
Islam. Excavations of places associated with the Is-
lamic period have been largely confined to two important
sites. M. Rosen-Ayalon and A. Eitan (1965–76) excavat-
ed at Ramla, the only city in Palestine founded by Mus-
lims. The goal of the project was to trace the beginnings
of city to its founding by the Umayyads. The most im-
pressive remains from the Islamic period come from Je-
rusalem and were identified during the excavation of the
area near the southern wall of the Temple Mount. Struc-
tures found there were once identified as Byzantine: how-
ever, the complete excavation of the area supervised by
B. Mazar and M. Ben-Dov have confirmed that the mag-
nificent buildings in the area formed an Umayyad palace
complex that was an imposing architectural achievement
in its day. Most of the other finds from the Islamic period
have not been integrated into a coherent portrait of this
era of the region’s history. This is one of the most press-
ing tasks of Palestinian archaeology.

The study of archaeological remains from the Cru-
sader period had been the domain of the Catholic scholars
from L’École Biblique and the Studium Biblicum Franci-
scanum. Recently, Israeli archaeologists have been in-
volved in both surveys and full-scale excavations of
Crusader sites. A number of Crusader fortresses have
been excavated and reconstructed in recent years: Acco
(M. Kesten and G. Goldman, 1964–74), Qal’at Nimrud
(A. Grabois, 1968–81), Caesarea (A. Negev, 1960), and
Kochav Hayarden [Belvoir] (M. Ben Dov). 

The Future. The future of Biblical archaeology de-
pends in part on the climate of Middle Eastern politics.
As long as there is no overall settlement of the political
issues in the region, archaeologists, both native and for-
eign, will have to be ready to deal with the inevitable dif-
ficulties that are a consequence of these unresolved
problems. Secondly, the rising costs of archaeological re-
search will require creative attempts at cooperative ven-
tures so that available resources can be used to their best
advantage. Finally, Biblical archaeologists will have to
become more scrupulously professional in their prepara-
tion, research design, fieldwork, and publications. The
richness of the Middle East’s cultural heritage is beyond
calculation, and much of it still waits to be revealed.
There is enough archaeological work in the Middle East
to engage several future generations.
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BIBLICAL LANGUAGES
Biblical languages consist of the tongues used by the

inspired authors in writing the sacred Scriptures. All the
protocanonical books of the Old Testament were written
in Hebrew, except about one-half of Daniel (Dn
2.4b–7.28) and two sections of Ezra (Ez 4.8–6.18;
7.12–26), which were composed in Aramaic. Of the deu-
terocanonical books of the Old Testament, two (2 Macca-
bees and Wisdom) were composed in Greek; the others
were written originally in Hebrew or Aramaic, but have
been preserved only in ancient translations (especially
Greek), except that about two-thirds of Sirach has been
preserved in its original Hebrew. All the books of the
New Testament were composed in Greek. On the nature
of these tongues as used in the composition of the sacred
Scriptures, see HEBREW LANGUAGE; ARAMAIC LANGUAGE;

GREEK LANGUAGE, BIBLICAL.

[L. F. HARTMAN]

BIBLICAL THEOLOGY
All theology, if it is true to itself, is biblical, for it

is defined as a discourse about God. This God, who
‘‘dwells in light inaccessible’’ (2 Tm 6.16), has revealed
Himself; and the Bible is the record of this revelation. In
the sense that any true theology’s point of departure and
primary datum is the Bible, it is of necessity biblical. But,
if all theology is biblical, not every theology is biblical
theology. This term, which might have sounded tautolog-
ical to the Fathers and surprising to the scholastics, is of
relatively recent coinage even as the sacred discipline it
designates is still in quest of sharper definition. It is the
purpose of this article to study the meaning of the term
‘‘biblical theology’’ mainly by tracing the general lines
of its development and by considering its formulations in
recent theologies of the OT and the NT. This, at the pres-
ent stage in the progress of biblical theology, is as near
a definition of the science as one can come; for no satis-
factory definition has yet been formulated. There is, how-
ever, nothing surprising in this. Often in the history of the
Church a reality is lived for centuries before its definition
is formulated; and the newness of a term to designate
such a reality is no argument against either its verity or
its validity (an example from the mid-20th century is the
term ‘‘collegiality’’).
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Early Period
Sacred Scripture is God’s word to man; theology is

