
members of intellectual pretensions, it was awk-

DON HAYMES holds no academic degrees. He works for
the National Conference of Christians and Jews in Mem-
phis, Tennessee.

SEPTEMBER,1974 70 5

2



ward that McGarvey had published his last major
work, a defense of the Mosaic authorship of
Deuteronomy, in 1902 when he was 73 years old.
Older members of a more sectarian bent couldn't
have cared less about that-the older and more
out-of-date his work was, the better-but they
lamented that McGarvey had been "soft on the
piano" when push came to shove in the battle over
the use of instrumental music in worship around
the turn of the century.'
Nevertheless, until recently it was J. W. McGar-

vey-who technically died outside the full fellow-
ship and sanction of the non-instrument church-or
nobody. This is a curious situation, for despite the
late James DeForest Murch's charge that the
non instrument churches were "isolated from the
mainstream of the Christian world and [rom the
cultural and scientific movements of society in
general" the Churches of Christ weren't all that
anti-intellectual, and in fact managed to develop a
network of liberal arts colleges which, for all their
faults, provided a quality of education unmatched
by that of the Bible colleges sponsored by Murch's
own faction. Only in the matter of the study of
scripture and theology was the door of knowledge
slammed shut and locked tight. Those who dared
to open it, either in the press or on the campus,
were quickly disabused of any notion of freedom
and fair play. One of several casualties was Dr.
George A. Klingman, a popular professor with a
Harvard degree who was driven from Abilene
Christian College by Jesse P. Sewell shortly after
World War I.' Incidents of that sort have contin-

1 Actually, McGarvey detested the use of the piano and
said so, but he refused to "disfellowship" his brethren who
advocated it; a cynic might add that McGarvey may well
have preferred to spend his last years close to the ranks of
those who had supported his work rather than in the
uncertain company of the crotchety and suspicious
leadership of the "anti-organ conservatives," who held little
brief for scholarship, however "conservative," unless it
served a purpose of the moment.

2 James DeForest Murch, Christians Only (Cincinnati:
Standard Publishing Company, 1962) p. 237.

3 "I had to get rid of him," the late Mr. Sewell told me
more than 40 years later, the fires of ancient combats
glowing again in his eyes. "He was a false teacher, an infidel
corrupting our young people." Dr. Klingman's troubles
seem to have arisen because he did not join in the crusades
against pre-millenialism. dancing and musical instru-
ments-not because he supported or condoned these things,
but because he simply had no interest in them. Ironically,
Jesse P. Sewell later tried to establish programs in theology
and the Classics, but failed because he could not find
support.
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ued until this day, and there has been in some
quarters an active attempt to discourage young
men and women from graduate study in scripture
and theology.'

QOi« 0'''"study of the
scripture in Churches of Christ has meant memori-
zing selected proof-texts in order to denounce
opponents and terrify "prospects"; study of the
Greek has focused on psallo, a word crucial to the
controversy over musical instruments, and a few
other words or phrases essential to the church's
peculiar understanding of itself and its role in the
religious environment of the United States. Rarely
did some brave soui venture beyond the religious
education prescribed by the Christian colleges;
only increasing pressures of academic accreditation
and respectability could finally force the colleges
to send a few of their closely guarded brood to the
Southern Baptist seminaries in Fort Worth and
New Orleans, with careful instructions to be waty
of "Modernism" and the diabolical doctrine of
"once saved, always saved." When indeed someone
did imbibe deeply of scholarship'S heady nectar, he
was most often given a rapid service of exorcism by
the repeated incantation of the magic epithets,
"Modernist" and "Liberal."
Whenever some church leader assayed to discuss

issues or problems beyond the rather limited scope
of Church of Christ doctrine, the method of
argument was, more often than not, what John
Kenneth Galbraith has called "Fact Promotion",
"the practice of citing something as fact in the
belief that the citation will make it so."s This
method has not yet been abandoned, even in the
most reputable academic circles, as even a casual
survey of Church of Christ journals will show. The
more virulent forms of this disease employ all sorts
of epithets, distortions, and double-talk to convince
the reader or auditor that what the preacher or
writer says is so because he says the Bible says it's
so. Here is Professor J. D. Thomas of ACC after
that old bogeyman, "academic freedom",

Everybody's academic freedom has some limitations.
No professor in America is allowed to teach Corn-
munism favorably, yet an absolute academic freedom

4 David Lipscomb College even now counsels its
graduating seniors to seek graduate degrees in secular fields
if they intend to teach Bible at Lipscomb.

5 John Kenneth Galbraith, "Grump's Fourth Law of
Politics .. ," New York, May 22,1972, p. 65.
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would have to allow this. This means that certain
spiritual and value commitments which are beyond
the reach of the student's knowledge through use of
the scientific method, are yet counted by everyone to
be legitimate and not at all in violation of academic
freedom. Faith in God and in the Bible as his word,
therefore, are intellectually respectable. Prejudices in
certain academic communities would deny this, but
when it occurs, it is only on the a thority of
prejudice.f

Here is "Fact Promotion" at work, in a stream of
unsupported and highly questionable assertions,
combined in this instance with an elusive syntax.
Perhaps Professor J. D. Bales could acquaint J. D.
Thomas with the positions which are or have been
held by Herbert Marcuse, Herbert Aptheker,
Angela Davis and numerous others who could be
expected "to teach Communism favorably." But
the tactic, in this instance, is not designed to
inform; it is, rather, calculated to reassure and
soothe the bloodthirsty legions of preachers who
rise up to demand an occasional living sacrifice,
much in the spirit of a Spanish Inquisition in
double-knit suits. In less overtly political contexts,
such as the study of the biblical text itself, this
method sets out to "prove" the fixed, presupposed
conclusions of the sect and the individual writer or
preacher, wrapping itself in the rhetoric of "truth."
This "truth" is pronounced to be "inerrant, infalli-
ble, and inspired"-and not just "inspired," but
"verbally inspired." Here are C. R. Nichol and R.
L. Whiteside, expounding the doctrine and using
the method:

Some of the men who were engaged in writing the
Bible were not regarded as educated men. It should
be remembered, however, that they were not compel-
led to rely on their own literary attainments, training,
or mental ability in making known the will of the
Lord, for they "spoke from God, being moved by the
Holy Spirit." (1 Peter 1021)

Verbal Inspiration

From the following considerations it will be seen that
the Holy Spirit selected the very words which
inspired men used; (1) On no other ground can some
statements in the Bible be explained. It is expressly
stated that the apostles began to "speak with other
tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance." (Acts
2:4) (2) Inspired men frequently spoke and wrote
things which they themselves did not understand.
"Therefore have I uttered that which I understood
not, things too wonderful for me, which I knew not."
(Job 42:3) When the Holy Spirit said through Peter,
"For to you is the promise, and to your children, and

6 J. D. Thomas, "The Place of Scholarship (3)," Firm
Foundation, November 30, ]971, p. 759.
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to all that are afar off" (Acts 2: 39), Peter did not
fully understand what was meant. The prophets
sometimes searched diligently trying to find out the
meaning of their own words. (l Peter 1:10, 11) It is a
certain fact that one cannot select words and frame a
sentence to express a thought which he does not
understand. (3) Inspired men frequently spoke in
languages which they did not understand. In such
instances it was utterly impossible for them to select
the words.7

The intelligent reader will, however much he
sympathizes with the conclusion proposed by these
authors, note the weakness of the arguments and
the misuse of the proof-texts offered in support. It
is an unfortunate bit of verbal gymnastics, of the
sort decried by the great scholar of Latin Classics,
A. E. Housman, in a famous address:

This method, conclusion first, reasons afterwards, has
always been in high favour with the human race: you
write down at the outset the answer to the sum; then
you proceed to fabricate, not for use but for
exhibition to the public, the ciphering by which you
can pretend to have arrived at it. The method has one
obvious advantage-that you are thus quite sure of
reaching the conclusion you want to reach: if you
began with your reasons, there is no telling where
they might lead you, and likely enough you would
never get to the desired conclusion at all. e

It is important to note, in passing, that this is
the same method which Church of Christ writers
and speakers have often accused "Modernists" of
using. Here is J. D. Thomas again, chiding some
scholars for their presuppositions:

Bible believers have no objection to any scientific fact
or even to a critical study of the Bible, as long as it is
truly scientific. What is objected to is the philosophi-
cal extension which rejects the supernatural in ad-
vance, but which is later unjustifiably claimed as a
necessary conclusion of "scientific historical criti-
cism. ,,9

7 C. R. Nichol and R. L. Whiteside, Sound Doctrine,
Vol. I (Clifton, Texas, Nichol Publishing Company, 1920),
pp. 13-14. I will refer again, at the conclusion of this essay,
to this remarkable little catechism-for that is what it is,
and in its time and place it was extraordinarily effective. It
will be seen that I have but little agreement with the
assumptions, ideology, and theological method of this
book, but the lucidity of its presentation cannot be faulted.
The simplicity of its language and the economy of its style
are worthy of careful study and emulation by any scholar
who would presume to communicate with people who do
not share his academic training and presuppositions.

