


“This comprehensive and well-organized book, written by an international 
group of renowned biblical studies scholars, includes essential themes that 
not only contribute to this great scholarly effort but also enrich the beliefs 
and life of the church. The present volume is dedicated in David Wenham’s 
honor, whose seminal work Paul: Follower of Jesus or Founder of Christianity? 
stands as a prelude now to the twenty-three new essays in this important 
contribution. In his preface, Dr. Wenham writes, ‘My hope is that this book, 
for which I am grateful, will encourage ongoing sane and fruitful study of 
the Paul and Jesus question.’ As I read through the book, I believe that his 
hope has indeed been met.”

—Peder Borgen, Methodist Minister 
Professor Emeritus, Department of Religious Studies 

Norwegian University of Science and Technology

“The editors have put together a stellar group of contributors and essays 
that significantly advance the cutting edge of research on the relationship 
between Jesus and Paul. The quality of the essays reflects the appropriate 
commitment to honoring David Wenham, whose own work on this and re-
lated themes is engaged throughout.”

—Roy E. Ciampa, Armstrong Chair of Religion 
Department of Biblical and Religious Studies 

Samford University

“One of the most important questions in New Testaments studies is the re-
lationship between Paul and Jesus. Was Paul a faithful follower of Jesus, or 
did he invent Christianity? For too long, the two sides in the battle have 
maintained an uneasy ceasefire with only minor incursions from either side. 
Who Created Christianity? resumes hostilities with a powerful display of the 
profound and far-reaching connections between the teachings and tradi-
tions of Jesus and Paul.”

—Brian S. Rosner 
Principal, Ridley College

“This substantive collection of essays in honor of David Wenham updates 
the debate over the relationship between Jesus and Paul, includes thought-
provoking essays on concrete questions, and provides theological reflection 
on what it all means. All who are interested in the roots of the New Testa-
ment witness to the Jesus who is the Christ will find it a useful resource.”

—Mark A. Seifrid 
Professor of Exegetical Theology, Concordia Seminary
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Foreword

I would like to thank the editors for inviting me to write a foreword for this 
book, which has brought together such a fine group of scholars to work on a 
topic that has been very close to my heart for many years.

I suppose that my interest in the Paul and Jesus question could be traced 
back to the influence of my father, John Wenham. He was probably best known 
for his introduction to New Testament Greek, The Elements of New Testament 
Greek (1965), but his main interest was summed up in his Christ and the Bible 
(1972). He was committed to following up fearlessly and rigorously the histori-
cal and ethical issues that are thrown up by following Jesus’ own high view of 
Scripture. This commitment took him in all sorts of directions, including to a 
re-examination of questions to do with Gospel origins. Among other things, he 
dared to ask skeptical questions about what was then one of the surest “results 
of criticism,” i.e., the Two Source hypothesis. He was impressed with the case 
for Matthean priority as propounded by scholars such as H. G. Jameson, John 
Chapman, and William Farmer. Like Farmer, he believed that scholars had got 
locked into a hypothesis that became (and remains) overwhelmingly fashion-
able but was rarely critically examined. Much of his thinking appeared in his 
Redating Matthew, Mark and Luke (1991).

When I started doctoral study at Manchester University in 1967, I thought 
that attempting a fresh and independent review of the Synoptic Problem could 
make a good thesis topic. I had studied previously at Cambridge University, 
sitting at the feet of Professors Charlie Moule and Dennis Nineham, who rep-
resented wonderfully different approaches to the Gospels; and I was supervised 
by Geoffrey Styler, one of whose main contributions to scholarship was a good 
article defending the Two Source hypothesis. At Manchester, I was supervised 
by Professor F. F. Bruce. I am not sure if he was very interested in the Synoptic 
Problem, though he was an amazing polymath and expert in most things! He 
accepted the Two Source hypothesis, but his heart was in historical and Pauline 
studies rather than in Gospel origins. He came into New Testament studies 
from the study of ancient history, and he was struck by the contrast between 
the skeptical approaches of many New Testament scholars in relation to biblical 
history and the much more open and positive perspectives of classical historians.



Bruce’s major contribution to my research was first and foremost to get me 
to narrow my research down to one particular passage, instead of hoping to 
solve the whole Synoptic Problem. This led to my thesis on “The Composition 
of Mark 4:1–34,” in which I compare the Matthean and Lukan chapters. I found 
a number of ways in which Mark’s version seemed secondary to Matthew in 
particular (hence my article on the interpretation of the parable of the sower 
subsequently published in NTS in 1974). Professor Bruce commented that at the 
end of my research, he was perhaps even more persuaded of Markan priority 
than when I started! Quite a tribute to my thesis from such a great and gracious 
scholar! My own thinking has moved on since that time, but what I continue to 
be persuaded about is that in the parables discourse and many other passages, 
Matthew and sometimes Luke have older versions of the traditions than Mark.

This was reinforced when after some years of teaching in India, I returned 
to research with the Gospels Research Project at Tyndale House in Cambridge, 
and I turned my attention to study of Mark 13 and parallels. The main find-
ings of the research were published as The Rediscovery of Jesus’ Eschatological 
Discourse (1984), in which I argued that, although there was probably some 
interdependence between the three synoptic evangelists, they all also knew 
and drew independently on a common “pre-synoptic” form of Jesus’ discourse. 
It was a little like a jigsaw with each evangelist putting in some of the pieces; 
one curious but fun example is that we find Luke recording Peter’s question 
to Jesus’ question: “Do you say this [parable] to us or to all?” (Luke 12:41) and 
Mark recording Jesus’ answer: “What I say to you I say to all, keep awake” 
(Mark 13:37). A silly idea, or actually a serious possibility that they have been 
influenced by a common oral tradition?

It was now that Paul came into focus for me, since there were numerous 
parallels between Paul’s eschatological teaching in 1 and 2 Thessalonians and 
the synoptic eschatological traditions. I argued that Paul knew the underlying 
pre-synoptic tradition, and I found parallels in his early letters to Markan, 
“Q,” Lukan, and Matthean traditions. For example, he knew the “Q” parable 
comparing the Lord’s return to the unexpected arrival of a thief in the night, as 
observed by many scholars, but probably also the Matthean parable of the wise 
and foolish virgins, which few scholars have even considered. I was aware that 
parallels do not necessarily prove dependence, and that there is a real danger 
of parallelomania. But I sought to argue with appropriate caution, though I am 
not sure how many people engaged the very detailed (and probably too ambi-
tious) arguments of The Rediscovery.

After that entry into the question of Jesus traditions in Paul, I looked more 
widely at the Paul and Jesus question. I was impressed by Paul’s explicit ref-
erences in 1 Corinthians to “passing on” traditions of the Lord that he had 
“received,” and began to find widespread evidence for such received traditions 
being echoed in his letters. The result of my study was an examination of all or 
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most of the evidence for possible theological and textual parallels between Jesus 
and Paul. I followed much of the careful methodology advocated by Michael 
Thompson in his thesis on Romans 12–15, Clothed with Christ (1991). My own 
Paul: Follower of Jesus or Founder of Christianity? came out in 1995, and I be-
lieve that it remains the most comprehensive modern treatment of the subject 
and of possible parallels to the present day.

That book presented its case by comparing themes in Jesus and Paul, such 
as the kingdom of God, eschatology, and ethics, as well as examining possible 
echoes of Jesus in Paul. Subsequently, in the ambitiously titled Paul and Jesus: 
The True Story (2010), I approached the subject via Paul’s life and ministry, 
drawing in Acts and Paul’s early letters. Among other things, I think it showed 
how heavily Paul uses Jesus traditions in letters such as Galatians and 1 Corin-
thians, and it made connections. For example, following another of my Cam-
bridge teachers, Ernst Bammel, I argued that “the wrath” that has come on the 
Jews in 1 Thessalonians 2:7 was the events of 49 CE (i.e., the expulsion of the 
Jews from Rome and the massacre of Jews by Roman soldiers in Jerusalem 
described by Josephus), both seen as signs of the eschatological “wrath” as 
predicted by Jesus, as described in Luke 21:23. That book was followed by my 
most popular treatment, Did St Paul Get Jesus Right? (2011); it was designed 
to be accessible to a nontheological and non-Christian readership, given the 
rather widespread view that Paul got it wrong (e.g., reflected in books and TV 
programs, including Philip Pulman’s The Good Man Jesus and the Scoundrel 
Christ, and also in Muslim apologetic).

In the course of my studies of Jesus and Paul, the huge importance of oral 
tradition in early Christianity became increasingly clear to me. I was present 
when Professor James Dunn presented his 2002 presidential address to the 
Society of New Testament Studies on “Altering the Default Setting.” I was sit-
ting near one of the most distinguished source critics in the world, and he was 
clearly not pleased with the argument. But I am increasingly impressed with 
the importance and priority of oral tradition, and I believe it is something that 
has been underestimated by scholars, with very honorable exceptions. My latest 
small book, From Good News to Gospels, does not compete or compare with the 
good and very learned books that others have written about the oral tradition; 
it is more like a tract arguing that when the first Christians proclaimed the good 
news of Jesus, they must have—and did!—tell people the stories of Jesus, and 
that from the very beginning there was a strong learned Jesus tradition. Even 
scholars who admit the importance of oral tradition in theory often fail to live 
out their stated convictions, failing to recognize that Matthew and Luke—if 
they used Mark—will have known and learned the oral tradition before they 
ever saw Mark. And so will Paul, as indeed he suggests.