man’s word about God. This word of man about God, in
its prophetic, sapiential, priestly, evangelical, or apostolic
formulation, was and remains a theology. To understand
God’s word—to expound its meaning, elucidate its con-
tent, and interpret its message—has been the task of the
Church from its very inception. This task has ever been
conditioned by the needs and circumstances of successive
generations.

Patristic Age. In the first centuries of the Christian
Era, patristic exegesis was determined by the vital needs
of a nascent Church. Early controversies and scripturally
founded apologetics, whether with Trypho the Jew or
with the pagan CELSUS, paved the way for a progressive
elaboration of orthodox expressions of dogma and the at-
tempt to synthesize in a systematic theology the datum
of revelation with human knowledge. This was not sim-
ply the preference of a so-called Greek bent of mind, but
the response to a conscious need to grow in the under-
standing of the faith. The world in which the Church was
born and the very circumstances of its early growth con-
ditioned the formulation of its message and oriented its
theological speculation for centuries.

The Fathers put the rational speculations of their cul-
ture at the service of the faith. In their orthodox expres-
sions of dogma and their systematic formulation of a
theology they used Sacred Scripture, not merely as a sup-
port for their tenets, but also as a norm for their formulas
and as a source for their theological vocabulary. But the
expanding needs of their culture exerted pressures that
caused their exegetical methods to multiply into an ever-
increasing number of so-called senses. In their interpreta-
tion of the OT they followed, and greatly enlarged upon,
the method already discernible in the NT: the quest for
the ‘‘spirit’’ behind the ‘‘letter,’’ projection of the mys-
tery of Christ, and recourse to typology as its foundation
for allegory. In exploring the action of the mystery of
Christ upon the Christian soul and in reflecting upon its
eschatological consummation, the Fathers sought to see
what the facts of Christ’s life symbolized. As, in princi-
ple, their exegetical interpretation of the OT was justified
by the NT, so their understanding of the NT received its
general guidelines from the Fourth Gospel. Thus the cul-
tural milieu of Hellenism favored a systematic develop-
ment of Pauline allegory and Johannine symbolism.
While the mystery of Christ was and remained the unique
object of biblical revelation, its elucidation was condi-
tioned by the day-to-day needs of the Church. Pastoral
care and the liturgy required a preponderance of allegory
and symbolism; apologetics and controversies necessitat-
ed a stress on the historic and literal sense of the Scrip-
tures.

Medieval Age. In the Middle Ages, as long as the
pastoral care of souls predominated, the patristic method
was followed both by compilers, such as St. BEDE, the
Venerable, and by creators, such as St. BERNARD OF

CLAIRVAUX. But from the 13th century on, a double
trend, systematic (starting with the lectio of the pagina
sacra and terminating in the summae) and apologetic (re-
futing the claims of the Jews and the Muslims) became
evident. In both trends a strongly rational reflection was
discernible, for Aristotelian dialectic had furnished theol-
ogy with an instrument that was then judged to be ade-
quate. Consequently, whereas in the early Middle Ages,
in the use of Sacred Scripture, the principles of St. AU-

GUSTINE were adhered to and the practice of St. GREGORY

I THE GREAT was followed, in the later Middle Ages it
was St. JEROME’s authority that was in the ascendancy.
Jerome’s attention to the original text, care to translate
well, effort at literary analysis, and regard for the histori-
cal references of the biblical narrative made his work
most valuable for the theologizing of men, such as HUGH

OF SAINT-VICTOR and St. ALBERT THE GREAT. But it was
left to the great genius of St. THOMAS AQUINAS to achieve
a new synthesis between biblical revelation and rational
speculation. He stressed the literal sense of Scripture as
that alone on which a theologian can base his work. His
exegetical method still remained faithful to the principles
found in the NT and followed by the Fathers. His theolo-
gy, like that of the scholastics and the Fathers, drew its
inspiration from the Bible, rested its arguments upon it,
and attempted to interpret and systematize its message.
In that sense it was biblical.