8 A. E. Housman, "Introductory Lecture," in John
Carter, ed., A. E. Housman: Selected Prose (London:
Cambridge University Press, 1961), p. 2.

9 J. D. Thomas, Facts and Faith, Vol. I (Abilene, Texas:
Biblical Research Press, 1965), p. 50.
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Professor Thomas has a good point; but what does
he mean by "truly scientific" biblical study? I
suspect that Professor Thomas may be using these
words in a special way, with not quite their usual
meaning. Consider his advice to "Modernists,"
contained in this remarkable sentence:

The roots of Modernism are grounded in human
philosophy and if Modernists would be willing in all
humility to hunger and thirst after righteousness
sufficiently to study the Bible thoroughly considering
the possibility that it is the inspired and authoritative
word of God presenting a unified and systematic
presentation of his scheme of redemption, seeking at
all problem points to resolve the difficulties, they
would be amazed to find deep and meaningful
answers to their problems of life and to the basic
philosophical questions that men have pondered. to

Is Dr. Thomas saying that the presuppositions and
thought processes of those with whom he disagrees
are "wrong," while his own are "truly scientific"?
If so, he would not be the first to make such an
assumption; he is operating within a firmly estab-
lished tradition, which has formed the attitude
toward biblical scholarship of an entire subculture.

II

It is possible for a modern observer-especially one
who "wasn't there"-to become entirely too harsh,
too judgmental, too critical in recounting this
history. I have no doubt that some readers are now
ready to file that charge against me; they may be
right. No thinking in theology and religion can be
separated from the culture and tradition in which
it takes place. The fallout from the Civil War and
the Fundamentalist-Modernist controversy has
rained for decades on every Southern backwater.
While members of what has become the noninstru-
ment Churches of Christ may have had little to do
with either of these cataclysmic phenomena, they
have not been able to escape the consequences.
Again, it is necessary to point out that, despite the
"horror stories" which can be told about an
isolated, if often highly vocal, minority, the
Churches of Christ have not been anti-intellectual;
at least, they were no more so than other groups in
their time and place. Many brilliant minds have
emerged, and their influence has been felt in every
sector of American life; while many of these-espe-

10J. D. Thomas, "The Faith and Contemporary
Theology," Restoration Quarterly, II (No.1, 1958), 31.
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cially in the arts-may have "left the church," that
difficulty has as mu ch to do with culture as
theology, and the way in which culture and
theology have been yoked together throughout the
South.

AOd ,~Oin the study of
scripture and theology, there were exceptions-
men who managed to pursue critical study and
remain members of the Churches of Christ, while
maintaining their personal integrity. It was diffi-
cult, but it could be done, and gradually it began
to be done more often. One thinks of E. W.
McMillan earning his Bachelor of Divinity degree at
Southern Methodist University in the early 1930's,
when that school was infamous in some quarters as
a "hotbed of liberalism." Whatever suspicions he
may have aroused at the time among the more
zealous guardians of dogma, Mr. McMillan's over-
powering personal presence, great dignity, and
unquestioned integrity carried him through. It
should be noted, however, that Mr. McMillan did
not pursue scholarship as a vocation; his interests
were evangelical and organizational.
And remember the venerable William McAllen

Green, who earned his doctorate at Berkeley in
1930, with a dissertation on St. Augustine's City of
God. He is an acknowledged authority on Augus-
tine, with many publications and honors. He is not
a biblical scholar or theologian per se, although he
has occasionally brought his mastery of the lan-
guages to bear on problems which have concerned
the Churches of Christ. In more recent years, since
his retirement as Professor of Classics at Berkeley,
he has taught courses in the Bible Department of
Pepperdine University.
While these men were, sadly, the exception

rather than the rule, they provided the inspiration
and the example for others who were to follow.
And others did follow. By 1942, W. B. West, Jr.,
had been awarded the degree of Doctor of Theolo-
gy from the University of Southern California for
his dissertation on An Ante-Nicene Exegesis of
Galatians and Romans, and LeMoine Gaunce Lewis
had begun his strange and strenuous pilgrimage
from the dusty plains of Texas to the ivy-covered
cloisters of Harvard University.
Only time, and the history to be written by

future generations, will establish the true value of
the contribution of LeMoine Lewis to the recent
history of scholarship in the Churches of Christ. It
can be said now that he is a pivotal figure. He is
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not, in the strictest sense, a scholar-certainly not a
scholar in scripture-and his personal theology is
enigmatic, a thorough blend of tradition and
mysticism, a complex communion with the past
and a veiled vision of the future. His brother, Jack
P. Lewis, has surpassed him in learning and breadth
of experience while earning a doctorate in New
Testament from Harvard and another in Old
Testament from Hebrew Union. But ILeMoine
Lewis surveyed the wreckage of human hopes and
divine dreams that is the history of the! Christian
church, and saw his duty plain. He returned to his
alma mater, Abilene Christian College, as a man
seized by a mission, and the fruits of his labor are
visible on the faculties of several major American
universities, as well as the Christian colleges. In
1960, Professor Everett Ferguson, then recently
emerged from Harvard, paid an early tribute to the
special genius of LeMoine Lewis as educator:

Brother LeMoine Lewis was the first man to intro-
duce me to the wonderful world of church history.
He did so in an enriching and stimulating course in
History of Doctrines. I recall that he said that a
person needs to go through church history twice
befo.re the subject really soaks in. There is a lot of
truth in that statement. lowe my going to Harvard
and my delight in church historical studies to him. I
also owe much of my knowledge of church history to
the fact that he carried me through the first time. II

While Professor Lewis may have sent as many
young men to mission fields and local churches as
to graduate studies, it is his almost single-handed
creation of a new tradition of scholarship which
will remain his legacy. It is his encouragement-
"matching the boy with the school"-which has
brought many young men not only to Harvard, but
to Yale, Princeton, Vanderbilt, Chicago, and even
Southwestern Baptist. I do not intend to minimize
the contribution of other individuals to the renais-
sance of scholarship in the Churches of Christ; I
simply wish to document an important chapter in
this saga.

During and after World War II, a number of
other men were engaged in doctoral studies, but
few of them produced work related to the text or
theology. Most doctoral dissertations of this period
seemed to be concerned with what might be called
"Restoration Studies, II or with homiletics, or both.
In 1948 Frank Pack completed his doctoral work
at USC with a dissertation on The Methodology of
Origen as a Textual Critic in Arriving at the Text of

II Everett Ferguson, "How the Abilene Christian College
Graduate Program Has Stood Up," in Christian Faith iiJ the
Modern World, Abilene Christian College Annual Bible
Lectures, 1960 (Abilene, ACC Press, 1960), p. 483.
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the New Testament, combining the disciplines of
church history and textual study in a synthesis
which has been widely admired. Other work in the
1950's followed the same pattern when dealing
with the New Testament: either study of some
aspect of the New Testament faith in its contempo-
rary setting-ve.g., Leroy Garrett (at Harvard) on
The New jerusalem, A Study in jewish and
Christian Apocalyptic, Robert L. Johnson (at New
York University) on A Critical Comparison of
Early Stoicism and New Testament Christianity; or
if direct work on a text was done, then a
noncanonical text was chosen-e.g., Jack P. Lewis
(at Harvard) with An Introduction to the Testa-
ments of the Twelve Patriarchs, J. D. Thomas (at
the University of Chicago) establishing The Greek
Text of Tobit. In Old Testament studies, there was
consideration of the text by Woodrow Wilson (at
Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary) on
The Date of the Exodus, and John A. Scott (at the
University of Pennsylvania) on The Tabernacle.
Study of the languages advanced, with the late J.
W. Roberts (at the University of Texas) and Paul
Southern (at the Southern Baptist Theological
Seminary) earning doctorates in Greek.12 But a
pattern was established, and its effects continue to
be felt today: a firm resistance to serious, critical
study of the text and theology of the New
Testament itself You can talk about it, you can
write about it, but you don't do it.

this been a con-
scious, corporate decision? In the sense of conspir-
acy, probably not. But it has been a deliberate
course of action, not limited to members of the
Churches of Christ but common to members of
other sects-conservative, evangelical, and funda-
mentalist-as well. 13 It is a remarkable charac-

12 For some of the dissertations produced by Church of
Christ doctoral candidates through 1958, see Alex
Humphrey, Jr., "A List of Some Doctors of Philosophy and
Doctors of Theology Dissertations by Members of Churches
of Christ," Restoration Quarterly, 1I (No.2, 1958),71-72.

