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The Philosophy of Jesus: "Wisdom is Justified
of All Her Children."

I. Introduction

Jesus Christ of Nazareth lived upon the face of our world
almost 2000 years ago., Throughout the Judean countryside, this
unique personality lived, and walked, and proved Himself truly
to be the Son of the Living God., Wherever He went, Jesus became
the talk of the town, The common folk loved Him, the religion-
ists of the day hated Him, Satan tempted Him, and eventually the
Romans crucified Him., It has often been well stated of Jesus
that, through His life, personality, and deeds, He has made more
of a mark upon the pages of history than any other person who has
ever lived,

Many are the titles which men have given to this Jesus bhoth
during and since the time of His physical presence among the mem-
vers of the human race. In His own time, He was called Master,
Savior, Lord, Son of man, Son of God, Teacher, Prophet, Rabbi,
the carpenter's son, and a host of other appellations including
that of Beelzebub. Today, He is referred to in many, many ways
ranging from "Son of God to Superstar," but can we say that Jesus
was a phileﬂopher?1

In dealing with the question of whether or not Jesus was a
philosopher, we must begin by first understanding a few of the

basic premises of philosophy.




I1, What is philosophy? 2

The word, philosophy, has its origin in two Gregk words
meaning when taken together, '"the love of knowledge or wisdom."2
Although there have been some recent deviations from this early
definition of philosophy, its central theme has not changed
between the times of the early Greek philosophers, who first
used this understanding, and the philosophers of our day, who
still use it., The basic definition has not been changed, but
it has been expanded and expressed in various words and phrases.
For instance, one writer has defined philosophy as: '"the love or
natural attraction that people have for wlsdom or for the ulti-
mate constituents of everything that is r_eal."3 A1l he has done
here is to add to and express a little differently the same thing
that the ancient Greeks were saying,

Modern definitions of philosophy are quite varied in nature
and form, One definition is: "a study of the processes governing
thought and conduct; investigation of the principles that reéulate
the universe and underlie all reality."q Another is: "the endea-
vor to discover by systematic reflection the ultimate nature of
things."5 This source adds to this definition: "It is sometimes
used to denote a system of speculative beliefs, or a set of con-
victions on important issues."6

Defining the subject matter of philosophy is very difficult,

if not impossible, This is the case because of the FNUIUNSEPRFRIE




afwdle panorama of subjects which come under its investigation,
Not content to be confined to its own discipline, philosophy
reaches into other fields in attempting to put together an epis-
temology which will combine the knowledge of other systems into
one orderly view of the whole universe, Commenting on this is-
sue one authoritative source says:
philosophy does not, like the sciences, have a province of
nature that is peculiarly its own; it has no distinctive
subject-matter, In short, it is not a body of specialized
knowledge, but a kind of activity, 'a peculiarly stubborn

effort to think clearly,' as William James once put it, a
sustained process of reflection toward ultimate understanding,

7

Since philosophy does work so extensively in the domains of
other disciplines, we might illustrate its role here by likening
it to that of the town busy-body. Most every town has at least
one person, usually a lady, who does not really have any business
of her or his own. Consequently, this person begins to mind every-
body else's business. In a like manner, philosophy, having no clearly
defined subject matter of its own, we could say, is the busy-body of
the academic world, 1In this positive role, philosophy's task is to
be constantly analyzing and integrating knowledge obtained through
other fields of investigation,

Philosophy shares a close kinship to both religion (or theology)
and science, Bertrand Russell, the brilliant 20th: century philoso- -
pher, spoke of philosophy as '"a No Mant's Land" existing "between
theology and science."8 The dependence on human reason within phil-

osophy points to the common ground it shares with science, However,




we must also point out that there are marked differences ﬁetween
science and philosophy.

Science is God's gift to mankind: to understand, live in, and
use the world,. Its basic presumption has become that nature is the
sum total of all that is., The interest of science is to objectively
explore and discover cause and effect relationships through what is
called the "scientific method™, This work is often concentrated
largely within the laboratory environment and involves solving prob-
lenms in order to understand the mysteries of the universe., Preoc-
cupation of the scientist with experimentation leaves one very im-
portant task wide open; that of interpretation and definition of
terms and concepts involved in the process and developed out of it,
This is where philosophy becomes all important. Scientists can and
do make philosophical assumptions on their own, but it remains for
the philosopher to determine Wwhat significance each field of scieance
as well as the discoveries of these fields have for mankind. While
the scientist must strive to be objective in his work, the philos-
opher must seek an understanding of reality 'in relation to man's

9 These are some of

most enduring and most deep-rooted interests,'
the deep-rooted differences in the relation between science and
philosophy, but what about philosophy and religion?