Thus, from its earliest days, confronted by the need
both of apologetics and controversies with the enemies
without and of the pastoral care for its members within,
the Church’s use of the Bible followed lines of develop-
ment that increasingly came to regard it as an arsenal for
its polemics, a storehouse of premises for its dogmatic
syntheses, and a rich mine of wisdom for its pastoral min-
istry. The drift away from the Bible as an integral entity
that merited study by itself and for itself was accentuated
in post-Tridentine times, whether by the instinctive reac-
tion against the Reformers’ sola scriptura or by the very
educational system of the clergy. It was to culminate in
the reduction of the Bible to ciphers cited as proof texts
that had priority of place over patristic references and De-
nzinger numbers. The biblical message thus underwent
the myriad procrustean coercions to which minds sharply
honed in Aristotle’s Organon chose to subject it in the de-
fense of the faith (e.g., justification, predestination, Re-
demption) and the codification of Christian morals (e.g.,
divorce, the Sabbath rest, mental reservation).

17th to 19th Centuries. The term ‘‘biblical theolo-
gy’’ was not always used with the same technical conno-
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tations and nuances that it possesses today. One of the
first to use it, Abraham CALOV (1612–86) in his Systema
locorum theologicorum (12 v. Wittenberg 1655–77), em-
ployed it to describe the whole field of biblical and exe-
getical studies. But it was Johannes Cocceius (1603–69)
who first attempted to ‘‘theologize in a purely biblical
manner,’’ to formulate a theology drawn from the Bible
alone. His Summa doctrinae de foedere et testamentis Dei
(Leipzig 1648) belongs to a school that came to be known
as ‘‘Federal theology.’’ This school was a reaction
against the aridities of scholasticism not unlike the reac-
tion evident in the PIETISM of that age, which was exem-
plified in the work of Philipp Jakob SPENER (1635–1705).
Toward the end of the 18th century Gottlieb Christian
Storr (1746–1805) published his Doctrinae christianae e
solis sacris libris repetitae pars theoretica (1793), in
which he too attempted to develop a system of theology
drawn solely from the Bible. Though these theologies
foreshadowed future trends, they exerted no direct influ-
ence on the development of the discipline of biblical the-
ology.

This discipline, ironically enough, owes its begin-
nings much more to the collegia biblica, the collections
of scriptural proof texts that were then used in dogmatic
theology. Although the texts were accompanied by exe-
gesis and appropriate comment to facilitate their use,
there was very often no attempt to distinguish the OT
from the NT, or to differentiate various authors and
modes of composition. The traditional order of subjects
was followed in such collegia as Sebastian Schmid(ius)’s
Collegium biblicum . . . iuxta seriem locorum communi-
um theologicorum (1671). But the biblical theology of
that era, which most approximated what modern usage
understands by the term, was Carl Haymann’s Biblische
Theologie (1768).

New Hermeneutics. There was, however, no real
possibility for the rise of biblical theology in the modern
sense until a revolution in hermeneutics took place, al-
lowing a less rigid understanding of the principles of an-
alogia fidei and analogia scripturae. Two 18th-century
scholars, Johann Salomo Semler (1725–91) and Johann
August Ernesti (1707–81), did much to bring this revolu-
tion about by stressing the need to interpret the Sacred
Scriptures in a purely grammatical and historical way.
From that time on, books began to appear that used the
classical proof texts with greater independence of dog-
matic tracts and their structure. It was Anton Friedrich
Büsching (1724–93) who gave, in his dissertatio inaugu-
ralis at Tübingen in 1755, what has been considered a
first sketch of pure biblical theology. He followed it in
1757 with his work Epitome theologiae e solis literis
sacris concinnatae. In 1785 and 1789 Wilhelm Hofnagel
published the two volumes of his Handbuch der biblisc-