Scholars are right not to want to be parallelomaniacs, but they are often 
affected by the opposite disease of parallelophobia: failing to take seriously the 
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priority of the oral tradition. The result is either not noticing possible echoes 
of Jesus tradition in Paul, or not taking seriously the possibility or probability 
of significant connections. For example, it is extraordinary how few scholars 
have explored the connections between (1) the Pauline “law of Christ” in Ga-
latians 6:2 following on from 5:13, “be slaves to one another in love,” (2) Jesus’ 
new commandment of John 13:34–35 in the context of the foot washing and 
the cross, and (3) the teaching of Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels on his followers 
being different from the world’s domineering leaders by being servant/slaves 
of all and following Jesus (Mark 10:42–45).

If my passion of showing the connections between Paul and Jesus does 
sometimes get slightly manic, Paul’s own commitment to following Jesus’ teach-
ing and example was utterly sane. My hope is that this book, for which I am 
very grateful, will encourage ongoing sane and fruitful study of the Paul and 
Jesus question.

David Wenham 
June 2020
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Preface

In the summer of 2017, I had the opportunity to spend a weekend with David 
and his lovely wife, Clare, at their home in Oxford. I had just successfully de-
fended my PhD dissertation in Bristol, and I hopped on a train to meet David 
for a brief retreat at their home before heading to Cambridge together.

The ultimate purpose for connecting with David was for the presentation 
of a Festschrift we had coedited together with Craig Evans (my coeditor for the 
present volume) for my Doktorvater John Nolland (The Earliest Perceptions of 
Jesus in Context, Bloomsbury/T&T Clark, 2018). The presentation was made 
to John in the garden of Tyndale House at the annual meeting of Tyndale 
Fellowship.

I had the privilege of getting to know David during the years that I was 
writing my PhD thesis, and over the time we edited the Festschrift. As a young 
scholar, the characteristics of David’s scholarship and life that left the deepest 
impressions on me had to be his humility, charity, faithfulness, clarity, and 
thoroughness—and, not to be counted out, his passion! Watching a man with 
such ardor teach, study, and minister after so many years at the job was (and 
still is!) inspiring to me. It was over our three-hour bus ride from Oxford to 
Cambridge that I learned about a further passion David held that is important 
for this present volume: a deep devotion to the teachings of Jesus and Paul.

As the following essays will reflect, David is a man who has devoted his life 
to better understanding the teachings of Jesus and Paul, and the traditions sur-
rounding these figures of supreme stature in the New Testament. It was while 
waiting for a bus to pick us up in Oxford that I began my master’s class with 
David on the topic. Without much exaggeration, David spoke to me about Jesus 
and Paul, and the origins of the gospel message, for nearly the entire three-hour 
trip. I remember two things about that crash course: First, thinking to myself 
that this was quite possibly the most enjoyable and irreplaceable moment in my 
academic career; and, second, David pausing mid-sentence at one moment and 
apologizing for his monologue, to which, of course, I insisted that he continue. 
At the time, he was nearly finished with From Good News to Gospels (Eerd-
mans, 2018). A third memory is that we were, for some reason, almost left at a 
pitstop on our bus trip without our things, but David successfully appealed to 



the kindness of the driver to let us back on. Nevertheless, in the weekend that I 
defended my PhD dissertation, saw the sights of ancient Oxford, and witnessed 
Shakespeare in the garden of an old college, it was hearing about the towering 
figures of Jesus and Paul in a bus seat next to a towering figure of evangelical 
scholarship that took the cake.

What follows are essays that are in honor of this towering figure, David 
Wenham. One does not need to have sat on a bus with David to appreciate 
his legacy or take in his wisdom on the topic of Jesus and Paul. Down to even 
the names represented in this rare compilation of international scholarship, 
one can see the effect David has made across the globe with his teaching and 
writing.

The son of John Wenham, a towering figure in the New Testament world 
in his own right, David spent his early years in Durham and then in Bristol. 
He says, “I used to think of myself as a Bristolian!” David studied theology in 
Cambridge, which is where he met his wife, Clare. David researched the origins 
of the Gospels, while writing his PhD thesis on Mark 4 and the parables of Jesus 
under the supervision of F. F. Bruce at Manchester University. After his doctoral 
research, David and Clare spent five years in Central India teaching at Union 
Biblical Seminary, where their two sons were born (David and Clare now have 
six grandchildren). After this season of teaching, David returned to England 
in 1979 to direct The Gospels Research Project, based in Cambridge at Tyndale 
House. This project is responsible for a six-volume work on the historical Jesus, 
and some of the contributors to the present volume were part of that project 
with David. At the heart of David’s career and life, as it continues to be, is the 
local church. In Cambridge, David was a lay reader and achieved his part-time 
ordination at Ridley Hall.

The next season of life took the Wenhams to Oxford, where David began 
teaching New Testament at Wycliff Hall. He taught at Wycliff for twenty-four 
years, where he took on the roles of dean and vice principal. We also find past 
and present fellows from Wycliff in the present volume. As he had in Cam-
bridge, David also ministered in the local church in Oxford as a part-time as-
sistant priest in rural parishes. In 2007, David began teaching New Testament 
and served as vice principal for a time at Trinity College, Bristol, which brings 
his story nearly full circle.

David’s academic writing, of course, did not end with his dissertation on 
Mark 4. It continued in the composition of many articles, commentary writing, 
editing, and his essential monographs on the Gospels and on Jesus and Paul.

Craig and I, along with our contributors, are delighted and honored to 
present the following volume to David. The essays in the resulting work are 
eclectic yet unified under one central theme: the teachings and traditions of 
Jesus and Paul. In this volume, the reader will discover essays that touch on 
many of David’s interests over his career that continue to be attractive to the 
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broader New Testament community into the current day. In lieu of a formal 
introduction, we shall say in this preface a few things about the organization 
and focus of the present volume.

Stanley Porter, a veteran Pauline scholar, begins our book by framing the 
discussion in an essay that surveys the debate about the teaching of Jesus and 
Paul. Following Porter come six unique sections on the relationships between 
the teachings of Jesus and Paul.

The first of these sections looks at seriously related questions about the 
roots of Jesus and Paul’s theology and gospel proclamation. The second sec-
tion takes a closer look at David’s original interest in New Testament research 
and the interest of his latest book, oral tradition, and gospel origins. The third 
section takes a closer look at compelling themes found in the teachings of Jesus 
and Paul.

In section four, we discover another theme found in the teaching of Jesus 
in Paul, but worthy of its own section. This section will focus on women in the 
lives and teachings of Jesus and Paul. In section five, we take a close look at the 
tradition of Paul as received from the Synoptic Gospels. Finally, in section six, 
we study the traditions of Jesus as they are uncovered in the Pauline Epistles.

The editors of this volume are confident that it will serve well today’s read-
ers of biblical theology and interpretation. We believe that it will remain well 
into the next generation and longer, accurately reflecting the lasting legacy of 
David’s erudite scholarship. As already said above, David’s example of passion 
paired with an accurate investigation of the text of Scripture is what we hope 
shines forth in this extraordinary collection of contributors and their essays.

We are deeply grateful for the opportunity that Hendrickson has given us 
to produce this volume for David. Their team of editors, headed up by Patricia 
Anders, has been the definition of helpful and efficient. Thank you!

Aaron W. White 
Pentecost 2020
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Introduction: 
Framing the Discussion





1

Paul and Jesus:  
Issues of Continuity and Discontinuity 

in Their Discussion

Stanley E. Porter

There are many possible governing narratives for contemporary New Testa-
ment studies; that is, fundamental ways of constructing the discipline that 
encompass many, if not most, of the major issues that are considered im-
portant. There are those who pursue the earliest Jesus materials as a way to 
account for the origins of Christianity. Others pursue the Pauline materials 
to account for the development of Christianity. Some examine the Jewish 
backgrounds of Christianity, while still others see Christianity as a form of 
Hellenistic religion. Some wish to pursue the canonical documents, while 
others believe that a distinction should not be made between canonical and 
extracanonical texts, if one wishes to be fair to the early centuries out of which 
Christianity emerged. Still others follow a diachronic path through the vari-
ous corpora, while others believe that a synchronic examination is of greater 
merit in understanding the New Testament. Many of these fundamental ac-
countings of the evidence within the New Testament and its surrounding doc-
uments are founded on fundamental oppositions between different definable 
aspects within the New Testament. One can think of such ideas as the Jesus 
of history versus the Christ of faith, or of Petrine Christianity versus Pauline 
Christianity, or of Hellenism versus Judaism, or of history versus theology, or 
of Pauline versus Johannine Christianity, or of the Synoptic Gospels versus 
the Johannine Gospel. The lists could go on, depending on the desired level 
of specificity of those involved and their imaginations. There is, however, 
one recurring framework that has been present within the academic study 
of the New Testament that continues to generate significant research. This 
framework is one of continuity versus discontinuity, especially as they relate 
to Paul and Jesus.