13Dean Krister Stendahl of Harvard Divinity School has
taken steps to end this kind of evasion at that institution.
After his arrival there in 1955 he became increasingly
concerned that bright young men from the conservative
schools came to Harvard to take advantage of its academic
resources and prestige, to learn the methods of critical
study, but then to attempt to evade their responsibilities by
working only on texts outside the canon. He began to insist
that they work within the canon.

74 9



tensnc, this reluctance to grapple with the New
Testament, especially in a group which has staked
everything on the witness of the New Testament. It
seems that Church of Christ scholars can subject
everything-Old Testament, church history, lan-
guages, ethics, tradition, Restoration heroes-to
critical scrutiny; everything but the very thing that
matters more than all else: the New Testament.
This is nothing less than a kind of academic
schizophrenia, a refusal to face reality, a fatal flaw.
As we continue to trace the history of scholarship
among members of the Churches of Christ, we shall
see it again and again.

By the mid-1950's the first generation of
"LeMoine's boys" had arrived at Harvard-Everett
Ferguson, Pat Harrell, Abraham Malherbe. Roy
Bowen Ward and Harold Forshey from ACC came
to Harvard soon after. They were joined by Don
McGaughey from Harding and Thomas H. Olbricht,
who came to Harvard for an STB degree after
earning his doctorate in speech at the University of
Iowa. With two exceptions, these men continued in
the footsteps of their predecessors. One cannot
minimize their accomplishments: Malherbe, Fer-
guson, and Harrell (who completed his doctorate at
Boston Universiry) all performed brilliant work in
early church history. They were trained in critical
methods, and they were later to write about
critical study of the New Testament, but they did
not choose to pursue it.

It was Roy Bowen Ward who broke out of this
rut at Harvard. A young man of mild demeanor but
independent spirit, he had spent only two of his
undergraduate years at ACC, coming there from a
"state school." He was the first of the Church of
Christ men to begin work in New Testament under
the new Krister Stendahl regime, which demanded
rigorous analysis of the canonical text, and he was
the first to concentrate on serious form-critical
exegesis of the text, culminating in his dissertation
on The Communal Concern in the Epistle of
James, completed in 1966. He was soon joined in
these studies by Don McGaughey, who completed
a dissertation on Hebrews at Boston University,
after taking his STB from Harvard. At the same
time, Richard Batey was finishing his work on
Ephesians at Vanderbilt, independently following
the same threads of thought which had begun to
fascinate the Harvard group.

Other young, aspiring scholars continued to
migrate to Harvard, Yale, Union, Vanderbilt and
other centers of learning throughout the 1960's. It
was a time of ferment and excitement, of hope and
idealism. At Harvard, William Martin, Harold
Vanderpool, Warren Lewis, and Harold Straughn,
were awakened to the critical study of the text
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"It is a remarkable characteristic, this
reluctance to grapple with the New
Testament, especially in a group
which has staked everything on the
witness of the New Testament."

under Stendahl, but followed other threads in their
doctoral studies-Martin in sociology of religion,
Vanderpool in American church history, Lewis in
medieval church history, and Straughn in theology.
However, Leslie Kline, who came after them, has
immersed himself in the method of redaction
criticism. J. J. M. (Jimmy) Roberts distinguished
himself in Old Testament and Assyrian studies.

At Yale, Derwood Smith in New Testament and
Paul Watson in Old Testament produced formid-
able work. (And it was Derwood Smith who
inadvertently collided with the monumental ego of
Ira Y. Rice, jr., precipitating that classic of
witch-hunting, buffoonery, and libel, Axe on the
Root.) Others who pursued degrees at Yale in
those years included Robert Randolph, Michael
Eldridge, Michael Finley, and Lewis Rambo. To-
day, David Balch is engaged in New Testament
studies there.

At Vanderbilt, John T. Willis produced an
intensive analysis of the Old Testament book of
Micah. Also at Vanderbilt, Sam Grady McFarland
investigated the complex relationships between
strongly held religious belief and mental health.
James W. Thompson, who took his B.D. at Union
Seminary in New York, has completed work in
New Testament at Vanderbilt this year.

Richard Batey in New Testament pursued
studies at Tubingen, in West Germany, where
Warren Lewis later completed a massive doctoral
dissertation after taking the STB from Harvard and
a Licentiate in medieval studies from the Pontifical
Institute in Toronto. Harold Straughn, James
Thompson and David Balch have studied at
Tiibingen and Balch spent a year at the Ecumenical
Institute in Jerusalem. '4 James K. Zink pursued
Old Testament studies at the School of Oriental
Research in Jerusalem.

1410 compiling this admittedly somewhat tedious
academic body count, I have relied chiefly on memory;
beyond doubt, I have forgotten some good men who should
have been included, and have included others who would
prefer to have been left out. To the former, I apologize for
my oversight; to the latter, I can only say, "That's life." I
harbor only the highest admiration-and not a little
envy-for the academic achievements of all these men.
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III

Out of the early excitement rising from the revival
of studies was born a new journal to be devoted to
scholarship, Restoration Quarterly (hereafter re-
ferred to as RQ), which appeared for the first time
in 1957. J. W. Roberts, a Professor 0 Greek at
ACC was the first permanent editor, beginning
with' the third issue; he retained a firm, if open,
hand at the helm until his untimely death in 1973.
He has been succeeded by his colleague on the
ACC faculty, Thomas H. Olbricht. But the primary
impetus in organizing RQ came from "LeMome's

dIS I .boys"-Malherbe, Harrell, an Ferguson. nits
early years, Pat Harrell was the business manager
and, effectively, the "owner" of RQ, while Abra-
ham Malherbe served as its executive secretary.
Everett Ferguson has written or edited the bulk of
th.e book reviews over the years, in addition to
contributing excellent articles about early church
history. .
Until the major participants in the drama gIVeus

their memoirs we may only speculate about the
political maneuvering-conflict and compromlse-
which must have dominated the birth and early
years of RQ. Its first editorial board was composed
of a veritable cross-section of the Church of Chnst
Establishment of the late 1950's: Batsell Barrett
Baxter and Joe Sanders of David Lipscomb Col-
lege, J. W. Roberts and J. D. Thomas of ACC, Jack
P. Lewis of Harding, William Green of Berkeley,
and Reuel Lemmons, editor of Firm Foundation.
Early issues of RQ were printed by the Firm
Foundation Publishing House. Except for contri-
butions by Green, Ferguson, Harrell, Malherbe,
Roberts, and Ralph Graham, the articles published
in the first year of RQ did not in general exhibit a
greater degree of scholarship than one might have
expected to entertain in the pages of the Firm
Foundation or Gospel Advocate. There seems, in
fact to have been no little difficulty in obtaining
arti~les, and this may account for the quality of
some of the early material published. An annual
"J. W. McGarvey Award" of $100 was announced
in the second year as an incentive for the sub-
mission of high-quality work.
However, as in Samuel Johnson's famous remark

companng a woman's preaching with a dog's
standing on his hind legs, one ought to be

15 J. W. Roberts acknowledged that Malherbe and Harrell
"were responsible for the beginning of the journal;" see "A
Signal Honor," Restoration QuarterLy, VII (Nos. 1 and 2,
1963),1.
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surprised, not that RQ was done well or badly, but
that it was done at all. And it survived; that was a
major miracle, in a sect which has always preferred
to observe miracles at the proper historical dis-
tance. Survival is not the same as success; but in
order to succeed, one must first survive. In the
unique time-consciousness of the world of scholar-
ship, RQ is still young, still a "recent venture." Its
potential is yet to be realized. . 16 .