Common interests of philosophy and religion such as concern

for a better world, reflections upon a future life after death, and

a shared search for order in this world and beyond are traits which




bind these two fields of endeavor closely together. While the
search for some sort of order in the universe is a common charac-
teristic to both fields, their approaches are very different., Il=-
lumination through human reasoning is of utmost importance in phil-
osophy. It may even be satd that philosophers have faith in the
powers of reason., In religion and theology, on the other hand,
encounter may be through some supernatural happening within the
realm of the participant's experience, through direct revelation
from God, or through faith in God on the part of the believer,

It 1s apparent that philosophy and religion do share some com-
mon interests, reflections, and goals., Obviously, this is well and
good, for otherwise there could be no cooperation between the two,.
But, all is not fair as one gazes at the horizon where philosophy
and religion come into interaction. Fox, there arises not just a
amall cloud of conflict here; rather than a small cloud, there is
often an ominous thunderhead of almost frightening proportions at
this intersection. In this light, we see such statements as made
by Rousseau, himself an outstanding rhilosopher, as he asid, "Phil-
osophy can do nothing which religion cannot do better, and religion
can do a great many things that philosophy cannot do at all." I
On the other hand, consider the statement by Karl Marx that, "re-
ligion is the opium of the people."11 The battle has begun and

continues as rhetorical thunderbolts are flung back and forth from

one position to the other in the on-going struggle over who has the




right answers to life's enduring problems and questions.&

After all, the search for these answers is at least ﬁart of the
purpose of philosophy. In other words, "The chief purpose of phil-
osophy", saye Henry Thomas, "is to establish mental serenity through

contemplation of wisdom."12

So it is that philosophy strives towarad
this goal hand in hand with that elusive creature, wisdom, sometimes
as its péeudonym and sometimes as 1ts companion. Fueled by this
wisdom and the powers éf human reason, philosophy's quest reaches
deep into and beyond every realm of reality in nature.

Having thus laid out a few of the basics of philosophy, let

us now go on to look at another guestion,
III. Who is worthy of taking on the title of philosopher?

Webster's definition of philosopher consists of three parts:
"1 a person who studies or is learned in philosophy. 2. a person
who lives by a system of philosophy. 3. a person who meets all events
with calmness and composure.” e In looking at the origin of the
word,"philosophery we find that in the Greek form it meant liter-
ally "lover of wisdom." 1In present use "philtosdpher" as a word is
not confined to any single strict interpretation.

In the simplest sense and in much common thought, a philos-
opher can be anyone who displays or practices wisdom in thought
and 1ife. Here, we can picture either the thinker in the envi-
ronment of the place of study or the ordinary individual who in

communication with others expresses self in making a statement




such as, "Well my philosophy is living by the Golden Ruqu" In
this light anyone could be classified as a philosopher. Perhaps
not in the technical sense, but at least in the self-image of
the individual we may say that there is a definite, perhaps un~
conscious, but none-the~less actual affirmation of being a phil-
osopher, For instance, I once worked under a foreman who told
me that his philosophy was to ask questions in order to learn
about things. He was very surprised when I told him that since
he had a philosophy of 1ife, he must be a philosopher, and that
‘the method he employed was the same as that used by one of the
greatest of the early Greek philosophers, Socrates, Of course,
later I learned that his philosophy differed from that of Soc-
rates in at least one respect, While Socrates was aware of the
limits of his knowledge, this was not one of the attributes of
this foreman, because he thought that he had all the answers!
This is one notion concerning the image that is projected of the
philosopher, but it would be well to point out that there are
others.

Whether one's occupation is that of homemaker, carpenter,
teacher, painter, minister, farmer, or anything else, the view
from inside is different from the outside., Those who work within
the field of philosophy are no exception to this general rule,
Theirs is a very intellectual and often complicated field. Of=

ten the very nature of their work and the high degree of intelli-




gence required for it combine to cause within the philosopher an
exalted attitude toward the profession of which he or she is a

part. From this view of their calling, these intelléctuals have

at times erected an almost insurmountable fence around their 1little
group, This fence serves as a boundary which cannot be broken ex-
cept by those whose intelligence far exceeds the ordinary individual.
In order to meet the qualifications to enter into this field, it
appears that one must have developed an epistemology or system of
knowledge bBroad enough to encompass the many different aspects of
life, 1In this respect, philosophy is a very exclusive %ocation

into which only a very select few may find entrance,

"IV, Was Jesus a philosopher?

After this rather lengthy look into the nature of the phil-
osopher, i1t is now time to return to the original question, was
Jesus a philosopher? 1In general, there is a wide variety of an-
swers to this question, depending upon the perspective of the
speaker, For some the answer is yes. Others say no. For instance,
Karl Jaspers, htmself a famous philosopher, has said of Jesus, "He
was not a philosopher who reflects methodically and systematically
orders his'ideas."1h Jaspers identifies Jesus as a philosopher by

devoting unto Him a chapter in his book, The Great Philosophers.