This volume, offered in honor of David Wenham, is concerned with the 
issue of the relationship between Jesus and Paul, because that has been a major 



topic of David’s research for much of his scholarly career.1 In his works, David 
argues for a close and definable relationship between Jesus and Paul, as evi-
denced through similar thought on major issues in both the sources on Jesus, 
such as the Gospels, and the letters of Paul. This would be described as a view 
of continuity between Jesus and Paul. In his volumes, David calls into question 
those who argue against such a close connection, often claiming to find radical 
discontinuity between the teachings of Jesus and those of Paul. Some of the 
titles of David’s work make clear that he frames the topic in terms of continuity 
versus discontinuity. In his major work on Paul’s teaching in relation to Jesus, 
his subtitle is Follower of Jesus or Founder of Christianity? This is a descrip-
tion of the continuity versus discontinuity positions that makes allusion to 
some of the vocabulary used in the debate (see below for further resonances). 
Those who argue for continuity see Paul as a follower of Jesus, one who is in 
continuity with his thought; while those who argue for discontinuity see Paul 
as a founder or, to use the language of William Wrede, a “second founder” of 
Christianity.2 Another of David’s books is titled Paul and Jesus: The True Story. 
Those who know David’s work will recognize that he believes the true story of 
their relationship is captured in the conjunction “and,” while those who believe 
the true story is one of discontinuity would probably be happier with the “or” 
seen in the above subtitle. A third example, which is probably the most explicit, 
is the title of David’s work Did St. Paul Get Jesus Right? While some may have 
thought that the answer was a decisive no, David argues that Paul did indeed 
get Jesus right. By using the subtitle The Gospel According to Paul, he is stating 
that Paul is in harmony and consistent with the gospel of Jesus. In this introduc-
tion to the topic, I wish to discuss further some of the major movements in the 
development of the continuity versus discontinuity opposition as it pertains to 
discussion of Paul and Jesus. The history of the discussion proves quite instruc-
tive and helps to set the stage for our contemporary discussion of the topic and 
appreciation for the work that David has done over the past several decades.

In this essay, I will first recount the “continuity” side of the debate, before 
turning to the “discontinuity” position. I will, out of necessity, need to be se-
lective in my treatment of the topic, recognizing that many more contributors 

1. David’s major book-length works on this topic include, in chronological order: 
David Wenham, The Rediscovery of Jesus’ Eschatological Discourse, Gospel Perspec-
tives 4 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1984); Wenham, Paul: Follower of Jesus or Founder of 
Christianity? (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995); Wenham, Paul and Jesus: The True 
Story (London: SPCK; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002); Wenham, Did St. Paul Get 
Jesus Right? The Gospel According to Paul (Oxford: Lion, 2010); and Wenham, From 
Good News to Gospels: What Did the First Christians Say about Jesus? (Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 2018).

2. See William Wrede, Paul, trans. Edward Lummis (1904; London: Philip Green, 
1907), 179.
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to the debate might well be cited in a more extensive discussion.3 Before I am 
accused, however, of manipulating the evidence, I wish simply to note here that 
the notion of continuity and discontinuity is not to be confused with similar-
ity and difference. From the earliest days of Christianity, including within the 
evidence that we have from the church fathers and down to the present, there 
has always been recognition that there is diversity within the New Testament. 
The question is therefore not whether there is diversity, but whether such di-
versity constitutes discontinuity, to the point of there being competing forces 
that pull the strands apart rather than allow them to remain woven together, 
even if the weave is not tight.

Continuity between Paul and Jesus

The view that there is continuity between Jesus and Paul is one that can be 
clearly traced from the earliest days of post-New Testament writings to the pres-
ent. An introduction such as this cannot trace all of the lines of development, 
and is no doubt bound to make generalizations and even compromises, but I 
believe that these two lines of continuity and discontinuity help us to identify 
two major trends in discussing the relationship between Paul and Jesus through 
the centuries.

In such a discussion, we must begin with the early church. Once the New 
Testament canon had been settled,4 itself no doubt an effort in establishing 
continuity over discontinuity, the major interpretive questions within the early 
church were not over continuity and discontinuity within the New Testament 
as I am defining it here, but over continuity and discontinuity between the 
Old Testament and the New. No doubt there was recognized diversity within 
the New Testament, but orthodox Christianity, or what came to be accepted as 
orthodox Christianity, argued for coherence and unity in the face of diversity, 
but not discontinuity. More important at this time was the issue of continuity 
between the Old and New Testaments, often viewed from what amounted to 
a more or less cohesive view of the New Testament, with special emphasis on 
Jesus and Paul, as the template for interpretive decisions within this debate. 
The example of Marcion (c. 85–160 CE) illustrates that those who wished to 
sever the Old from the New Testaments were seen to be outside the pale of 
mainstream Christianity. Even Marcion’s attempt to find discontinuity within 

3. For a useful overview, see Victor Paul Furnish, “The Jesus-Paul Debate: From 
Baur to Bultmann,” in Paul and Jesus: Collected Essays, ed. A. J. M. Wedderburn (Shef-
field: Sheffield Academic, 1989), 17–50; cf. Stanley E. Porter, When Paul Met Jesus: How 
an Idea Got Lost in History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2016).

4. See William Baird, The History of New Testament Research, 3 vols. (Minneapolis: 
Fortress, 1992–2013), 1:xiv, whose three volumes have proved invaluable in this study.
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the New Testament focused not on Jesus versus Paul but on the nature of the 
God of the New Testament. Marcion endorsed the “good God, who is the Fa-
ther of Jesus Christ,” in light of which he interpreted Paul’s thought and letters, 
thus finding continuity rather than discontinuity.5 The “rule of faith,” taken 
from understanding of Romans 12:6 (“according to the analogy of faith” reads 
one possible translation),6 was articulated by a number of early church au-
thors, such as Irenaeus (c. 130–202 CE) (Adv. Haer. 1.10.1; 2.28.1; etc.), and later 
Tertullian (c. 155–240 CE), among others. Irenaeus speaks of the truth of the 
teaching of the apostles (note that there is no division or discontinuity among 
them), the authority of the church, and its transmission through its leaders. 
There is in fact large-scale continuity, in which the apostles’ teaching is seen to 
be authoritative and unitary against its adversaries, such as the gnostics whom 
Irenaeus was contesting.

A good example of how apparent diversity is made to fit within the rule 
of faith and greater continuity is found in early Christian exegesis. Interpreta-
tion even within Judaism recognized diversity of details that warranted further 
explanation. A case in point is how Philo (c. 20 BCE–50 CE) assumed that al-
legorical interpretation was necessary to understand a variety of details offered 
within the Old Testament, such as elements within the story of the Garden of 
Eden (Plant. 36). The Alexandrian school of interpretation, which is in direct 
continuity with Philo, is strongly represented in the allegorization of Clement 
of Alexandria (150–215 CE). For Clement, every one of the diverse elements of 
any biblical account has meaning, and the composite of these meanings also 
has meaning, even if on a much larger scale, with its focus being christological. 
For most of these early interpreters, the unity of the testaments is their primary 
concern. Clement was followed by arguably the greatest of the early Christian 
allegorizers, Origen (184–253 CE), whose allegory was dictated by an overall 
theological unity in which he saw harmony where others might be tempted to 
find disharmony or diversity (see Origen, De Princ. 4.2.9). Examples are found 
where the literal details of the Bible are thought to be problematic for interpre-
tation, which minimizes the literal meaning and evokes the more important 
spiritual meaning. Origen admits that there are diverse possible interpreta-
tions of individual passages and details within the Bible, but the Bible is to be 
interpreted in these several senses, as the Bible itself says (Origen appealed 
to Prov 22:20–21 and 1 Thess 5:23, to establish a threefold form of scriptural 
interpretation, including literal, moral, and spiritual).7 The Antiochene inter-

5. Robert M. Grant with David Tracy, A Short History of the Interpretation of the 
Bible, 2nd ed. (London: SCM, 1984), 42. I rely upon Grant and Tracy’s work for discus-
sion of the early years of Christianity.

6. See Joseph A. Fitzmyer, Romans, AB 33 (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 647–48, 
but with reservations about its application.

7. Grant and Tracy, Short History, 59.
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preters went further in their recognition of scriptural unity. They too accepted 
a spiritual meaning of Scripture, but whereas the Alexandrians had tended to 
dismiss the literal view, the Antiochenes insisted that any spiritual or allegorical 
meaning—what they came to call “typological meaning,” especially in relation 
to Old Testament interpretation in the New—was based on the literal or ex-
plained by the literal.8 John Chrysostom (c. 349–407), as an example, corrects 
Paul for referring to allegory in Galatians 4:24 regarding Hagar and Sarah, 
instead preferring a notion of type to antitype (see John Chrysostom, In Epist. 
ad. Gal comm. in Migne PG 61.662 and In Epist. ad Phil. Hom. 10 in Migne PG 
62.257).9 The fact that Tatian’s Diatessaron—although admittedly not dealing 
with Paul as well—was produced and became a substitute for the Gospels in 
some early Christian communities, such as the Syriac church, shows the overall 
tendency toward continuity.10