Today, RQ claims a circulation of 500; ItS
actual readership may be more or less than that,
depending on who's counting. It is an attractive, if
somewhat staid, publication, with an appeahng,
readable type face and a distinctive "modern army
green" cover. At a subscription price of $5.00 a
year, it must be losing money. It can only be a
labor of love.
Since a reorganization in 1963, the RQ editorial

board has been somewhat less "political," more
slanted toward academe. 17 The change had, even
earlier, been reflected in its pages, and RQ has
evolved into an outlet for serious academic effort,
with less and less space devoted to purely dogmatic
considerations; if this material is not exciting, it is,
at least, not embarrassing. With the passage of
time there has been less reticence in writing about
"higher criticism" with approval, and a number of
writers have suggested, even praised, the use of
various critical methods. Essays in RQ have demon-
strated these methods on the Old Testament
and-more rarely-on the New Testament, with
interesting results, as we shall see.

E"ffi before "high" criti-
cism" and historical-critical methods had become a
topic for approving comment in RQ, s?me writers
were, without fanfare, already embarked on cau-
tious textual criticism; in 1959-60 three of them
examined the textual authority for John
7: 53-8: ll-the Pericope Adulterae, or "Story of
the Woman Taken in Adultery"-and all three
rejected the notion that the narrative was part of
the original text of John. This was a fairly safe
conclusion, for the translators of the Amencan

16 Arthur L. Miley, "Anatomy of Christian Periodicals,"
Mission, January, 1974, p. 17.

1710 1963, the reorganized board dropped Baxter,
Sanders, and Lemmons, adding Ferguson, Harrell, Mal-
herbe, Tom Olbricht, and Frank Pack. These men, with ~he
original members who remained, became a ne~ ~<:>rporatlOn
which relieved Harrell of his financial responsibility for the
journal.
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Standard Version had bracketed the material, and
the Revised Standard Version had relegated the
entire passage to a footnote. In RQ Earle McMillan
surveyed thework of previous students of the text
and then concluded, in a manner typical of RQ
writers at that time:

Upon this investigation the present author believes
that the passage is neither J ohannine, nor should it be
considered part of the original text. However, because
of its tradition it needs to be retained somewhere.
This place is as good as any, if one is familiar with
the problem involved. 18

Two issues later, in the first use of form-criticism
in RQ, Roy Bowen Ward theorized that the
narrative was part of a Caesarean oral and textual
tradition-a "proto-Luke"-which later found its
way into the canonical gospels, inserted after Luke
21:38 in a very few manuscripts, and after John
7:52 in a few others.!? Later Fausto Salvoni
picked up the discussion, arguing from the same
form-critical and philological evidence that the
story was originally part of the canonical Luke."?
In a series of articles 21 Frank Pack then carried

on a learned and thorough discussion of textual
problems and textual criticism. He calls the second
century "the period of obscurity, and the period
that has so profoundly influenced textual tradi-
tions of the Greek New Testament." 22 He notes
Origen's statement, early in the third century, that
"It is a recognized fact that there is much diversity
in our copies," and offers several possible causes
for this state of the text at that time.?" He advises
that "there is no easy or simple way to arrive at the
New Testament text in the face of the great mass
of manuscripts and the variations which they
present."" But it remained for Roy Bowen Ward,

18 Earle McMillan, "Textual Authority for John
7:53-8:11," Restoration Quarterly, III (No.1, 1959),22.

19Roy Bowen Ward, "The Case for John 7:53-8:11,"
Restoration Quarterly, III (No.3, 1959), 138-139.
2oFausto Salvoni, "Textual Authority for John

7:53-8:11," Restoration Quarterly, IV (No.1, 1960),
11-15.

21 Frank Pack, "A Study of Papyrus Bodmer II (p66),"
Restoration Quarterly, IV (No.1, 1960), 1-10; "A Study of
Papyrus Bodmer II (p66) (II)," RQ, IV (No.2, 1960),
61-70; "Origen's Evaluation of Textual Variants in the
Greek Bible," RQ, IV (No.3, 1960), 139-146; "The
'Western' Texr of Acts," RQ, IV (No.4, 1960), 220-234;
"The Contributions of Textual Criticism to the Inter-
pretation of the New Testament," RQ, V (No.4, 1961),
179-192.

22 Ibid., IV, 2, 70.
23 Ibid., IV, 3, 141£.
2. Ibid., V, 4, 189.

in the context of a later book review, to spell out
the implications of this knowledge for the concept
of an "inerrant, infallible" Bible:

The fact of the matter is that we have a pretty good
idea of the nature of the New Testament text in
Alexandria c. 200. What the text was like at the same
time in other areas is not certain. The great difference
between the Western Text and the Alexandrian Text
raises the yet-unanswered question of what the early
text was like in areas outside of Alexandria, not only
in 200 but also earlier.
Many of the alternative readings do reflect theo-

logical tendencies, and it is difficult to understand
how these could be called "of minor significance."
The textual work of Marcion, Tatian, Origen et at. was
related to their theological tendencies, and the text
reading of these figures does appear in early manu-
scripts .... In the case of textual criticism we must
simply admit that there are problems which may be
insoluble until we find the autographs. In the
meantime, we who use the New Testament are
dependent on the way in which the churches of the
second and third centuries read their text. 25

Meanwhile, tile discussion-and advocacv -of
critical methods had begun in earnest. In 1961
Abraham Malherbe opened the door with a descrip-
tion of the aims and procedures of exegesis which
he began by saying: "Exegesis must govern theol-
ogy. Theology must not be allowed to rule
exegesis, for then this discipline loses its character
and becomes eisegesis." 26 Malherbe discussed the
problem of presuppositions and proposed one as
"valid" :

... that in Christ a new meaning of history is
revealed-revealed in the first century, but with a
validity for all time. This presupposition was also that
of the writers of the N. T .... we can approach it as
an object in history which not only can be inter-
preted today, but must be interpreted because it gives
meaning to our own historical existence. 27

Having set forth this presupposition as the basis of
study, Malherbe then takes up the problem of
method:

But what does this understanding mean to us in our
concern with exegetical method? Does it deny the
value of the historical-critical method? Does it mean
that what has been described as a valid presupposition
will force dogmatic propositions into the text and so
rule exegesis? To both of the last two questions, the
answer should be an emphatic "no." The N. T., which

25 Roy Bowen Ward, "Reviews," Restoration Quarterly,
X (No.2, 1967), 107-108.

26 Abraham J. Malherbe, "An Introduction: The Task
and Method of Exegesis," Restoration Quarterly, V (No.
4, 1961), 169.

27 Ibid., 171-172.
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is the explication of the Christological message, which
is our presupposition, is nevertheless a phenomenon
in history, which not only gives meaning to history,
but partakes of it.... Therefore, if the Biblical
revelation is to be understood correctly, it must be
subjected to the method of historical criticism. 28

Interpretation of the text (hermeneutics) and its
relationship to exegetical method was discussed in
the same issue by Don McGaughey, 29 fnd a year
later, Harold Forshey raised the questi n for Old
Testament study which the critica methods
brought to bear:

... the issue with which the conservative apologete
must concern himself has changed substantially since
the writings of McGarvey. the issue at stake is
basically one of how we are to understand the
literature of the Old Testament. Its basic picture of
the history of Israel has been justified, but in setting
Israel in the context of its environment archaeology
has raised the fundamental question of how we are to
understand God's revelation to Israel in his acts of
deliverance and their interpretation as set forth in the
Old Testament.

What are the implications for the questions of
authorship which the treatment of Biblical material as
bodies of tradition has raised? Is it necessary to
defend, for example, the Mosaic authorship of the
book of Deuteronomy in its present form? Or can
one, when he has granted that the book of Deuter-
onomy rests on material which is Mosaical, leave the
matter there? If so, what does this say about the idea
of inspiration?3o

Mr. Forshey raises these questions, but he answers
them only in the implication of the questions
themselves. It is a favored format in RQ through
the years. But RQ scholars were growing less
reluctant to rely on critical methods and to discuss
them as proper research tools. Paul Watson, by
then a student at Yale, wrote in praise of form
criticism:

The use of form criticism as an exegetical method in
no way obviates the need for the use of other
methods as well. Text criticism, matters of intro-
duction, archaeology, etc., all have their proper place.
But insofar as form criticism can illuminate the text
and bring it into sharper focus, it provides the exegete
with another valuable, indeed vital, tool for under-
standing God's word to man. 31

28 Ibid., 172.
29Don H. McGaughey, "The Problem of Biblical

Hermeneutics," Restoration Quarterly, V (No.4, 1961),
256.