Yet, he definitely does not see Jesus as any type of a systematic
philosopher. Another authority asserts, to quote his own words,

"Jesus was not a philosopher; not a builder of systems."15 No doubt




in his concept of a philosopher, one essential i1s that hg must be
systematic in his philosophical teachings. Finding no such order-
liness in Jesus' teachings, he could not accept Jesus into the ranks
of the philosophers of the world,

Concerning the structure of the teachings of Jesus, it does
not appear that He actually meant for them to be neatly arranged in
the manner of an organized system of philosophy. In agreement with
this statement, one writer says, "Jesus apparently never aimed at
a systematic and logical presentation of his teaching."16 As a
matter of fact from a little closer consideration of the handing
down of these teachings, we must realize that it was not Jesus
but rather His disciples who recorded what we actually have left
of His original sayings. The Scriptpres which record these say-
ings also tell us that we do not have recorded all of what Jesus
did. 1In John 21:25, we are told, "And there are also many other
things which Jesus did the which, if they should be written every
one, I suppose that even the world itself could not contain the
books that should be written," This last verse of John's -Gospel
shows that we are only aware of a small portion of the actions of
Jesus. It would be foolish to believe that our record of His
teachings is complete either. Considering:the incomplete record
of Jesus! words, the backgrounds of those who recorded them, and
the difficulty in remembering such material, it follows that much

0of the philosophical teachings of Jesus may have heen omitted from
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the original texts and consequently from our modern textg.

I make the previous statement in view of the fact that the
writers of the four Gospels were mainly concerned with the spread
and growth of the religious teachings of Him whom they considered
to be the Son of God. Now, if this was their main concern, then
they would be much more likely to emphasize the religious insights
of Jesus while largely neglecting His philosophical teachings, Af-
ter all, why should these men who were dedicated to preaching
"Christ and Him crucified" turn from this, their main theme, to
’that of Jesus the philosopher? However, other early sources from
people who>lived closer to Jesus time than we do had a different
image of Him,

A recent article in Newsweek reveals that '"pagan sonrces" in
early paintings of Jesus depict Him as their idea of a 'young phil-
osopher'!, Adding to this concept, "He was a cleanshaven figure in
the tunic and mantle of an itinerant Cynic, two fingers raised in
blessing, a scroll or book under his left arm."17 Also within the
apocryphal Gospel of Thomas, one can see the theme of Jesus as a
philosopher. 1In the canonized New Testament Gospels, Peter heralds
the triumphant proclamation of the Good News as he says of Jesus,
"Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God." Thomas' Gospel
departs from this statement for he quotes Matthew's answer to the

question of Jesus as, "You are like a wise man and a philosopher."18

I
The impressions of these early people of Jesus as a philosopher
I
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grew out of His 1ife and teachings, Although. some wdulq argue
with the artists' conception of Jesus as the philosopher; the
statement made by Matthew of Jesus as,"like & wise man and a
philcosopher”. would be for most scholars a realistic assessment
of Jesus in terms of philosophy.

The theme of Jesus as a philosopher has largely disappeared
from modern philosophy. This is evidenced by the fact that He
is excluded from many of the books which have been devoted to
the history of philosophy. One may find whole chapters that deal
.with the contributions of men 1like Augustine, Thomas Aquinas, and
others whose philosophies have been directed toward the religious
dimengion of life; but for Jesus and His philosophy, seldom even
one page is included. I remember from my introductory course in
philosophy the professor's remark concerning Jesus, His words
were something like, "Jesus a philosopher, certainly not; Son of
God,maybe; but philosopher, no,"

There are several reasons for the negative attitudes of many
philosophers toward Jesus, First, is the age-old problem of rea-
son versus faith. Both phllosophy and religion start out in search
of ultimate truth., Where the two disciplines part company is in
the modes through which that truth is sought. The religious quest
depends a great deal upon faith. Philosophy, on the other hand,
is dependent upon reason and its ability to light the way to truth,

although it can be said that the philosopher has faith in reason,
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Even though philosophers have freguently stressed the impor-
tance of the role of reason in the search for truth, the amount of
emphasis placed upon its value has been a controversial area even
among those who have been its advocates, Some thinkers such as
William James in the United States, Jacques Rousseau, Soren Kier-
degaard, and others on the European continent, for different reasons,
have raised serious questions as to the adequacy of reason in the
approach of philosophy to life and truth, The empirical thought
on the part of James and his predecessors has been opposed by ra-
tionalistic systems beginning with the seventeenth-century thought
of Rene Descartes. This Yrationalism" as it has come to be called
is culminated in the work of G.W,F, Hegel, with his notion that
reality could be totally comprehended through human reason. These
two positions, "rationalism" and "empiricism", represent two extreme
philosophical perspectives in relation to reason.19