In many ways, the Middle Ages continued the interpretation of the earlier 
centuries of the church, even if the representation was different. As Robert 
Grant makes clear, the way that biblical study appeared to be conducted re-
volved around the catena, “a chain of interpretations pieced together from the 
commentaries of the fathers.”11 Such an approach to biblical study assumes con-
tinuity of interpretation from the Bible itself to the church fathers to the pres-
ent. Such a catena was usually instigated by a quotation from a major authority 
and then continued with quotations by various other fathers. The emphasis, 
however, was not on the literal interpretation but on the allegorical interpreta-
tion. This was a method of interpretation that continued until at least the time 
of the Reformation, with a more rigidly imposed four senses of interpretation 
being followed, even if not all four senses were always explored. There are 
several reasons suggested for the retention of the allegorical method, which 
implies, as noted above, multiple senses of Scripture within a framework of 
continuity. The first is that, since no theory of the relationship of reason and 
revelation had been developed, there was no means to describe how devel-
oped truths were related to the scriptural text. Whereas the early church had 
relied on interpretation that had drawn heavily from the literal sense, even if 
only to move beyond it, in the Middle Ages there was no new theory—apart 
from allegory—to relate new truths revealed by God to the Bible. Under the 
influence of Platonic thought, it was believed that the Bible contained all of 
God’s truth, and therefore there needed to be means by which this truth could 
be released from its being hidden within the Bible, and allegory served as a 

8. See Grant and Tracy, Short History, 66; see also Baird, History of New Testament 
Research, 1:xiv-xv.

9. See Grant and Tracy, Short History, 68.
10. See Stanley E. Porter, How We Got the New Testament: Text, Tradition, Transla-

tion (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2013), 88–93.
11. Grant and Tracy, Short History, 83.
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means of doing that.12 Thomas Aquinas (1225–74), who continued to utilize 
the allegorical method, represents the kind of interpretation one finds in the 
Middle Ages, with his belief in both the mystery of Scripture (in which there 
are a variety of ideas to be discovered) and the continuity of Christian thought 
(summarized in his theological compendium), to the point where he asserts 
that there are not multiple senses of Scripture but one literal sense on which 
the other senses are built. This marks a significant step forward in interpreta-
tion, even if it also provides further impetus for forming a closer bond between 
theology and philosophy as the capstone of Christian thought.13

The Reformation brought a continuation of late medieval thought, es-
pecially as opposed to earlier patristic thought, with emphasis on literal in-
terpretation as having priority over other spiritual forms of interpretation. 
Nevertheless, there was also a sense among the Reformation interpreters of 
the continuity of the Bible.14 As an example, Martin Luther (1483–1546), even 
though he rejected the authority of the Roman Catholic church for interpreta-
tion of Scripture, maintained a Christologically driven “one simple solid sense” 
of Scripture, which is found in every book of the Bible. As Grant states, Luther 
“returns to a considerable degree to the Christocentric interpretation found in 
the New Testament itself.”15 This continuity, however, was especially maintained 
by the imposition of new structures of dogmatic theological thought that were 
as theologically motivated and perhaps even as philosophically grounded as 
was earlier medieval thought.16 The kind of objectivism that the Reformers 
represented—no matter how it may be construed in light of their dogmatics—
combined with Renaissance thought helped to lay the groundwork for the rise 
of rationalism and then the Enlightenment. Such thought is found in the sci-
ence of figures such as Francis Bacon and his empiricism, Isaac Newton and 
his provision of a mathematical formula to explain the movement of the heav-
enly bodies within the framework of a theistic worldview, and Denis Dider-
ot’s encyclopedia in twenty-eight volumes designed to encompass all human 
knowledge.17 As we shall see in the second major part of this essay below, the 
Renaissance and Reformation—followed by the rise of rationalism and empiri-
cism in the Enlightenment—contributed to the emergence of views that argued 
for discontinuity rather than continuity within Scripture.

Despite these tendencies toward discontinuity with the rise of the scientific 
method, there remained a firmly entrenched view of the continuity of Scripture 
that continued to develop, even within the rise of historical-critical scholarship. 

12. Grant and Tracy, Short History, 86.
13. Grant and Tracy, Short History, 87–91.
14. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:xvii.
15. Grant and Tracy, Short History, 94.
16. Grant and Tracy, Short History, 97.
17. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:4.

8	 Who Created Christianity?



In fact, many of the early scholars, who are credited with the emergence of the 
historical-critical method, functioned within a framework of biblical continuity. 
I won’t discuss here some of the early Deists, but even a figure such as John Locke 
(1632–1704), who wrote separate books on the Gospels and on Paul, appears to 
find continuity between them around the notion of Jesus as the Messiah, without 
whom humans have no hope.18 A number of the early modern biblical scholars 
who argued for biblical continuity may be briefly mentioned. As examples, we 
might include Hugo Grotius (1583–1645), who argued for the general truths of 
the Bible and that the biblical writers agreed on these truths, with any discrep-
ancies being minor and only confirming the reliability of Scripture as a whole 
(with no discrepancies being an argument for fraud by the authors).19 Or John 
Lightfoot (1602–75), who created his own harmony of the Gospels (published in 
1644), with discrepancies among the accounts harmonized by him, a tendency 
followed in his work on Acts and his magnum opus, the Horae Hebraicae et 
Talmudicae of 1658–78.20 Or many of the early textual critics, such as the Oxford 
scholar Daniel Whitby (1638–1726),21 John Mill (c. 1645–1707)—even though he 
was the first to collect together a major set of variants in the New Testament, 
since his text was based upon the Textus Receptus22—and others down through 
the ages, including “perhaps the greatest text critic of all times,”23 Constantin 
Tischendorf (1815–74), whose work was devoted to establishing the earliest reli-
able text to demonstrate the truths of Christianity, as well as others. Or we may 
consider the German Pietists, such as Philip Jakob Spener (1635–1705), August 
Hermann Francke (1663–1727), and, in English-speaking circles, John Wesley 
(1703–91), whose pious devotion to the Bible led to development of rigorous 
biblical study but whose views can be summarized as stating that, in the words 
of William Baird, “Christ is the center and hermeneutical key to the understand-
ing of the Old Testament as well as the New. Indeed, the purpose of biblical 
study is to lead to faith in Christ, a faith which effects salvation.”24 Or Nathaniel 
Lardner (1684–1768), whose primary work was in defense of the credibility of 
the Gospels, as well as defending the fourteen letters of Paul. Or Johann August 
Ernesti (1707–81), one of the major formulators of the historical-critical method, 
who believed that the Bible was both authoritative and infallible, and therefore 
it could contain “no real contradiction.”25

18. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:34.
19. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:8–9.
20. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:12–17.
21. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:31–32.
22. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:26–28.
23. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:322.
24. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:64; cf. on the Pietists above, Baird, 

History of New Testament Research, 1:58–90.
25. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:108, citing J. A. Ernesti, Principles of 

Biblical Interpretation, 2 vols., trans. Charles H. Terrot (Edinburgh: T. Clark, 1832), 1:38. 
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Even with the rise of liberalism and more radical views regarding dis-
continuity within the New Testament, especially regarding Paul and Jesus, 
there were a number of scholars who continued to argue for continuity. One 
of these was Ernst Wilhelm Hengstenberg (1802–69), whose Christology of the 
New Testament found continuity not only within the New Testament but also 
between the Old and the New Testaments.26 Heinrich Ewald (1803–75), who 
is now better known as an Old Testament scholar, consciously took on the 
Tübingen school (see below), since he taught there for a short time in his ever-
transient career. Ewald constructed a highly innovative theory of the sources 
of the Synoptic Gospels that involved ten hypothetical and other documents. 
The progression begins with a group of Greek narratives that were used by 
Paul, which he thought may have been written by Philip and that constituted 
an early version of Mark. Another of the sources was a sayings collection writ-
ten by an apostle (Matthew’s logia), and a third was a version of Mark’s Gospel 
that included the first two sources in a second edition. In other words, rather 
than seeing discontinuity among the sources, Ewald integrated the sources in 
an elaborate way that put a source or sources used by Paul at the heart of con-
struction of the Gospels, and hence the representation of Jesus.27 Philip Schaff 
(1819–93), the German-American polymath, was well aware of the views of F. 
C. Baur (to be discussed below) and organized his view of early church history 
around a Petrine and then a Pauline before a synthetic Johannine reconstruc-
tion. Nevertheless, despite a variety of means of expression of theology, he also 
saw an “essential agreement” among them.28 In English scholarship, Arthur 
Penrhyn Stanley (1815–81) argued for continuity by seeing God’s revelation 
in Christ as transmitted, even if interpreted in their own ways, by the three 
major apostles: Peter, Paul, and John.29 Stanley worked together with Benjamin 
Jowett (1817–93), the noted classicist, on commentaries on the Pauline letters. 
Even though Jowett was responsible for helping to introduce German histori-
cal criticism to Britain in Essays and Reviews (1860), he found “continuity of 
the letters . . . not in doctrine but ‘in the person of Christ himself, who is the 
centre in every Epistle.’ ”30 More important for British scholarship, however, 

Ernesti was the rector of the Thomasschule in Leipzig and had an unfortunate confronta-
tion with one of his teachers, Johann Sebastian Bach, which was resolved in Bach’s favor.

26. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:279–82.
27. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:289–90. Cf. J. C. O’Neill, The Bible’s 

Authority: A Portrait Gallery of Thinkers from Lessing to Bultmann (Edinburgh: T&T 
Clark, 1991), 143, on continuity between the testaments, and 148–49 for an appendix 
on his Gospel sources.

28. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 2:50.
29. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:349.
30. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:355, citing Benjamin Jowett, The 

Epistles of St. Paul to the Thessalonians, Galatians, Romans, with Critical Notes and 
Dissertations, 2nd ed., 2 vols. (London: John Murray, 1850), 1:3.
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are Joseph Barber Lightfoot (1828–89) and Brooke Foss Westcott (1825–1901). 
Lightfoot not only found continuity within the New Testament, but he also 
strongly argued at length against the Tübingen reconstruction of the second 
century. Lightfoot’s argument threatens the entire discontinuity view, because 
of the difficulties that the implausible second-century synthesis poses for posit-
ing the conditions in the first century that gave rise to it. Westcott’s views on 
the canon, which include his view of the oral tradition behind the Gospels and 
a reconstruction of early church history that dates the apostolic period to 70 
CE, show that he follows in the line of Lightfoot in seeing continuity within 
the witnesses of the New Testament.31 With the rise of theological liberalism, 
especially in Germany, even though one might have expected discontinuity to 
reign supreme (and it did among some liberal theologians), there was conti-
nuity seen among many of them; for example, in the work of Eduard Reuss 
(1804–91), Adolf Harnack (1851–1930), Johannes Weiss (1863–1914), and Adolf 
Deissmann (1866–1937), along with some of their opponents such as Paul Feine 
(1859–1933). Reuss saw Paul as filling in gaps and developing further the moral 
and ethical teaching of Jesus.32 Harnack, even though he recognized the role 
that Paul played in separating Christianity from Judaism, saw Paul as a le-
gitimate interpreter of Jesus who transformed Jesus’ moralism into a sacrificial 
system representative of Greek and Hellenistic thought.33 Weiss, despite being a 
leading figure in the history-of-religion school, wrote a book on Paul and Jesus 
in which he went beyond simply finding continuity and argued that Paul had 
known Jesus in his early life, a view that was promoted in direct response to 
the strongly antithetical views of Wrede (see below).34 This view was also held 
by Feine.35 Deissmann, who wrote several books that touched on the topic, 
found that Paul’s Christianity is “neither a breach with the Gospel of Jesus nor 

31. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 2:76.
32. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 2:94.
33. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 2:126, 134. Harnack prided himself 

on being a historian, but O’Neill, Bible’s Authority, 225, shows that Harnack had an un-
derlying philosophy that influenced his rejection of Baur’s developmental hypothesis.

34. Johannes Weiss, Paul and Jesus, trans. H. J. Chaytor (London: Harper & 
Brothers, 1909). Weiss also wrote other works endorsing continuity, including Jesus im 
Glauben des Urchristentums (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1910) and The History of Primi-
tive Christianity, ed. F. C. Grant (New York: Erickson, 1937; repr., Earliest Christianity: 
A History of the Period A.D. 30–150, 2 vols. [Gloucester, MA: Peter Smith, 1970]). He was 
joined around this time by two other scholars who argued that Paul had in some way 
seen Jesus during his earthly existence, as well as others who argued for this position. 
The two important scholars to note on this issue—ones who take the matter further and 
posit not just continuity but also that Paul had in some way seen Jesus during his earthly 
ministry—are William Ramsay (1851–1939) and James Hope Moulton (1863–1917). The 
importance of their work and how it has been neglected in New Testament research is 
discussed in Porter, When Paul Met Jesus, esp. 28–36.

35. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 2:365.
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a distortion of the Gospel of Jesus.”36 Joachim Jeremias (1900–1979) “rejects the 
view of Bultmann that dismisses the historical Jesus in favor of the kerygma of 
the church.”37 He states that “according to the witness of the New Testament, 
there is no other revelation of God but the incarnate Word. The preaching 
of the early church, on the other hand, is the divinely inspired witness to the 
revelation, but the church’s preaching is not itself the revelation.”38 An interest-
ing scholar to mention is Günther Bornkamm (1905–90). Although a student 
of Bultmann, Bornkamm saw continuity between Paul and Jesus around the 
concept of justification by faith: “Paul’s gospel of justification by faith alone 
matches Jesus’ turning to the godless and the lost.”39 A final scholar to mention is 
Martin Hengel (1926–2009), who helped to revive the study of Judaism within 
a new history-of-religion school, and who saw continuity between Jesus and 
the early church, consciously rejecting the views of those who minimized the 
identity of Jesus: “Against the view, since Wrede, of the unmessianic Jesus, it 
must be admitted that Jesus conducted himself with ‘messianic’ authority, and 
was executed as a messianic pretender.”40

At this point, I could continue to note and cite a number of scholars up to 
the present who argue for continuity within the New Testament. That, how-
ever, could simply become an exercise in tedium. I will instead focus on a move-
ment that represents continuity within the field of New Testament studies: the 
salvation-history movement. This movement, although sometimes seen as a 
conservative backlash in reaction to the more liberal history-of-religion move-
ment, is arguably more in the mainstream of New Testament studies as it has 
developed over the centuries. The salvation-history movement shares most of 
the same broad parameters of critical scholarship that developed from Baur, but 
without being as skeptical of the results as those who argue for discontinuity (as 
will be seen below). The salvation-historical movement is characterized not by 
discontinuity but by continuity within the New Testament, and it sees the histori-
cal development of New Testament thought as part of a history of salvation and 

36. Adolf Deissmann, The Religion of Jesus and the Faith of Paul, trans. William E. 
Wilson (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1923), 258; but also, in his earlier Paul: A Study 
in Social and Religious History, trans. Lionel R. M. Strachan (1911; London: Hodder & 
Stoughton, 1912).

37. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 3:286.
38. Joachim Jeremias, The Problem of the Historical Jesus, trans. Norman Perrin 

(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1964), 23, cited in Baird, History of New Testament Research, 
3:286.

39. Günther Bornkamm, Paul, trans. D. M. G. Stalker (New York: Harper & Row, 
1971), 237, cited in Baird, History of New Testament Research, 3:166. Baird states, “In 
liberalism there was a tendency to detect a gulf between Jesus and the apostle. . . . 
Bornkamm acknowledges differences, but he affirms a fundamental unity.”

40. Martin Hengel, Studies in Early Christology (London: T&T Clark Interna-
tional, 1995), 71, cited in Baird, History of New Testament Research, 3:317; cf. also 318–19.
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its revelation.41 The founder of this movement is often seen to be the Erlangen 
scholar Johann Christian Konrad von Hofmann (1810–77),42 whose studies under 
historian Leopold von Ranke (1795–1886) gave him a strong and textually ori-
ented view of history.43 As a result, Hofmann shared Baur’s view that the basis of 
New Testament theology is the historical development of the New Testament, but 
he did not see the theological disjunction between Jesus and Paul that fractured 
the New Testament.44 As a result, salvation history is seen to begin with Jesus, 
who proclaimed a present and future message. Primitive Christianity was seen 
to extend the so-called intermediate period between Jesus and his anticipated re-
turn, especially as this is reflected in Luke-Acts. Paul’s tension between the already 
and the not-yet is a salvation-historical one that he himself develops in his letters. 
The culmination is seen in the Johannine writings. There is thus development, 
but not such that it becomes discontinuity. Hofmann’s work became the basis of 
the so-called Erlangen School of New Testament theology.

A number of representative scholars illustrate this view of continuity. Bern-
hard Weiss (1827–1918),45 the lesser-known father of Johannes Weiss, was much 
more conservative in his approach.46 Weiss’s father definitely takes a historical 
approach to his material, organizing it as he appears to believe that it occurred 
and/or was written, thus laying out the history of the development of the New 
Testament message. He divides his theology into five parts, from the teach-
ing of Jesus to the apostolic doctrine to Paul (or Paulinism as he styles it), the 
post-Pauline period, and then the Johannine writings. This work follows the 
template of salvation history, illustrated through development and continuity, 
but not discontinuity. Adolf Schlatter (1852–1938) was a Tübingen scholar who 
did not follow in the line of Baur,47 but who followed the line of Hofmann 
and endorsed a strongly historical view of the entire enterprise.48 Even though 

41. See Oscar Cullmann, Salvation in History, trans. Sidney G. Sowers (London: 
SCM Press, 1967), esp. 186–291; and Robert W. Yarbrough, The Salvation Historical Fal-
lacy? Reassessing the History of New Testament Theology, HB 2 (Leiden: Deo, 2004). I 
follow these two works in the following description of salvation history.

42. On Hofmann, a neglected figure in New Testament studies, see Yarbrough, 
Salvation Historical Fallacy, 28–57; John Rogerson, Old Testament Criticism in the Nine-
teenth Century: England and Germany (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1984), esp. 104–11; and 
Roy A. Harrisville and Walter Sundberg, The Bible in Modern Culture: Baruch Spinoza 
to Brevard Childs, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapid: Eerdmans, 2002), 123–45.

43. Leopold von Ranke, The Theory and Practice of History, ed. George G. Iggers 
(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1973).

44. Yarbrough, Salvation Historical Fallacy, 35–36.
45. See Baird, History of New Testament Research, 2:101–11.
46. Bernhard Weiss, Biblical Theology of the New Testament, 2 vols., trans. David 

Eaton and James E. Duguid (1868; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1882–1883).
47. See Baird, History of New Testament Research, 2:373–83.
48. Adolf Schlatter, “The Theology of the New Testament and Dogmatics” (1909), 

trans. in Robert Morgan, The Nature of New Testament Theology: The Contribution of 

	 Paul and Jesus: Issues of Continuity and Discontinuity � 13



Schlatter in his two volumes of theology of the New Testament divides them 
between discussion of Jesus and of the apostles (found later in Bultmann and 
his followers), he treats Jesus in an entire volume, not as prelude or as discon-
tinuous but as the substantive foundation of the proclamation that is developed 
further in the other New Testament authors found in the second volume.49 
Ethelbert Stauffer (1902–79), a member of the Erlangen School,50 presents what 
he calls “The Christocentric Theology of History in the New Testament,” his 
title for part two of his theology. The salvation-historical theology movement 
has been followed by those who see continuity between Paul and Jesus, and 
is found in the work of more recent scholars such as Werner Georg Kümmel 
(1905–95), George Eldon Ladd (1911–82), Leonhard Goppelt (1911–73), Peter 
Stuhlmacher, and I. Howard Marshall (1934–2015), among others.