30 Harold Forshey, "Apologetics and Historical
Criticism," Restoration Quarterly, VI (No.4, 1962),228.

31 Paul Watson, "Form Criticism and an Exegesis of
Micah 6:1-8," Restoration Quarterly, VII (Nos. 1 and 2,
1963),72.
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Watson also took aim at the problems of presup-
positions and traditional interpretations:

. . . the interpreter must ever consider the divine
source of revelation and not excuse his own bias as
"inevitable." In so doing the interpreter will allow
God's Word continually to instruct him, and will
never consider any prior interpretation (even his
ownl) as absolute. This can be the only viable
procedure if one would participate in and appropriate
the Biblical faith. 32

By 1967 Leslie Kline was writing from Harvard
with great enthusiasm for "redaction criticism" in
studying the gospels, taking the discussion a step
beyond form criticism:

The use of redaction criticism adds an important new
dimension to gospel studies which, on the one hand,
builds upon the work and results of form criticism
and, on the other hand, supplements form criticism in
calling attention to the theological contributions of
the individual evangelists and the perspective of their
individual gospels .... This means, 'of course, that the
possibility for many new insights into ~he gospel
material is opened up .... It also opens up the
possibility of using the different gospels to tell more
about the various church situations in furthering
understanding of the history and development of the
early church. Theologically, it points to the gospels as
four different responses to the life and event of Jesus
Christ which emphasizes the "richness" and "fulness"
of that event.

Finally, like all such enterprises, redaction criticism
has its limitations and will doubtlessly foster certain
excesses and extremes in its application. But any
critical method must be utilized to the fullest in order
to discover its contributions and its limitations. This
does not speak against the method itself. Redaction
criticism is here to stay as a permanent part of critical
studies into the gospels. 33

By iszzeven Chri
tian college professors could, in RQ, espouse the
use of critical methods. Professor John T. WIllis,
who had just moved from David Lipscomb College
to ACC, began his article with a statement about
inspiration:

The present writer assumes that the Bible is "inspired
of God" (II Tim. 3: 16) and is committed to the
conviction that one's understanding of how the Bible
was inspired must be a Biblical understanding; that is,
it must be determined, not by philosophical discus-
sion and logic but by a careful, critical, scholarly

32Paul Watson, "Old Testament Theology," Restoration
Quarterly, IX (No.4, 1966), 273-274.

33 Leslie Kline, "Redaction Criticism of the Gospels,"
Restoration Quarterly, X (No.4, 1967), 183-184.
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examination of the claims and phenomena found in
the Bible itself. For example, it is immediately clear
to one familiar with the text of the Bible that all of it
was not dictated by God to passive human beings. 34

Later on in the essay, Dr. Willis turns to the
tension between belief in inspiration and critical
study:

One's belief or lack of belief in the inspiration of the
Bible does not invalidate the value of a methodologi-
cal approach to help the student learn all he can
about the original situation and the several factors
that issued in the final literary unit and thus now be
able to comprehend the meaning of the Biblical
message better. The most adequately prepared stu-
dent will avail himself of the best which each method
of Biblical criticism or Biblical study has to offer. 35

In the next issue, Professor Thomas H. Olbricht of
ACC, who has since become editor of RQ, sur-
veyed several views of inspiration and then de-
clared that a decision about which theory of
inspiration was better could not be made on any a
priori ground. "The most correct view of Biblical
inspiration," he wrote, "is that which is most
Biblical in respect to accounting for internal
evidence as to the Bible's origin."?" In his conclu-
sion, after citing redaction criticism as "helpful" in
understanding Luke,"? Dr. Olbricht ends on an
affirmative note for critical studies:

Because of the complexity of the Biblical materials it
is to be expected that numerous conclusions will be
forthcoming and that scholars will disagree. Charity
over differences is to be exhibited, and scholars
should be wary of dogmatism concerning specific
conclusions .... Nevertheless Biblical criticism is here
to stay and is to be welcomed by all who seek a
deeper penetration into God's Word for man, even
the one who affirms that the Bible is Divine as well as
human.38

But it was again Roy Bowen Ward who had
already brought the matter home to the Churches
of Christ. In an incisive critique of "the Restora-
tion Principle" Dr. Ward proposed the resolution
of conflicts between traditional beliefs and the
results of critical research:

What is to be done, if anything, when contemporary
exegesis results in an understanding of a NT text in
variance with traditional ] 9th century Restoration
interpretation? The problem is far more acute for

34 John T. Willis, "Form Criticism and Old Testament
Study," Restoration Quarterly, XV (No.1, 1972), 1-2.

"Ibid., p. II.
36Thomas H. Olbricht, "Inspiration and Biblical

Criticism," Restoration Quarterly, XV (No.2, 1972),88.
37Ibid., p. 94.
38 Ibid.
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Restoration Theology than it is for the traditional
Protestant Conservatives or Fundamentalists. The
latter can always-and often do-fall back on the
traditional exegesis of Augustine, Luther, Calvin, et
al, In principle, this approach is not open to
Restorationists who are committed to "Back to the
Bible" without going through Calvin, Luther, and
Augustine. Independent exegesis is the aim of modern
Biblical studies, but it would seem that this aim also
inheres in the Restoration Principle.
The more difficult problem is that of hermeneu-

tics. How is the exegeted text to be applied to the
contemporary situation? The traditional Restoration
hermeneutic involves a logical system of "commands,
approved examples, and necessary inferences." This
approach ought to be subjected to critical analysis.
These categories are not set forth as a hermeneutic
within the text of the NT, but rather they are derived
from a certain logical system imposed from outside
the text. The question should be raised as to whether
or not this logical system is consonant with the
nature of the NT itself. And the presuppositions of
this hermeneutic should be discovered and clarified.
The Restoration Principle is meaningless unless the

hermeneutical problem is carefully considered. 39

This task which Dr. Ward identified in 1965
remains a primary task confronting today's Church
of Christ scholar, as we shall see.
While this discussion of critical methods and

objectives continued, the young Old Testament
specialists began to publish the results of their
investigations, with particular attention to recent
archaeological discoveries. From the Mari Archives,
a 20,OOO-tablet library uncovered at the site of
ancient Mari on the Euphrates River (in its time,
according to W. F. Albright, "the most important
state in Western Asia"): ° ]. J. M. Roberts
assembled and translated a group of letters and
documents which indicated the presence of a cult
of prophets predating and influencing those of the
Old Testament. At the end of this painstaking
article, Dr. Roberts explained the significance of
the material:

... it is surprising that there are not even greater
differences between the Mari prophets and those of
the Old Testament. The formal parallels between the
two ... are too striking to be regarded as accidental.
The Mari prophets form part of the pre-history of
biblical propbecy.
But, if one admits this conclusion, what are the

theological implications? In the first place, it means

39 Roy Bowen Ward, "'The Restoration Principle': A
Critical Analysis," Restoration QuarterLy, VIII (No.4,
1965),208-209.

40William F. Albright, From the Stone Age to
Christianity (New York: Anchor Books, 1957), p. 154.

SEPTEMBER,1974



R

that the uniqueness of the biblical revelation cannot
be sought in the sociological forms in which that
revelation is clothed. Prophets, priests, lawgivers, wise
men, and psalmists are no more unique to Israel than
temples, sacrifices, and cultic festivals. When Yahweh
sent a prophet to proclaim his word, this was no
unheard-of thing. As the Mari texts show, the West
Semitic gods had been doing that for centuries.
Yahweh merely chose one of the acceptable means of
revelation available to a West Semitic od in that
period and used it to convey his wo d ... God
condescended to the historical world in which men
live and spoke to them in the human language and
forms that men could understand. The ultimate
content of that revelation, to be sure, was revolu-
tionary in its uniqueness, and the new wine of
Yahweh's word did not leave the phenomenon of
prophecy as it had found it. There is a development
in prophecy even within the pages of the Old
Testament. But the divine content of biblical proph-
ecy never removed the phenomenon from the human,
historical world; and, since every historical phenome-
non has a certain ambiguity, it was always possible
for the false prophet to proclaim himself the mes-
senger of God and gain a following. To our own day
this very problem of discerning between the true and
the false has remained the foremost problem of
biblical faith. 41

For this article, J. J. M. Roberts received the J. W.
McGarvey Award. 42

Soon another scholar was examining archae-
ological data. This time Paul Watson surveyed the
remains of ancient Ugarit, found at Ras Shamra,
and summarized the meaning for Old Testament
study,

there is evidence of the Canaanite influence on
the Israelite cult in a positive way the plan of
Solomon's temple is almost identical to that of the
temples of Baal and Dagon at Ugarit. Perhaps even
more important, Israel's three great feasts-Passover,
Weeks, and Tabernacles-may have been borrowed
from her neighbors. The question of the origin of
Passover is involved, and it may well have been an
original Israelite feast amalgamated with the
Canaanite feast of Unleavened Bread. But especially
close are the connections between the autumnal
harvest feast of Tabernacles and the Canaanite feast
which seems to underlie the Baal-cycle. Finally,
specific types of sacrifices seem to be common to
lJgarit and Israel but not so to other Semitic
peoples.