The early Hebrew thinkers and writers hased whatever they
thought or wrote upon the presupposition of the existence of God.
While most philosophical systems have sought either to prove or
disprove the éxistence of God, the early Hebrew proclaimers of
wisdonm -took this concept for granted as unquestionably true. Je=-
sus, in the tradition of these ancients, grounded what He said in
faith in God. Thus, faith played a very important role in the

work of all these men. One writer suggests that the foundation

of faith in God on the part of the thinkers of the 0ld Testament
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robs them of much of the recognition which they might otherwise
have received from the intellectual world.zo Evidently, the same
attitude has been applied to Jesus and Fis teachings, This is a
problem for some today, but it did not pose a problem for the peo-
ple of their day and time., For as William Barclay, the noted Bible
scholar, has pointed out, the basic orientation of the Hebrew mind
was toward what he called "concrete realities" as opposed to the
philosophical frame of mind.21 They simply did not approach prob-
lems as we today would or even as other peoples within their times
did. Things which we are bothered by did not present the same
problems to these ancient peoples. It was entirely consistent
and rational that they grounded their wisdom upon the foundation
of their faith in God. Today in a world filled with Knowledge,
scholars find it difficult or impossible to either use this ap-
proach or to respect one,like Jesus, who did use this knowledge base.
The battle between reason and faith has raged back and forth
for years within the fields of both philosophy and religion, and
will not likely ever be decisively won or lost by either of the
opposing forces, Since neither reason nor faith can be proven to
supercede the other, it is necessary to do one of three things.
One may overemphasize the importance of reason, one may overempha-
size the importance of faith, or one may seek some kind of balance
between the two. The latter is the most logical approach and is

advocated by many modern influential thinkers including Josiah
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Royce.22

Jesus also took this approach. Revelations off;he will
of God the Father were the driving force in Jesus' 1life, but He
used the powers of a reasoning human mind in carrying out the will
of God.

Those who object to the teachings of Jesus in relation to
reason, speaking of its absence, would do well to take a goo#f long
look at what He actually taught; rather than what they think He
taught, For He certainly did not, as some have accused, ignore
the value of reason in His approach to 1life, He did not take for
granted all that He was told by those who were the authorities of
His world. Instead, He brought about a vital new understanding
of God and how men and women were to live in relation to Him, 1In
doing so, Jesus used the dynamic powers of{reason which were very
much alive and at work within Him.

On various occasions, Jesus did rebuke others because of their
use of reason, not because they were using this gift of God, but
besause they were using faulty reasoning., In Matthew 16:6-12 is
one of these instances. The disciples misunderstood what their
Lord had said to them about leaven. They took the reference to
leaven as having something to do with taking bread to eat. Jesus
had to lead them through the process of reasoning that they might
know that He was warning them againat the teachings of the Phar-

isees, 1In several confrontations with the scribes and Pharisees

(Matt, 21:25, Mk, 2:6, and Mk, 12:28for instance), we find them
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reasoning to defeat Jesus through asking questions which‘ﬁe could
not answer without incriminating Himself, Writing about Jesus'
response to such sitmations, Edward Bauman says:
But he always discerned their intentions and frustrated their
purposes by turning the gquestion back to them. He was able
to use every situation advantageously, not only confoundin
his enemies, but teaching his disciples at the same time,2
One writer has said of Jesus, "he was unacquainted with the pro-
found ethical thinking of Plato and Aristotle and the Stoics."ah
Whether or not He learned the Socratic method by way of Greek
thought cannot be determined. But, we can see that He certainly
excelled in the use of this technique by the way He answered these
questions with more probing questions which proved His position,
William Hordern in reviewing Emil Brunner's view of the pos-
ition of reason in Christignity makes the following statement:
the theologian ought to use reason to answer alternatives to
the Christian faith. Reason cannot convert a man to Christ-
ianity (only the encounter with God in Christ can do that)
but reason can preparé the ground for conversion and can re-
move intellectual obstacles,25
Jesus used a similar approach. He was too much a theologian, Him-
gelf, to do otherwise. He used reason as a means of revealing to
mankind what God was teaching through Him., We can see this in the
temptations in the wilderness, where He reasoned with Satan using
His own working knowledge of the Scriptures. We .can also sece it

in His confrontations with those who made themselves His enemies.

The outstanding example of His use of reason is found in the eighth
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chapter of John verses 3-11, the familiar story of the wgman taken
in adultery. The drama unfolds as her accusers brought her to Je-
sus desiring His justification of their wish to stone her. Instead
of answering immediately Jesus stooped down and began to write on
the ground., Then after having reasoned through every facet of thé
situation, He challenged them with, "He that is without sin among
you, let him first cast a stone at her," Everybody left except
Jesus and the woman, and when no one else could condemn her, Jesus
safd to her, "Neither do I condemn thee: go, and sin no more,"
This incident illustrates perhaps better than any other the incred-
ible gift that Jesus had to analyze the situation and quickly come
to a reasonable solution. He did not ignore Isaiah 1:18 which reads,
"fome now, and let us reason together, saith the Lord: though your
sins be as scarlet, they shall be as white as snow; though they be
red like crimson, they shall be as wool." Rather than ignoring it,
He took every opportunity to reason with those who would listen,
Therefore, in order to do justice to Jesus and His teachings, it
is essential to realize that He used both faith and reason with an
art and consistency that is truly amazing.