It is always difficult to discern how influential various scholars and their 
opinions are in relation to the views of others. However, as the survey above 
has shown, the continuity view of New Testament scholarship has a number 
of major representatives, especially in the area of New Testament theology—as 
well as individuals not writing in this area—even if they have been overshad-
owed by the strength of the discontinuity view. The dedicatee of this volume 
does not stand alone—far from it—even though in many ways the view he 
represents has been seen more prominently within more conservative New 
Testament interpretive circles and often been overshadowed by the wider field 
of New Testament scholarship.

Discontinuity between Jesus and Paul

As noted in the section above, the rise of views that argued for the discontinuity 
in Scripture, and then between Jesus and Paul within the New Testament, had 
their first inklings within the rise of rationalism in the fifteenth and sixteenth 
centuries, which contributed to the emergence of Enlightenment thought in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Of the significant thinkers of this period 
who helped to set the trajectory for later thought, none were probably as sig-
nificant as Baruch Spinoza (1632–77) and Richard Simon (1638–1712). Spinoza 
was not just a transitionary thinker but a bold and pronounced representative 

William Wrede and Adolf Schlatter, SBT Second Series 25 (London: SCM Press, 1973), 
117–66.

49. Adolf Schlatter, The History of the Christ: The Foundation of New Testament 
Theology, trans. Andreas J. Köstenberger (1923; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1997) and The 
Theology of the Apostles: The Development of New Testament Theology, trans. Andreas 
J. Köstenberger (1922; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1998).

50. Ethelbert Stauffer, New Testament Theology, trans. John Marsh (1948; London: 
SCM Press, 1955).
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figure of discontinuity within study of the Bible. As an advocate of rationalism, 
he applied it uncompromisingly to the Bible and tended to find discontinuity 
at every turn. He disputed Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch and rejected 
miracles as contrary to nature and hence to God. In the New Testament, he 
found the apostles to be mutually contradictory.51 In many ways, Spinoza gave 
license to others to offer similar and even more developed conclusions. Simon, 
although working within the Roman Catholic Church, arrived at many similar 
solutions as Spinoza by applying a rigorous grammatical method.52 In the area 
of New Testament studies, there were also some major precursors to the dis-
continuity view. Johann Salomo Semler (1725–91) was one of the major figures 
in the development of the historical-critical method. Despite having roots in 
Pietism, Semler came under the influence of historical criticism and, although 
he believed that the Bible was “a record of divine revelation,” he also believed “it 
was in harmony with the truths of nature and reason,”53 which led him to make 
a distinction between “religion and theology,” clearly following the agenda of 
the Enlightenment.54 Semler’s work on the canon was instrumental in lead-
ing to his work on the New Testament, which “resulted in a reconstruction of 
early Christianity” that anticipated the conclusions of Baur. According to Baird, 
Semler “believed the early church to have been made up of two parties: a Jew-
ish faction represented by Peter, and a Hellenistic group under the leadership 
of Paul,” the two parties later being integrated into what became the church 
as an entity.55 A second major figure was Wilhelm Martin Leberecht de Wette 
(1780–1849). Although de Wette is best known as an Old Testament scholar, he 
also did significant research in the New Testament. De Wette was uniquely po-
sitioned to be able to examine the relationship between the Old Testament and 
Judaism and the New Testament. Within the New Testament, de Wette claims 
to be able to identify “three types of religion”: “a Jewish Christianity” that he 
identifies with the Synoptic Gospels and Acts, the letters of Peter, James, and 
Jude, and Revelation; “an Alexandrian or Hellenistic Christianity,” found in the 
Johannine literature and in Hebrews; and “the Christianity of Paul,” found in 
Paul’s letters.56 Not quite holding the view of Baur, de Wette uses the categories 
of systematic theology to present his material, which ends up finding more 
continuity than his categories suggest, as he sees the apostles viewing Christ 
as God’s revelation and mediator, a view that tends to minimize discontinu-
ity. Nevertheless, the distinctions within types of Christianity and hence the 

51. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:6.
52. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:17–18.
53. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:118.
54. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:119.
55. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:126. Cf. O’Neill, Bible’s Authority, 51.
56. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:228.

	 Paul and Jesus: Issues of Continuity and Discontinuity � 15



possibility of discontinuity are established. A third figure to mention here—
although certainly not the last who could be cited—is Friedrich Schleiermacher 
(1768–1834). Although primarily a theologian and hermeneut, Schleiermacher 
through his theology and his biblical scholarship had a huge influence on the 
thought of his day, at least within Germany. Schleiermacher’s theology tended 
to create a division between religious consciousness and historical criticism, a 
division that has continued in much German theological writing. In his intro-
duction to the New Testament, Schleiermacher begins with Paul, since he dates 
the Gospels late, and this creates an inverse view of historical development, 
although there is a sense of growing discontinuity to be observed in the docu-
ments, especially as much of the New Testament was written late.57

There are a number of other scholars who could be identified with dis-
continuity. The major figure who marked the turning point in New Testament 
scholarship regarding continuity and discontinuity was Ferdinand Christian 
Baur (1792–1860).58 The influence that Baur has had on New Testament schol-
arship cannot be overestimated, as many of his findings have continued to be 
fundamentally important and influential, even if others of his views have been 
dismissed (e.g., on the dating of the Synoptic Gospels or John’s Gospel to the 
second century). Early on, Baur came under the influence of Enlightenment 
rationalism, but more importantly he came under the influence of Schleier-
macher’s Christianity without God and German idealism, especially as it was 
expressed in the thought of Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770–1831).59 The 
combination of these factors within the environment of growing skepticism 
in German theological thought set the stage for the work of Baur’s lifetime, 
including his theory of the development of early Christianity, doubts regard-
ing historical reliability of early Christian documents, and reconstruction of 
Christian history as a tension between competing parties. The first major work 
in which Baur promoted his discontinuity view is his untranslated article on the 
Christ party in the Corinthian community, which focused on the opposition 
between Petrine and Pauline Christianity.60 Published in 1831, this article posits 

57. See Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:113–14.
58. This discussion follows Porter, When Paul Met Jesus, 46–51, from which I have 

taken a number of passages. See also Horton Harris, The Tübingen School: A Historical 
and Theological Investigation of the School of F. C. Baur (repr., Grand Rapids: Baker, 
1990), 11–54, 137–80; Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:258–69.

59. See O’Neill, Bible’s Authority, 95–107.
60. Ferdinand Christian Baur, “Die Christuspartei in der korinthischen Gemeinde, 

der Gegensatz des petrinischen und paulinischen Christentums in der ältesten Kirche, 
der apostel Petrus in Rome,” Tübinger Zeitschrift für Theologie 4 (1831): 61–206; repr. 
in Baur, Ausgewählte Werke in Einzelausgaben. I. Historisch-kritische Untersuchungen 
zum Neuen Testament, 5 vols., ed. Klaus Scholder (Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: F. From-
mann, 1963–1975), 5:1–146. O’Neill, Bible’s Authority, 120–21, notes that Baur’s view of 
Christianity’s development goes back to Semler.
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two opposing communities within the Corinthian church: one focused on Paul 
and the other Peter, and one representing Hellenistic Gentile Christianity and 
the other Jewish Christianity. The emphasis of the Petrine group was on Jesus 
as the Jewish Messiah, whereas Paul defines his Christianity in relationship to 
justification by faith (note the dialectic). For Baur, the entire development of 
early Christianity is formulated around an opposition by Paul, if not to Jesus 
himself, to those who aligned themselves closely with him. Baur’s second major 
work was his volume on Paul.61 In this work, he encapsulates and synthesizes 
his conclusions drawn over the course of his investigations. These include the 
antithesis between Paul and Peter, but with Baur himself taking sides with 
Paul, as Paul’s accounts of the conflict between the two, so Baur believes, are 
thought to be more reliable. This is so much so that Baur posits that Paul’s 
conversion is not due to the appearance of the Jewish Jesus but a kind of Hege-
lian spiritualized apparition in keeping with the Greek context of Baur’s Paul. 
Baur developed his ideas further in his history of the early church.62 The force 
of Baur’s work and the impact that it has had on New Testament scholarship is 
hard to calculate. Even though there are those who disagree with many of his 
initial findings, he set the agenda for so much of subsequent New Testament 
studies, to the point of establishing a strong view of discontinuity within the 
New Testament, especially between Paul and Jesus, that many have chosen to 
follow and develop further.