The same process of assimilation on the one hand
and rejection on the other was also at work in the

41]. ]. M. Roberts, "Antecedents to Biblical Prophecy
from the Mari Archives," Restoration Quarterly, X (No.3,
1967),131.

42"1. W. McGarvey Award for Volume X," Restoration
Quarterly, XI (No.2, 1968), 100.
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realm of ideas. Thus it must be recognized that Israel
did find certain aspects of Canaanite myth a-religious
thought congenial, or at least convenient, to her own
explanations of God and her relationship to Him.
Thus, for example, in Psalm 68:4 we read,

Sing to God, sing praises to his name;
Lift up a song to him who rides upon the clouds;
His name is the Lord, exult before him!

But in the Ug£ritic texts, "his" name is Baal! For one
of the striking titles of Baal is precisely the name one
found here in Psalm 68, viz., "he who rides upon the
clouds." Similarly, Baal's exploits as a cosmic warrior
are quite consciously appropriated and applied to
Yahweh.43

Students of the New Testament proceeded much
more cautiously. In 1965, J. W. Roberts could still
claim that'

Questions of contradictions and presuppositions have
been adequately dealt with by able writers, and the
results are largely ignored by what is generally termed
"liberal" scholarship. 44

Yet Dr. Roberts could see definite values in that
scholarship. "At the same time," he wrote,

we ought to admit that there is something to be
learned from sincere attempts to state the gospel in
apologetic terms which it is hoped will reach
segments of modern man who will no longer listen to
the doctine of inerrancy. This value exists for the
conservative even when he does not accept the
presuppositions from which the work is written.
Surely we can bring a work of this sort under tribute
and learn from it.4s

Most of the writers in RQ appeared to agree
with J. W. Roberts' opinion that problems and
difficulties in the New Testament had already been
"adequately dealt with" by other scholars, and
passed them by on the other side, walking rapidly,
if not runmng. Hugo McCord surveyed the
Synoptic problem in 1957, presenting an unwieldy
digest of material-most of it out-of-date, and
excluding Bultmann, among others-and offering
no personal conclusion except by the implication
of his selected quotations.f " A year later, Jay
Smith commented in a footnote on the disparity
between the accounts of the Jerusalem Conference
in Acts and Galatians, again relying on someone
else's word,

43 Paul Watson, "The Ras Shamra Discoveries and Their
Impact on Old Testament Studies," Restoration Quarterly,
XI (No.3, 1968), 150-151.

44]. W. Roberts, "Reviews," Restoration Quarterly, VIII
(No.2, 1965), 133.

45 Ibid.
46 Hugo McCord, "The Synoptic Problem," Restoration

Quarterly, I (No.2, 1957), 51-69.
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Goodwin does a satisfactory job of reconciling
Galatians 2:1-10 with Acts 15:4-29, showing that the
two accounts tell the same essential story from two
different view points; i.e., Paul's personal view, and
the official council happenings. 4 7

Whether one or both or neither of these "view
points" is the objective, inspired, inerrant truth,
Mr. Smith did not say, perhaps because the
"harmony" he consulted did not say either. In the
same issue of RQ, Abraham Malherbe took a
somewhat more realistic view of what he called
"alleged contradictions" in the gospels, saying they
could "be explained by the different aims of the
authors and the approaches made by them to reach
those aims.":" But he did not delve into any of
the specifics of these problems or approaches,
although in a following article he did cite several
differences between Luke and the other gospels. 49

The only detailed ",1,,1
of the problems of the gospels to appear in RQ
came from a rather unlikely source, far outside the
tradition of Church of Christ scholarship. Fausto
Salvoni's name was fairly well known at the time
among the American Churches of Christ, for he
was an Italian Roman Catholic clergyman who had
been "converted" by American Church of Christ
missionaries. But it was not generally recognized in
America that Salvoni held two doctorates and was
a Biblical scholar of high prestige in Italy. From
1957-1963 he was a prolific contributor of articles
and reviews to R Q. so In 1961 he published a
survey of "Modern Studies on the Resurrection of
Jesus," and was rather cool toward attempts to
"harmonize" the accounts:

47 Jay Smith, "The Date of Galatians," Restoration
Quarterly, II (No.2, 1958),61.
48Abraham J. Malherbe, "Christology in Luke-Acts (1),"

Restoration Quarterly, 1I (No.2, 1958),63.
49 Ibid., II, 3, 118-119.
50Th ere was no broad public attack on Dr. Salvoni

among the perennial witch-hunting factions of the church.
Salvoni kept a "low profile" in America, did not widely
disseminate any controversial views, and had strong ties to a
prominent missionary family. He was badly needed in Italy,
to run a training school for Italian preachers, and to raise
the credibility of the Church of Christ among educated
Italians. Nevertheless, since 1963 Salvoni has not published
in RQ; whether because other tasks called for his attention
or because of adverse reaction from American supporters is
not known.

Sl Fausto Salvoni, "Modern Studies on the Resurrection
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A comparison of the various narratives of the gospels
concerning resurrection reveals many differences of
detail which raise important problems for the critic.
Two attitudes have been dominant concerning these
differences in past time. One attitude sustained an
exaggerated concordism, separating the single sen-
tences of the appearances and illogically and unnatu-
rally distributing them as pieces of a mosaic work in
order to harmonize them. This method produced a
harmonious but unnatural whole. Others going to the
opposite extreme refused to make any concordance
among all the narratives and printed them one after
the other as narratives which could not be har-
monized. Now, on the contrary, scholars think that
the gospels are different pictures of the same event,
artistically taken from different points of view and
serving to support their special purpose. Artistic,
psychological, and theological reasons are therefore
the cause of the differences that we find in the
gospels of events which seem to be separate witnesses
to the same original tradition. 52

Having introduced the broad dimensions of the
problem, Dr. Salvoni turns his attention to specific
difficulties:

The most difficult problem concerns the place of the
appearances. We find in the gospels two groups of
narrations, the first connected with Jerusalem (Luke,
John 20) and the other with the Galilean country
(Matthew, Mark, and John 21). Some authors want to
consider one of these groups as historically wrong. If
the twenty-first chapter of John is genuine, the
fourth evangelist unites the two groups of appear-
ances at Jerusalem with the ones along the shore of
the Galilean lake. [In a footnote here, Dr. Salvoni
says: "It is difficult to decide if John 21 is genuine,"
and offers some evidence on both sides.] Recent
studies try to explain these different places by
theological reasons. The writers of the gospels were
historians, but for them history was a means for
teaching theological doctrines. In order to reach their
purpose, they not only selected the most useful
appearances, but also introduced these appearances in
a redactional table created by the doctrine they
wanted to teach . _. Mark wants to emphasize the
great sensation caused by the angel appearing to the
fearful women. According to him the presence of
God always provokes fear and astonishment. Hence
he ended his gospel with the women trembling before
the message of Jesus' resurrection. There is a new
force of God that is breaking into the world ...
[Footnote: the present ending of Mark, though
inspired, probably was added later, being omitted in
the most important MSS ... It presents some
appearances of Jesus in Jerusalem, while Mark 16:7
suggested that the disciples go to Galilee where they
would see j esus.] The highest point in Matthew's

of Jesus," Restoration Quarterly, V (No.2, 1961), 89-99.
v iu«, pp. 95-96.
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narration is the missionary commandment
(Matthew 28:19). All the prior events are directed to
this point and serve it. Galilee ... was the most suited
country for the beginning of the mission work ...
For this reason perhaps, Matthew omitting all the
appearances of Jesus in Jerusalem, referred only to
the appearances of Christ in Galilee-perhaps the
same as that to five hundred mentioned by Paul in I
Corinthians 15: 6-and directed all the ot~er details to
this point ... He seems therefore to1 ignore the
appearances in Jerusalem, but this is only a literary
presentation of historical matter that he received
from the original tradition concerning the apparitions
of Jesus and the disciples [Luke] accepting the
events related in the present ending of Mark,
centralizes the appearances in Jerusalem. This is in
harmony with the plan of the gospel, where all the
facts are directed toward Jerusalem The
appearances of Jesus in Galilee did not emphasize this
order intended by Luke, and therefore were omitted
in order to support the artistic and theological vision
demanded by Luke. We do not have here an historical
error, but only a selection of facts supporting the
special point of view intended by the author. 53