Another objectlion which occurs to me is that among philosophers
there is an element of jealousy in their rejection of Jesus in terms
of Him being one of them. In this pne point, I am in sympathy with

their position. After all is said and doney, I think that they are
afraid that if Jesus is allowed to be seen as a philosopher, then
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they are in trouble. For as He has outshone all other pe%sonalities
in the field of religion, upon being proclaimed as a philosopher,
then what could stop Him from doing likewise there? It is no wonder
that they often refuse to édmit that Jesus was a philosopher, as
indeed He was, at least in the sense that He revealed a new type

of philosophy to the world.

Jesus, a philosopher? Yes, He most certainly was! There is
enough in the teachinge of Jesus to set the mind of any philoso-
pher afiame with the sheer force, magnitude, and truth of it, His
-is not the dead, lifeless, impenetrable, pessimistic philosophy of
some of the contemporary so-called phllosophers of today, but is
one vitally alive in every aspect of #xistence both for the present
and for the future. One only needs to read the Gospels with an open
mind and heart to discover the @xperiential truth of what I have
said,

Several writers have said that Jesus' philosophy was very. clase

26 Ipn the Parsble of the Children in the Market

to existentialism,
Place (Matt. 11:16-19 and Luke 7:31-35), we see a dramatic example
of the existentialist theme, Here, Jesus pointa: to the necessity
of decislion making. He likens the people of His day, in particular
the Pharisees and the lawyers in Luke's account, to children who
pPlay in the market place but will not heed the teachings of their

Companions either John, the ascetic, or Jesus, the joyful man. C.H,

Dodd expiains this as the "application of the frivoulus attitude of

e EEEEE—— g mmmn
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the Jewish public to the words of Jesus and John the Bap%;st alike.27

Archibald Hunter says that "nothing womld please them."28 The par-
able points to the fact that both Jesus and John had come with :
messages for the pebhple, but they both had heen largely ignored.
The implication being that the people should quit gawking .end being so
critical; to Jjoin and play the real game, rather than shouting re-
marks from the grandstands.29 Ann Childs points out that multitudes
of people are doing the same thing today, staylng out of the game
and using the "irrelevancy of the church" as their excuse.Eo The
existentialist theme is here in Jesus even before eéxistentialist
philosophy as a system of thought ever had been conceived in the
human mind.

As another example of this theme, I cite John 8:32, "And ye
shall know the truth and the truth shsll make you free." My Eng-
1ish composition professor shared with our class the story of his
@arlier axperience with this verse of Scripture. It seems that
* this particular verse was used as an inscription over the entrance
to the library two.pedple were both entering., The other fellow
sald to the professor, "That ig a beawtiful sentence," The pro-
fessor answered him with a statement like, "I quite agree with you,
but did you know that it comes from the Bible?" The other man re-
Plied that he did not, and the professor proceeded to tell him that

these were the words of Jesus, and that this verse is preceded by

the words, "If ye continue in my word, then are ye my disciples
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indeed." After that, the other man began to think that i} was not
such a beautiful statement, since he was an atheist, When people
look at Jesus' teachings for what they say, they are truly beau-
tiful, But.often when they look at them as words of Jesus, people
begin to shy away from them to avoid being "religious."

However, the real value of this statement can be seen even
without the religious or Christian point of view. The basit theme
is the same one that is proclaimed by existentialism, that men and
women are free thinking creatures with so much freedom that it can
even be frightening to realize just how much freedom one does have,
With existentialist philosophy, the only condition to being free
is to become aware of that freedom., Jesus, I think, would qualify
that freedom in light of knowing Him as the Truth, Of course, this
is in direct opposition to the behaviorist psychologists, 1like B.F,
Skinner for instance, who claim that we don't really have any free-
dom, They look at our actions as only pre-conditioned responses
to the stimuli of our environment, In Matthew 5:39, Jesus said,
"whosoever shall smite thee on thy right cheek, turn to him the
other also.," To this, behaviorism would say, "No, the environmental
input would demand instead that the person fight back, and so it
would be," Existentialism would contend that the individual would
be free to respond in any way at all. But, the one undesirable re-

sponse would be to say that the individual simply avoid thelrespone

8ibility of making a decision, for such a response is acting in "bad




20

faith." Jesus, however, takes the theme of freedom even Earther
than does the modern existentialist by demonstrating that when
one lives in the right relationship to God, then our environment
cannot control our every action, Instead, when He sets us free,
then we are free to live the joyful, triumphant life of one of
God's children even in the face of hardship and tribulations,
Harold Bosley says of Jesus: "He is the suthor of thg 0ld-
est known statement of the basic principle of pragmatism, the
ph;losophy of action: '¥ou will know them by their fruit's.'"31
At the end of the aforementioned Parable of the Children in the
Market Place (Matt. 11:19 and Luke 7:35), Jesus said, "Wisdom
igs justified of all her children," This is another example of
the pragmatic element in Jesus' teachings. The natural appli-
cation of this colorful short saying of Jesus is that He was
pointing out that those who follow the way of truth will be vin-
dicated, and that the consequences of any other course of action
will eventually lead to destruction., The concept of wisdom and

her children seems larger than just what Jesus was illustrating

here, and it is. It almost seems out of place in Jesus' teachings;

but there it remains. Since both Matthew and Luke contain this
statement, it points to the conclusion that it originated from
the "Q document" which was a list of Jesus sayings which is no-
32

longer available as a complete document for us to study today.