By the time of the middle to the end of the nineteenth century, the influ-
ence of the Tübingen school had become immense. Some of the scholars who 
followed in this line include: Eduard Zeller (1814–1908), the son-in-law of Baur 
who saw Paul as the hero of the book of Acts in relationship to Peter;63 Adolf 
Hilgenfeld (1823–1907), who, though attempting to distance himself from Baur, 
continued his agenda regarding the conflict of Christianities;64 Bruno Bauer 
(1809–82), who went to the extent of arguing that Jesus never existed, a view of 
discontinuity with Paul in the extreme;65 and Heinrich Holtzmann (1832–1910), 
who considered Paul to be the creator of Christology.66 Not only were there 

61. Ferdinand Christian Baur, Paul, the Apostle of Jesus Christ: His Life and Work, 
His Epistles and Teachings; a Contribution to a Critical History of Primitive Christianity, 
trans. Allan Menzies, 2 vols. (1845; London: Williams & Norgate, 1873–1875; 2nd ed., 
1876; repr. in one volume [Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2003]).

62. Ferdinand Christian Baur, The Church History of the First Three Centuries, 
trans. Allan Menzies, 2 vols. (1853; London: Williams & Norgate, 1878–1879).

63. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:272.
64. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:275. Hilgenfeld was responding to 

Hans Hinrich Wendt (see Furnish, “Jesus-Paul Debate,” 20–21).
65. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 1:278; O’Neill, Bible’s Authority, 

150–66. Bauer also has the distinction of being the teacher of and collaborator with 
Karl Marx.

66. Baird, History of New Testament Research, 2:120.
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those within the Tübingen school itself who argued for discontinuity within 
the New Testament, especially around the relationship of Paul and Jesus as one 
might have expected, there was a sense in which, at least within certain circles, 
this view came to be a populist view of Christianity. The most important figure 
in this regard was William Wrede (1859–1906).67 Early on, Wrede came under 
the influence of theological liberalism, especially that of Albrecht Ritschl (1822–
89), who was a student of Baur and a member of the Tübingen school.68 He was 
also a member of the history-of-religion school. Emerging in the late nineteenth 
century, this school of thought emphasized the comparative and historical di-
mensions of the study of religion. This developmental view, continuing the 
agenda of Baur that saw a contrast between Jesus and Paul, also considered 
Christianity as one of the world’s religions, even if it was also seen, at least by 
some, as the apotheosis of religious thought. Christianity was to be studied 
as any other religion and accounted for within the world of its time.69 Wrede 
not only followed this school of thought, but he also went further and became 
identified with belonging to what has been called “radical historical criticism.” 
Radical historical criticism is distinguished by claims to be engaging in purely 
historical exegesis without the influence of theological or philosophical presup-
positions. Religion is a sociocultural phenomenon, and Christianity is only one 
among the world’s religions, and they all must be studied on their own terms 
and in relation to their own historical development. In 1904, Wrede published 
his popularly written and widely well-received book Paul.70 In this book, Wrede 
is concerned with the man, Paul, and traces his life from his youth through his 
conversion to identification of the chief traits of his religious character. Paul’s 
conversion involved Jesus appearing to him as an apparition, not in the flesh; 
because for Paul, according to Wrede, there was no fleshly resurrection. The 
history-of-religion movement was distinguished by a differentiation between 
religion and theology, followed by Wrede. In this book, Wrede discusses Paul’s 
life and work, but it is his theology that is of most importance. According to 
Wrede, Paul sees Jesus as a superhuman, metaphysical, and celestial figure that 

67. See Porter, When Paul Met Jesus, 51–56, with references there.
68. See Harris, Tübingen School, 101–12; Baird, History of New Testament Research, 

2:86–92.
69. This is not the place to study the history-of-religion school more fully, except to 

note some of its major figures: Hermann Gunkel, Johannes Weiss (but see above), Franz 
Cumont, Richard Reitzenstein, Albert Eichhorn, Wilhelm Heitmüller, Paul Wernle, 
Heinrich Weinel, and Wilhelm Bousset. See Baird, History of New Testament Research, 
2:222–53.

70. Wrede, Paul. The German edition of this book appeared in a series titled 
Religionsgeschichtliche Volksbücher für die deutsche christliche Gegenwart (History-
of-Religion Popular Books for the German Christian Present); in other words, popular-
level books for contemporary German Christians.
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becomes human and then returns to heaven; in other words, there is nothing 
of Paul’s view of Christ that emerges from a conception of the earthly Jesus. 
Paul never saw Jesus and hence never had any impression of him, but he had a 
belief in the heavenly being before he had a view of Jesus. As a result, there is a 
sharp contrast between the teachings of Jesus and Paul, to the point that, if one 
identifies the tenets of the gospel, none of it is to be found in Jesus. Paul is the 
one who took Christianity from its narrow Jewish origins and made it into a 
new religion and became its first theologian. As a result, “Paul is to be regarded 
as the second founder of Christianity.”71 Paul was the more forceful influence, 
though not necessarily a better one, and he transformed Christianity from what 
it was to what it became by, as Wrede says, crushing out the human Jesus and 
forcing him into his Christ. Thus Wrede not just continued the Baurian dis-
continuity between Paul and Peter, with Paul representing Hellenistic Gentile 
Christianity and Peter Jewish Christianity founded in Jesus. He saw Paul as 
completely overwhelming and crushing any human Jesus, and transforming a 
celestial being into his own Christology that became the basis of Christianity.72

One of the major impacts of Wrede’s analysis was to shift the weight of the 
argument from continuity toward discontinuity—at least within certain Ger-
man scholarly circles—because his conclusions were seen to be decisive. The 
only question would be the extent of the discontinuity. One of the major factors 
in the endurance of this shift was the work of Rudolf Bultmann (1884–1976),73 
who has been described as bringing to fruition many of the major ideas of 
previous critical scholarship.74 Bultmann is probably the only figure in New 
Testament scholarship who comes as close to casting a shadow as long as Baur’s, 
and some might say he cast a longer one. In the course of his education, Bult-
mann was exposed to many influential figures in New Testament scholarship, 
including Harnack, Gunkel, and Julius Kaftan (1848–1926) at Berlin, and Jo-
hannes Weiss and Adolf Jülicher (1857–1938) at Marburg. Bultmann wrote his 
doctoral dissertation under Johannes Weiss, and the history-of-religion move-
ment had a lasting influence on his work, to the point that one might well 
consider Bultmann one of the last members of the school. What might come 
as a surprise is that Bultmann studied with some scholars who are known for 

71. Wrede, Paul, 179 (italics original).
72. There were definitely reactions to Wrede and the kind of position that Wrede 

took. Besides responses by Weiss, Kaftan (see below), and Jülicher (see below), other 
scholars who took exception were Charles Archibald Anderson Scott and R. J. Knowl-
ing, among others.

73. Porter, When Paul Met Jesus, 56–69, with references there.
74. See Stephen Neill and N. T. Wright, The Interpretation of the New Testament 

1861–1986, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), 238, citing Bultmann as 
fulfilling or going beyond David Friedrich Strauss in skepticism on writing a life of 
Jesus, Baur, Albert Schweitzer on Jesus’ eschatology, and Wrede.
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seeing continuity between Paul and Jesus, such as the following: Harnack, 
whose liberal theology saw continuity between the two; Johannes Weiss, who as 
noted above wrote a book in response to Wrede; and Jülicher and Kaftan, who 
both opposed Wrede.75 Bultmann, however, abandoned theological liberalism 
under the influence of Karl Barth and came to embrace dialectical theology, in 
which God is seen as wholly other and there is a sharp divide between God and 
creation.76 This had a major influence on Bultmann’s thought, especially the 
contrast he saw between the Pauline gospel and human experience. Bultmann’s 
views in this area, especially on the relationship of Paul and Jesus, continue 
to be highly influential. His perspective emerges perhaps most clearly in his 
oft-remembered statement that “the message of Jesus is a presupposition for 
the theology of the New Testament rather than a part of that theology itself.”77 
Bultmann clearly sees a divide and discontinuity between Jesus’ message and 
the rest of New Testament theology, which consists for Bultmann mostly of the 
theology of Paul and John.

Bultmann argued for discontinuity between Jesus and Paul in three differ-
ent works over the course of his scholarly career. The first is an article published 
in 1929, in which he asks whether Paul’s thought is structured by the historical 
Jesus, how Paul’s theology is related to the proclamation of Jesus, and what sig-
nificance the historical Jesus has for Paul’s theology.78 Bultmann states that he 
doubts Paul was even known in Jerusalem, and hence 2 Corinthians 5:16 does 
not indicate that he saw him (Bultmann may be implicitly criticizing Johannes 
Weiss here).79 Paul, Bultmann believes, is not in any way dependent on Jesus, 
but received his information from Hellenistic Christians. While Paul’s theol-
ogy has some common ground in Jesus’ ethical teaching, Paul is the one who 
reasoned through to theological conclusions on law, ethics, and messiahship. 
What Paul contributes to theology is not a development from Jesus but was new 
to him, and thus Bultmann goes beyond Wrede and Jülicher. The significance 

75. Both Adolf Jülicher and Julius Kaftan wrote books addressing the issue: Jülicher, 
Paulus und Jesus, Religionsgeschichtliche Volksbücher (Tübingen: Mohr, 1907); Kaftan, 
Jesus und Paulus, Religionsgeschichtliche Volksbücher (Tübingen: Mohr, 1906), both 
in the same series in which Wrede’s volume appeared.

76. See David Fergusson, “Bultmann, Rudolf (1884–1976),” in Historical Handbook 
of Major Biblical Interpreters, ed. Donald K. McKim (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity 
Press, 1998), 449–56, here 450.

77. Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, trans. Kendrick Grobel, 2 
vols. (London: SCM Press, 1952–1955), 1:3 (italics in original).

78. Rudolf Bultmann, “The Significance of the Historical Jesus for the Theology 
of Paul” (1929), in Bultmann, Faith and Understanding: Collected Essays, trans. Louise 
Pettibone Smith (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1969), 220–46.

79. Despite their differences on continuity between Jesus and Paul, Bultmann ac-
cepted Weiss’s view that Jesus did not see himself as the messiah. See O’Neill, Bible’s 
Authority, 300–301.

20	 Who Created Christianity?



of the historical Jesus for Paul’s theology is that the person of Jesus makes pos-
sible the turning of the proclamation of Paul into the gospel. The legitimation 
for preaching is found in the factuality of the kerygma. The second work by 
Bultmann was an article published in 1936.80 Assuming his previous stance, 
Bultmann affirms that Pauline theology does not depend on the proclamation 
of Jesus. One cannot escape mythology by going back to Jesus. One cannot get 
behind Paul to get to Jesus but must go through Paul to get to Jesus. The third 
is Bultmann’s commentary on 2 Corinthians, where he exegetes 2 Corinthians 
5:16.81 This passage reads: “So from now on we regard no one from a worldly 
point of view. Though we once regarded Christ in this way, we do so no longer” 
(NIV). Bultmann says of this passage that it cannot lead to the conclusion that 
Paul personally knew Jesus and had received any impression from him. He 
instead says that Paul is saying that “we” as Christians, from the time of Christ’s 
death and resurrection, do not understand anything in an empirical or worldly 
way; but even if we did know Christ in this way (and we do not), we do not 
know him that way now.

Since the time of Bultmann, there has been much subsequent research 
on Paul and Jesus. The major factor that has changed in many of these discus-
sions is the move from past assumed or acknowledged continuity between 
Paul and Jesus to the growing and then accepted discontinuity between them. 
Some of Bultmann’s students, such as Hans Conzelmann (1915–89), continued 
to endorse the discontinuity view. Conzelmann’s New Testament theology is 
framed as a response to and development of Bultmann.82 As Conzelmann states, 
referring to Bultmann,

The basic problem of New Testament theology is not, how did the pro-
claimer, Jesus of Nazareth, become the proclaimed Messiah, Son of God, 
Lord? [Quoting the problem as Bultmann defined it.] It is rather, why did 
faith maintain the identity of the Exalted One with Jesus of Nazareth after 
the resurrection appearances?83

He answers this question in historical terms one associates with this line of dis-
continuous thought. Since Conzelmann frames the discussion in terms of the 

80. Rudolf Bultmann, “Jesus and Paul” (1936), in Bultmann, Existence and Faith: 
Shorter Writings of Rudolf Bultmann, ed. and trans. Schubert M. Ogden (New York: 
Living Age Books, 1960), 183–201.

81. Rudolf Bultmann, The Second Letter to the Corinthians, ed. Erich Dinkler, trans. 
Roy A. Harrisville (1976; Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1985).

82. Hans Conzelmann, An Outline of the Theology of the New Testament, trans. 
John Bowden (1968; London: SCM Press, 1969). On Conzelmann, see Baird, History 
of New Testament Research, 3:353–59, who says that Conzelmann “fell under the spell 
of Rudolf Bultmann,” 353.

83. Conzelmann, Outline, xviii.
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Hellenism versus Judaism debate, the discontinuity of Baur to Bultmann remains 
central to his argument. That the debate, even if it had become quieter over the 
years, was still ongoing is seen in a 1989 collection of essays by various German- 
and English-speaking scholars.84 Such discontinuity is still seen in New Testa-
ment scholarship despite, for example, the rise of movements such as the New 
Perspective on Paul or even the more recent and more arguably Jewish-focused 
Radical New Perspective on Paul or Paul within Judaism. The New Perspective 
on Paul has focused on Paul sometimes almost exclusively, and still seems to 
function within a fundamental paradigm of diversity and discontinuity.85 One of 
the scholars within the New Perspective movement, James Dunn, as an example, 
states that “Paul’s influence in determining the beginnings of Christianity was 
almost as great as that of Jesus,” which is the kind of statement that reflects the 
perspective of Wrede (whom Dunn goes on to cite following the passage above).86 
The same can be said so far about the Radical New Perspective or Paul within 
Judaism movement. Even if it acknowledges a more Jewish Jesus, the discussion 
of Jesus apart from occasional treatment of Gospel representations of him (and 
even these appear to be sparse) appears to be minimal.87 In one of the most 
recent German treatments of Paul’s life and theology, Udo Schnelle, so far as I 

84. Wedderburn, ed., Paul and Jesus. There are essays by Wedderburn, Furnish, 
Niklaus Walter, and Christian Wolff. There are various viewpoints taken, but the ques-
tion of continuity and discontinuity is addressed by virtually all of them.

85. An exception (there may be others, but they do not seem to be prominent) to 
this might be the later views of W. D. Davies (1911–2001), who in his preface to the fourth 
edition of his Paul and Rabbinic Judaism: Some Rabbinic Elements in Pauline Theology 
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1980), xxvii, tends to see continuity between Paul’s Judaism and 
Christianity, with Paul’s theology centered on “participation in the life, death, and resur-
rection of Jesus the Christ.” However, Davies represents more of a pre-New Perspective 
viewpoint. See Baird, History of New Testament Research, 3:294.

86. James D. G. Dunn, “In Search of the Historical Paul,” in Celebrating Paul: 
Festschrift in Honor of Jerome Murphy-O’Connor, O.P. and Joseph A. Fitzmyer, S.J., ed. 
Peter Staler, CBQMS 48 (Washington, DC: Catholic Biblical Association of America, 
2011), 15–38. A volume that emphasizes discontinuity is Dunn, Unity and Diversity in 
the New Testament: An Inquiry into the Character of Earliest Christianity (Philadelphia: 
Westminster, 1977). N. T. Wright argues for continuity in What Saint Paul Really Said: 
Was Paul of Tarsus the Real Founder of Christianity? (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 
and in Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God, 2 vols. (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2013), 
but in neither book does he mention Wrede (despite the title of the first book above). 
In many respects, Wright’s views are similar to Hengel’s regarding Christology. In his 
later work, Wright mentions Wrede, often together with Albert Schweitzer and others 
who follow Wrede’s opinion, but without sustained discussion of him or his importance. 
See Wright, Paul and his Recent Interpreters (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2015). Cf. Magnus 
Zetterholm, Approaches to Paul: A Student’s Guide to Recent Scholarship (Minneapolis: 
Fortress, 2009), 95–126.

87. See Mark D. Nanos and Magnus Zetterholm, eds., Paul within Judaism: Restor-
ing the First-Century Context to the Apostle (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2015). Cf. Zetter-
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can tell, does not even raise the question of Paul’s relationship to Jesus.88 This is 
a similar view apparently endorsed by David Horrell, when he observes “some 
fairly obvious differences” between Jesus’ message and Paul’s gospel.89

Conclusion

The survey above shows some of the rhythms in the debate over continuity 
and discontinuity within New Testament studies, especially concerning the 
relationship of Paul and Jesus. The pattern of continuity has persisted from the 
earliest days of Christianity to the present, even if the debate in many quar-
ters cooled in the mid to late twentieth century. The discontinuity position, 
although it had some predecessors, emerged most fully with the work of Baur, 
Wrede, and Bultmann, and has also continued to the present. The major altera-
tion, at least as I observe it, is that there was a shift of balance and momentum 
that occurred in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Whereas the nine-
teenth century may have begun with continuity as the predominant position, 
due to the influential work of several scholars—Baur and Wrede, followed by 
Bultmann—by the first half of the twentieth century, the momentum and bal-
ance had shifted toward discontinuity. This was continued and even expanded 
by the work of Bultmann, to the point where it appears that for many if not most 
scholars the discussion regarding continuity and discontinuity regarding Jesus 
became a settled issue in favor of discontinuity. Throughout this time, however, 
there were still scholars who argued for continuity between Jesus and Paul in 
their message and theology. One can see that for those who have undertaken 
this topic most enthusiastically—such as David Wenham, the honoree of this 
volume—such a position appears to be on the defensive and often needs to 
explain itself, to the point that scholars undertaking such a discussion begin by 
asking the question of whether Paul was the founder of Christianity. In other 
words, the shift that Wrede summarized so well in his declaration that Paul 
was the second founder of Christianity has come to be the framework in which 
the topic must now be discussed. This has not always been the case; and if the 
history of scholarship indicates anything at all, it indicates that this need not 
be the case now. We can be thankful for all that David has done in that regard.

holm, Approaches to Paul, 127–63. A survey of a number of other books within this 
movement shows very little attention to the Paul and Jesus debate.

88. Udo Schnelle, Apostle Paul: His Life and Theology, trans. M. Eugene Boring 
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 2005).

89. David G. Horrell, An Introduction to the Study of Paul, 2nd ed. (London: T&T 
Clark, 2006), 12, who notes Friedrich Nietzsche’s view of Paul as the founder of Chris-
tianity (see also O’Neill, Bible’s Authority, 191–97) and Wrede’s of Paul as the second 
founder.

	 Paul and Jesus: Issues of Continuity and Discontinuity � 23


	Front Cover
	Title Page
	Copyright Page
	Contents
	Main Content