After laying out this case, Dr. Salvoni summarizes
some of the questions involved and carefully states
a conclusion:

Many questions are still open: what is the real
succession of the appearances of Jesus? J erusalem-
Galilee- Jerusalem as the traditional opinion teaches?
or perhaps ... Galilee-Jerusalem. Are all the
particulars, referred to only by Matthew (as the
earthquake and the resurrection of the dead from
their tombs) historical matter or perhaps a Christian
parable wishing to convey religious teaching? ... It is
necessary to continue the study. But already a
substantial result regarding the narratives of the
gospel has been reached. They cannot be considered
mythical narrations without historical value; they are
an organic development, under some particular point
of view, of an homogeneous material going back to
the first days of Christianity. They are therefore
historically sure. 54

This is the careful, if somewhat ambiguous
conclusion of a painstaking scholar. It is
rermruscent of William F. Albright's famous
statement about the "substantial historicity" of
Genesis 11-50,55 and, like that statement, it is
likely to be misused by a certain kind of dogmatic
looking for "scholarly support;" it simply does not
mean what the fundamentalist wants it to mean.
"Historically sure" is a long way from "inerrant

53 Ibid., pp. 96-98.
54 Ibid" p. 99.
55See William F. Albright, The Biblical Period

(Pittsburgh, The Biblical Colloquium, 1950), pp. 3-4.
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and infallible," and this distinction is what
separates scholarship from dogmatic assumptions.

Dr. Salvoni's treatment was one of two studies
given special mention for "competing closest" with
the winner of the J. W. McGarvey Award for
1961. 56 Other than that, it seems to have evoked
little public reaction.

Still, eleven years passed before another scholar
inspected problems in the gospels in the pages of
RQ. This time the material was included, oddly, in
an essay on Old Testament study by Professor
John T. Willis:

In the New Testament, Matthew gives the tempta-
tions of Jesus in this order: (l) changing stones to
bread, (2) jumping off the wing of the temple, and
(3) receiving all the kingdoms of the world (Matthew
4: 1-11), while Luke gives them in a different order:
(1) changing stones to bread, (2) receiving all the
kingdoms of the world, and (3) jumping off the wing
of the temple (Luke 4:1-13). Either Matthew or Luke
or both have changed the order in which these events
originally occurred. But this is no problem for one
who believes that inspiration involves the idea that
God was overseeing the preservation and writing
down of these events, giving each biblical author the
freedom to arrange the material in a way suitable to
his purposes and the needs of his audience. 57

But "changing the order of events" is a problem
for those who believe in an infallible, inerrant
Bible-which, as we have seen, is the traditional
Church of Christ position. Professor Willis turns to
the gospels again in explaining his theory of the
development of the narratives:

"growth" of biblical material means that the
author of a biblical book did not always, or even
ordinarily, attempt to preserve the exact words of his
characters or all that his characters said but expressed
the thoughts in his own words. For example,
according to Matthew 3: 17, at the baptism of Jesus,
God said, "This is my beloved son, with whom I am
well pleased." But according to Mark 1:11 and Luke
3 :22, God said, "Thou art my beloved son, with thee
I am well pleased." Obviously, the biblical writers
were not concerned about quoting the exact words of
their characters. This fact has consistently been
recognized by advocates of the Restoration
Movement.S8

This article appeared at the same time as an essay
by Warren Lewis in Mission ("Every Scripture
Breathed of God Is Profitable," January, 1972),
which is certainly one of the most controversial

56"J. W. McGarvey Award for 1961," Restoration
Quarterly, VI (No.1, 1962), p. 18.

57John T. Willis, op. cit., p. 7.
58 Ibid" p. 8.
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articles ever published in this magazine. As most
readers of Mission will recall, Mr. Lewis in his essay
began a discussion of the contradictions-he called
them "clashes and jars"-in the gospels in words of
one rather than four syllables. His approach
brought a fire-storm of criticism, some of it
personally abusive, most of it deriding Mr. Lewis
for daring to question the inerrant, infallible,
harmonized records of the gospels. In contrast,
there was no public discussion of Professor Willis'
article, which had promoted the same critical
methods that Mr. Lewis had used, and had
demonstrated them on the gospels.

But the most significant response to Mr. Lewis
came from the scholars of RQ: silence. The men
trained in the methods which Mr. Lewis had used
did not comment on the essay in public, either for
or against. Only Roy Bowen Ward, then editor of
Mission and confined to a position of mediation in
the controversy, ventured to support rhe article
and its method (an opinion for which he was
roundly abused):

Honesty is the policy of Warren Lewis' article ... By
"honesty" I mean this: Lewis is honest with the text
of the gospels-he lets it speak for itself; and he
invites you, the reader> to read the text along with
him. In other words, he makes an honest effort to
"speak where the Bible speaks." Whether or not you
agree with the explicit or implicit conclusions of his
study, you are urged to take seriously the method he
employs. It is a simple method, but one not always
followed. It involves, simply, reading the text, and, as
Lewis puts it: Each gospel asks you to let it speak for
itself and wants you to feel for the highlights of the
story as each writer tells it.s9

The invitation remains open. The silence of the
scholars is deafening.

IV
In his 1972 essay in RQ, John T. Willis set forth an
essential three-part program for himself and his
fellow scholars of the Churches of Christ:

Responsible scholarship has always played and always
will playa major role in probing the depths of the
mysteries of the Bible. But once the scholar has plied
his tools, examined his sources, done his homework,
and reached his conclusions (some of which will be
decisive; others, indeterminate), morally he has a
threefold duty. First, he must enter into dialogue
with fellow scholars to add his learning to theirs so
that together they may share in pushing forward the
frontiers of knowledge. Second, he must help his
students know the facts which scholarship has already
determined, and the tasks which yet remain before

S9Roy Bowen Ward, "Glosses," Mission, January, 1972,
p.30.
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they also someday make a contribution to the world's
knowledge of the Bible. Third, he must become
involved in the teaching program of the church to try
to help other Christians rise in their Biblical
knowledge and spiritual growth. 60

RQ is, as we have seen, a creditable beginning to
"dialogue with fellow scholars," and there is reason
to hope that these scholars are sharing their
knowledge with students in their classrooms. But
neither of these valuable and desirable activities is
enough, as Professor Willis has recognized. The
scholars must "try to help other Christians rise in
their biblical knowledge and spiritual growth"

It is this task that the scholars have shown
themselves to be most reluctant to engage, and this
is a bitter, bitter tragedy for the church and for
them.
Part of the blame lies with the political power

structures of the Churches of Christ-with
preachers and editors and college administrators
who have used their power and influence to crush
anyone who would not dance to the tune they
have called. But the responsibility for this tragedy,
for the silence of the scholars, lies with the scholars
themselves.

It is a fact, with effects both good and bad, that
most of the young men who have sought degrees in
Bible-related subjects at the ~best institutions since
the mid-1950's do not today teach in Church of
Christ-related schools. Abraham Malherbe left ACC
to join the faculty at Dartmouth, and is now
teaching at Yale. J. J. M. Roberts is a member of
the distinguished faculty of Johns Hopkins. Roy
Bowen Ward is Chairman of the Department of
Religion at Miami University in Ohio. Paul Watson
teaches at Erskine College in South Carolina.
William C. Martin is on the faculty at Rice. Warren
Lewis teaches at New York Theological Seminary.
Richard Batey is Professor of Religion at
Southwestern University in Memphis. Derwood
Smith is at Cleveland State University. Harold
Forshey is at Miami University. Harold Vanderpool
is a professor at Wellesley. The litany goes on and
on.

Of this generation of scholars, who is left in the
Christian colleges> Thomas H. Olbricht, Everett
Ferguson, and John T. Willis are at Abilene
Christian. Pat Harrell teaches in a Church of
Christ-sponsored program at the University of
Texas. Tony Ash teaches at Pepperdine. Many of
the older generation of scholars remain in the
Church of Christ schools, of course, although a

60 John T. Willis, op. cit., p. 1.
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few, such as Robert L. Johnson, have been driven
out into the academic wilderness in the time
honored tradition of scapegoats for the sins of
scholarship.