To look even farther back at the Jewish wisdom literature, we can
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find almost the same statement in one of the 01d Testament Apocry-
phal books, that of Ecclesiasticus or the Words of Jesus %on of
Sirach, It reads, "Wisdom exalteth her sons and taketh hold of
them that seek her."33 Perhaps, Jesus Christ was adopting this
plece of teaching from the earlier writer, but He does not do so
without adapting it to His wwn position, The only notable differ-
ence between the two statements is that Jesus Christ uses children
in the place where the other has used sons. Apparently, He had a
much more open and frieqdly attitude toward women than did the
éarlier writar.

So, centuries before William James was even born, we can see
that Jesus was a practitioner of pragmatic philosophy. This phil-
osophy has its limitations, but in the context of Jesus' teachings,
it finds a unique usefulness, When He said that, "Wisdom 1s Justi-
fied of all her children.", He gave us a test for any system of
philosophy. From that which is true wisdom and those who follow
its way, we will see flowing the proof of its good and enduring
qualities through what it does for mankind, Under this test, Jesus'
philosophy surely stands out as a winner. Of course, there have
been those who misused His teachings with disastrous results, but
when people truly have followed His philosophy mankind has always
Profited from its application.

Philosophers have shown reluctance in acceptpnce of Jesus as

4 philosopher, but they have not been alone in this problem, The




same reluctance has been evident on the part of many individuals
working within the realm of theology. The problem here has been
that when Jesus is recognized as the Son of God, it is paradox-
ical to say that He was a philosopher. Philosophers must use what
knowledge and wisdom @thers have used before them in developing
their own theories and systems of knowledge. The Orthodok theo-
logian would ask, "How can Jesus the Son of God have anything to
do with 'worldly' knowledge and wisdom?" Hence, one must not talk
~of Jesus as a philosopher because this reduces Him to the same lev-
el as ordinary human beings. To say that Jesus was a philosopher
would be for them almost, if not complete, heresy,

To resolve this problem is not an altogether difficult
undertaking. For the solution is found within one of the primary
doctrines of Christian theology itself, that is the Incarnation.

For most of the history of Christianity, theologians have proclaimed
that Jesus was both God and man. At first, there was no problem

in believing that He was God, The problem was in believing that

He was a man and especially so with a group known as the "Gnostics'",
Since that time, there has been a complete reversal in this situa-
tion, ' For,.today people who have problems, in respect to the Incar-
nation, find the difficulty in believing that He was God, not in be-
lieving that He was a man, However, the basic belief expressed in
the doctrine of the Incarnation is that Jesus was indeed both God

and man in some mysterious way.Bu
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Now, if as is expressed in the Incarnational doctrine, we see
Jesus as having been divine, then consequently we would see at least
part of what He taught as transcendent or as having come down from
God. The Knowledge and wisdom of Jesus are thus placed in a pos-
ition of utmost importance, because they have come from God, But,
to take the position that all this teaching has come diresctly from
God through Jesus, as some still do, is inadequate, irrational, and
unnecessary. Unnecessary, because as Jesus was both human and di-
yine, it necessarily follows that it is only natural that His teach-
ings follow at least partially in the way man has deakt with wisdom,
This is in complete consistency with the modern nnderstanding of
the Incarnation. Irrational, because there was no reason for Jesus
to ignore the vast wealth of the wisdom of those who lived here be-
fore Him, Inadequate, because the teachings of Jesus are witnesses
to the fact that He did take advantage of the teachings of many of
the wise men, prophets, and sages of the ages before Him, This
characteristic of Jesus' teachings is so apparent that many scholars
have commented on it, Karl Jaspers sums up what others have said
in the following statement: "It has been said, rightlj perhaps,
that there was nothing new in the teachings of Jesus." And further
commenting on the use of teachings from thinkers who preceded Jesus,
he adds: "He accepted the knowledge of those about him, worked with

traditional ideas."35 Jaspers here does not go quite so far as to

say that there was nothing new in Jesus' ‘teachings, He does, however,
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point out that its very nature is characteristic and repetitive
of much of earlier thought, ‘
Other scholars have taken diverse positions in relation to
the influence of outside factors upon Jesus and what He taught,
Opinion varies in relation to whose evaluation is used. Some
Christian thinkers have said what Jaspers come very close to saying,
that Jesus didn't say anything new. In other words, as John Hayes
reviews the work of Joseph Salvador, a Jewish scholar, we find:
He argued that Jesus never taught a single idea nor laid down
any precept that was not to be found in the Jewish scriptures
or the writings of the sages contemporary with Jesus, The ser-
mon on thé Mount for example was traced back to influence from
the book of Ben Sirach.3b
Another opinion which comes from an authoritative source, Ernest
Scott, is that, "much of Jesus'! teaching was anticipated by think-
ers before him." 1In clarification of his viewpoint, Scott states:
"It was not his object to formulate an ethic that should be novel
in every detail. Whatever impressed him as true and beautiful in
the current teaching he gladly made his own.“37 We can see how
that Jesus certainly did this in the obvious quotations which He
took from the 01d Testament, What is not so easily seen is that
He also took and used in the original form or in a slightly altered
Torm what had been said by others., One may choose to believe any
position he or she desires to believe in relation to outer influ-

ences on the teachings of Jesus, but either leads to the conclusipon

that Jesus was a philosopher,
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Certainly, there are problems for the philosopher gnd the
Orthodox Christian in clagsifying Jesus as a philosopher; never-
theless, it can be done. Yet one must realize that we cannot
confine Jesus to this classification or to any other one for that
matter. Trying to gain a full understanding of any individual by
the use of a single classification according to a certain role'is
hardly possible. One person may fill many roles, such as father,
Husband, student, factory worker, and citizen. No single one of
_these classifications alqne can give us the full picture of the
unique individual., Neither can we fully comprehend Jesus by say-
ing that He was a philosopher; this was only one of the many roles
that He filled. This term Or any other term simply fails to cap~
ture the emmence of Jesus, It would be like building a cage for
a wild beast such as a tiger or lion out of match sticks. We could
not expect this cage to be able to contain the wild beast, nor could
we realistically expect to confine the personality of Jesus within
the concept of any one classification. It is impossible. Yes, we
may truoly say that Jesus was a philosopher, but to stop there is a
ghastly mistake,

In the words of one writer, ;We have tried to fit Jesus into
some abstract scheme."38 In thinking of Jesus as a philosopher,
one must be aware of the danger of losing the image of the person,
Jesus, within the intelléctual idea of Him as a philosopher. Sure-

1y, He was a philosopher. Some people have recognized this and
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others unfortunately have not., On the other hand, some gsople
have thought of Him as only a carpenter, who lived long ago. Josh
McDowell in his fascinating little book, More Than A Carpenter,
points out in the title and throughout the book that Jesus may
well have been a carpenter, but that He was also much more than

a simple carpenter.39 In the same manner, it 1s important to

know that Jesus was a philosopher; but it is imperative to know

that He was much, much more thanna philosopher.




27 J

Footnotes

Jonn H, Hayes, Son of God to Superstar (Nashville: Abingdon
Press, 1976).

|

|

2William E, Kinnick, "Philosophy," Collier's Encyclopedia |
(U.S.A.: Crowell-Collier Educational Corporation, 1968) p.701. |
|

3Jules A. Delanghe, The Philosophy of Jesus; Real Love (Phil-
adelphia: Dorrance & Co., 1973) p.l.

YWebster's New World Dictionary, ed. David B. Guralnik (Nash-
ville: Southwestern Company, 1972) p. 553.

5Kinnick.

6Ibid.

7Ibid. .I

SBertrand Russell, A History of Philosophy (New York: Simon |
and Schuster, 1945) p. xxiii,. ‘

Isamuel M. Thompson, The Nature .of Philosophy (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston,i1961) p..24.

1O"Sunday School LeéSon," The Robesonian, 10 Jan. 1980, p.5.

11A.K. Bierman, "Is Religion Religion®" in Jacob Needleman, A.K,
Bierman, and James A, Gould, eds., Religion for a New Generation
(New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1977) p.'46.

12Henry Thomas, Understanding the Great Philosophers (Garden
City, New York: Doubleday & Company, 1962) p. 9.

13Webster's.

1L‘Kau:‘l Jaspers, The Great Philosophers, trans. Ralph Manheim
(New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 1962) p. 85.

15J. Donald Butler, Four Philosophies and Their Practice in
Education and Religion (New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers,
1951) p. 546,

16HarVe Branscomb, The Hessagﬁ,g; Jesus (Nashville: Cokesbury
Press, 1926) p. 25.

17Jerry Adler, "The Faces of Jesus," Newsweek, 24 Dec. 1979,
p.51.




28

Footnotes Continued

18? F., Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins Outside the New
Testament (Grand Rapids, Michigan: William B, Berdman's Publish-
ing Company, 1974). p. 118.

9Samuel Enoch Stumpf, Socrates to Sartre: A History of Phil-
osophy (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 19637.

aoJohn Franklin Genung, The Hebrew Literature of Wisdom (Bos=-
ton: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1906) p. 20.

=1 William Barclay, And Jesus Said: A Handbook on the .Parables
of Jesus (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1970) pp. L 11-12,

22J081ah Royce, Sources of Religious Ins;git (New York: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1912),

23Edward W, Bauman, The Life and Teachi;g»of Jesus (Philadel-
phia: Westminster Press, 1960) p., 90.

2“Ernest F. Scott, The Ethical Teachings of Jesus (New York:
Macmillan Company, 1941) :p..126.