I" many "y' Ji' disner
sian-created, at least in part, by persecution-has
been a blessing, as such dispersions always are. The
men who have gone to "secular" institutions are in
positions of much greater influence, prestige and
contact in the world at large than they would have
enjoyed in the Church of Christ colleges. And
certainly they need no longer bend to the will of
some bigoted, bloodthirsty power broker mas-
querading as a defender of (or contender for) the
faith.

So why are they silent? Why are they, with only
rare exceptions, content to share their technical
knowledge and expertise only in the private club of
Restoration Quarterly and the other professional
journals? Have they written off the rest of us in the
Churches of Christ? Are we not "worth the
effort"? Somebody-like LeMoine Lewis-once
thought they were worth the effort and that's why
they are where they are today. The scripture
specialists are only talking to themselves and to
each other.

And the Christian college professors are not
excused, simply because they believe themselves to
be under the thumb of some petty tyrants. Surely
they can begin to learn something from the recent
tumult among the Missouri Synod Lutherans in
which one man, J. A. O. Preus, has attempted to
set himself up as a dictator of beliefs in that
denomination. His actions have come under
nationwide scrutiny Since the professors of
Concordia Seminary revolted, walked out together
with their students, and started a free school.
There may be many would-be Jack Preuses among
the Church of Christ clergy but there is no
authoritarian structure, no synod, no council, no
committee, no archbishopric, no bureaucracy
through which they can work their will. They can
only succeed if they are allowed to succeed. And
the time is long past for any such opportunities.

Furthermore, one college president has
announced himself in favor of free discussion.
Writing in Mission last year, President John C.
Stevens of Abilene Christian College declared the
independence of his institution:

Everybody knows we believe in Christian education.
But, actually, we are in fact "private" and
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"independent." Which congregation of the church
owns us? Which one controls us? Not one. A good
many people try to control us, but the Board of
Trustees of each institution is the governing body. We
get criticism from the left and the right and all shades
in between. We simply do the best we can to operate
on a sound basis. I figure that as long as we keep
everybody somewhat disappointed in us we are not in
anybody's hip pocket. 61

Now it is possible that Dr. Stevens, like his close
associate J. D. Thomas writing about "scientific
study," may be using these words in a special way,
with not quite their usual meaning. That is quite
common in political writing these days. But I
choose to assume that my friend Dr. Stevens is an
honorable man who means what he says and says
what he means. It is possible that if Dr. Stevens
believes these brave words he may live to eat them.
But we can hope for the better.

And from our hope should spring positive
action. Again I take a cue from Dr. Stevens, who in
reviewing J. D. Thomas' Facts and Faith several
years ago proposed a great and simple step toward
relaxing the tension. He quoted Dr. Thomas'
statement that "Bible believers have no objection
to any scientific fact or even to a critical study of
the Bible, as long as it is truly scientific," and then,
on the basis of that he made a modest proposal:

If this point of view were understood by all
concerned, there would seem to be no insuperable
obstacle to the holding of serious discussions among
liberal theologians and conservative and scholarly
men of the churches of Christ in an effort to bring all
men back to the Bible as the Word of God. 62

Warren Lewis has proposed just such a
discussion in this issue of Mission, open to the
public, among members of the Churches of Christ.
Abilene Christian College, with its central location,
could provide an excellent forum for such a
meeting. We shall see.

Another thing the Christian college scholars-
and all of us-can do is clean up our terminology
and desacralize the word "conservative." I have
tried to avoid use of the labels "conservative" and
"liberal" in this essay, because they have no real
meaning and no usefulness, except for people who
wish to emotionally crucify those with whom they
cannot come to terms in polite and reasonable
discussion. As J. J. M. Roberts has written,

61 John C. Stevens, "Financing Christian Education,"
Mission, May, 1973, p. 14.

62 John C. Stevens, "Reviews," Restoration Quarterly,
IX (No.2, 1966), 129.
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historical questions cannot be settled

on the basis of non-historical, dogmatic considera-
tions. One may seriously question whether such
distinctions are really helpful even in the discussion
of theological issues. Often the liberal-conservative
dichotomy appears to confuse the actual theological
issues at stake rather than clarify them.63

It would certainly lessen the tension and
promote intelligent conversation if we all identified
ourselves and one another as simply "Christians,"
rather than as "conservative Christians" or "liberal
Christians" That is, after all, a basic tenet of the
"Restoration Plea."

It is important to recognize that the purpose of
scholarship is not to create an intellectual elite or a
private club of those "in the know," but, in Dr.
Willis' phrase, to "push forward the frontiers of
knowledge," and make that knowledge available to
all men living. This is a difficult and exacting task,
hard enough to accomplish without making
political demands on those who attempt it. Those
demands, whatever denials may be made by college
administrators, are quite real and the pressure is
enormous. As Professor Carl Spain of ACC has
said:

Academic freedom in a Christian college may be
threatened not only by pressures that are secularistic,
materialistic, and atheistic, but also by pressures from
sources that are religious, sectarian, and denomina-
tional within the church itself. We must not forget
that] esus was crucified by not only a materialistic
power that asked, without .answering, "What is
Truth?" but also by organized religion that prided
itself in searching the Scriptures because in them they
believed they had eternal life. 64

But political pressure has not been the only barrier
to this badly needed communication of the results
of scholarship. Most of us will never have the
opportunity to sit at the feet of these men in a
graduate-level classroom; most of us will never
learn the original languages of the Bible, not to
mention the Latin-German quagmire of theological
jargon in which so much of the discussion takes
place. This does not mean that we are not
intelligent or that we can't think. What Jack P.
Lewis says about Bible translations applies equally
well to the communication of biblical knowledge:

The man we need to be concerned about is not the
expert in Hebrew and Greek (surely the preacher

63 J. J. M. Roberts, "Reviews," Restoration Quarterly,
XV (No.2, 1972), 111.

64Carl Spain, "The Perspective of Teaching Religion in
Church Colleges and Universities," Restoration Quarterly,
Xl (No.3, 1968), 160.
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should be able to read the book he claims to be
expert in), but the man who has access to God's Word
only in his native tongue and who has not drunk the
unadulterated milk of the Word from childhood. For
him, especially, the English Bible needs to be accurate,
reliable, and in a current speech so "he can run who
reads it." Why should one have to learn Old English
in order to understand his Bible? Why should he have
to have someone at hand to explain to him that this
or that statement (insignificant as it may be) should
be taken in a way different from what it seems to be
saying?65

This brings me again to that classic work of 55
years ago, Sound Doctrine, Vol. I, by C. R. Nichol
and R. L. Whiteside. Succeeding volumes degen-
erated into bitter polemic against other beliefs;
but, whatever its shortcomings to the modern
scholar, as a catechism of the traditional faith of
the Churches of Christ, Sound Doctrine, Vol. I is
without peer. Nothing produced by today's
scholars can compare with it in readability or
usefulness. It was just the right size to fit into the
front pocket of a pair of Union-Made overalls,
along with a plug of Bull of the Woods; it would fit
equally well in the coat pocket of a salesman in
Los Angeles or the lunch pail of a steel worker in
Birmingham or the purse of a secretary in Dallas. It
was written in plain, useful English, without frills
and without solecisms and cliches. It did not call
attention to itself, but it taught as one having
authority. And this is another reason why one
must admire the work of Warren Lewis in his
articles on the gospels in Mission, no matter what
one may think of his conclusions: he has brought
back the format, if not the theology, of Sound
Doctrine. Any scholar who hopes to share his
findings with his brothers and sisters who have not
shared his training must do at least that much.
Hopefully, someone will do even more.

It is that hope which sustains us; the
achievements of the future will be built on the
foundation of the struggle and suffering of the
present. With the late J. W. Roberts, I share a
simple dream of free and open dialogue, the dream
on which he built Restoration Quarterly:

Let us hope that the day arrives when versions of
scripture and all other issues of biblical study will be
examined on the basis of fact rather than a leading
from prejudice or from reaction.66

Amen, brother.

65 Jack P. Lewis, "Doctrinal Problems and the King
James Version," Restoration Quarterly,XIV (Nos. 3 and 4,
1971),154.

66 J. W. Roberts, "Reviews," Restoration Quarterly, VII
(No.3, 1963), 172.
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