25W:Llliam Hordern, A Layman's Guide to Protestant Theology
(New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 19557_p. 124,

26Bauman, P. 128 and Louis Cassels, The Real Jesus: How He
lived and What He taught (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Co,
1968) p. 67.

270 H. Dodd, The Parables pf the King (New York: Charles Scrib-
ner's Sons, 19615 p. 88.

28y rcnibald M. Hunter, Interpreting the Parables (Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1960) p. 77.

29p1bert E. Barnett, Understanding the Parables of Our Lord
(Nashville: Cokesbury Press, 1940) pp. 32-33.

3% nn Taylor Childs, Parables to the Point (Philadelphia: West-
minster Press, 1963) p. 96.

1 Harold Bosley, The Deeds of Christ (Nashville: Abingdon
Press, 1969) p. 15.

325cott, p. 1.




29

Footnotese Continued

?31ye Modern Reader's Bible ed. Richard G. Moulton (New York:
Macmillan Compary, 1940) p. 960,

SAHordern, pp. 11-12,
35Jaspers, P. 87;

’36Hayes} Pe 2?;
?7Scott, p. 17,

38Ralph T. Morton, Jesus: Man for Today (Nashville Abingdon
Press, 1970) p, 121, sl ‘

con 39Josh McDowell, More Than a Cargenter (Wheaton, -I11,: "Tyndale
House ‘Publishers, 1977).




Bibliography

Adler, Jerry, "The Faces of Jesus." Newsweek. 24 Dec. 1979, p. 51.

Barclay, William, And Jesus Said: A Handbook on the Parables of
Jesus. Philadelphia. Westminster Press, 1970.

Barnett, Albert E, Understanding the Parables of Our Lord. Nash_
ville' Cokesbury Press, 1940,

Bauman, Edward W, The Life and Teachings of Jesus. Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1960,

Bierman, A.K. "Is Religion Religion?" in Jacob Needleman, A,K,
Bierman, and James A, Gould, eds., Religion for a New Gener-
ation. New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 1977, pp. 45-49.

Bosley, Harold. The Deeds of Christ. Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1969.

Branscomb, Harvey. The Message of Jesus, Nashwille: Cokesbury Press,
1926,

Bruce, F.F. Jesus and Christian Origins Outside the New Testament.
Grand Rapids, Michigan William B, Eerdman's Publishing Com-
pany, 1974,

Butler, J, Donald. Four Philosophies and Their Practice in Educatiion
and Religion; New York: Harper & Brothers Publiskers, 1951,

Cassels, Louis, The Real Jesus: How He lived What He t _gggﬂ_.
Garden City, New York: Doubleday’ & Co., gg%8

Childs, Ann Taylor. Parables to the Point. Philadelphia: Westmin-
ster Press, 1963.

Delanghe, Jules A. The Philoaophy of Jesus: Real Love. Philadelphia:
Dorrance & Co., 1973,

Dodd, C.H, The Parables of the King, New York: Charles Scribner's
Sons, 1961.

Genung, John Franklin, The Hebrew Literature of Wisdom, Boston: Hough-
ton Mifflin Company, 1906,

Hayes, John H, Son of God to Supggstar. Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1976.
The Holy Bible (King James Version).

Hordern, William, A Layman's Guide to Protestant Theology. New York:
Macmillan Publishing Company, 1955,

Hunter, Archibald.M, Interpreting The Parables. Philadelphia: West-
minster Press, 1960,

Jaspers, Karl., The Great Philosophers. Trans. Ralph Manheim. New
York: Harcourt, Brace, & World, Inc., 1962.

Kinnieg, Williamii "Philosophyi" Collisr's Encyclopedia. .UsS,A.
Crowell-Coliier Educational Cprporation, 1968,

McDowell, Josh, More Than a Carpenter. Wheaton, Ill.,, Tyndale House,1977.




31

Bibliography Continued

The Modern Reader's Bible., ed. Richard G, Moulton. New York:
Macmillan Company. 1940,

Morton, Ralph T. Jesus: Man For Today. Nashville: Abingdon Press,
1970.

Royce, Josiah. Sources of Religious Insight. New York: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1912.

Russell, Bertrand. A History of Philosophy. New York: Simon & Schu-
ster, 1945,

Scott, Ernest F, The Ekhical Teachings of 'Jesus. New York: Macmil-
1an Company, 19,1,

Stumpf, Samuel Enoch., Socrates to Sartre: A Historx of Philosophy
New York: McGraw-Hill Book “Company, 1966.

#Sunday School Lesson!' The Robesonian, 10 Jan. 1980, p.5.

Thomas, Henty. Understanding the Great Philosophers. Garden City,
New York: Doubleday & Company, 1962.

Thompson, Samuel M, The Nature of Philosophy. New York: Holt, Rine-
hart and Winston, 1961,

lebster's New World Dictionary. ed, Bavid B, Guralnik., Nashville:
Southwestern Company, 1972.