hen Theologie that sought to discover the meaning in-
tended by the original author through an examination of
the classical proof texts arranged in a theology-
anthropology-soteriology pattern. But the man whose
work ‘‘seems to stand at the point of transition between
the old dogmatic interest in the proof texts and the sci-
ence of biblical theology which was shortly to be born’’
(Dentan, 21) was Gotthilf Traugott Zachariae (d. 1772).
His Biblische Theologie (1772–75) attempted the study
of the Bible as a whole according to a plan derived from
the Bible itself and not limited simply to the study of iso-
lated dicta probantia.

Biblical Distinguished from Dogmatic Theology.
Opinion is almost unanimous in crediting Johann Philipp
Gabler’s Oratio de justo discrimine theologiae biblicae
et theologiae dogmaticae regundisque recte utriusque
finibus, which was his inaugural lecture at the University
of Altdorf, March 30, 1787, with being the starting point
of the modern discipline of biblical theology. Gabler
(1753–1826) set up a distinction between dogmatic theol-
ogy and biblical theology: whereas dogmatic theology is
a philosophizing on divine things (‘‘theologia dogmatica
e genere didactico, docens, quid theologus quisque pro
ingenii modulo, vel temporis, aetatis, loci, sectae, scholae
similiumque id genus aliorum, ratione super rebus divinis
philosophetur,’’ Opuscula Academica, ed. T. A. and I. G.
Gabler, 2 v. [Ulm 1831] 2:183–184), biblical theology is
basically historical, setting forth the thoughts of the in-
spired writers on divine things (‘‘e genere historico tra-
dens quid scriptores sacri de rebus divinis senserint’’
[ibid. 183]). The method advocated by Gabler for the
study of biblical theology consisted of (1) the interpreta-
tion of the scriptural passage on purely grammatical and
historical grounds; (2) comparison of passages with each
other to note both similarities and differences; and (3) the
formulation of notiones universae, but without distorting
them.

The biblical theologians who followed in Gabler’s
wake were, like Gabler himself, rationalists. This is per-
haps why they could make such a break with dogmatic
traditions and traditional modes of theologizing. Among
them was Georg Lorenz Bauer (1755–1806), who was the
first really to follow Gabler’s distinction and write a bibli-
cal theology that broke away from the proof texts and was
independent of dogmatic theology. His Theologie des
A.T. oder Abriss der religiösen Begriffe der alten He-
bräer (1796) not only separated the OT from the NT, but
clearly distinguished persons, periods, and books of the
former. It comprised two parts—theology (God’s relation
to man) and anthropology (man’s relation to God)—and
was intended as a preparatory step toward the study of
NT theology. What had hitherto been a study of the liter-
ary, exegetical, and historical questions raised by the
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Scriptures would henceforth also be a study of the reli-
gion of the Bible, of its ‘‘religious ideas.’’ Shortly after
Bauer’s work there appeared the three volumes of G. P.
C. Kaiser’s Die biblische Theologie (1813–21), which
was the first work to apply systematically the Religions-
geschichtlich method to biblical interpretation. This work
was followed by D. G. C. von Cölln’s Biblische Theolo-
gie (1836), which insisted on the need of treating the bib-
lical ideas ‘‘genetically’’ and conceived biblical theology
as but the first chapter in the history of dogma.

Adoption by Conservatives. Rationalism and Reli-
gionsgeschichte (history of religion or comparative reli-
gion), however, were not the only factors operative in the
formative years of biblical theology. Hegelian dialectic
in the philosophy of religions was bound to be applied to
the study of the religion of the Bible. Care to present the
matter chronologically was, of course, quite characteris-
tic here as is seen, for example, in Die biblische Theolo-
gie (1835) of J. K. Wilhelm Vatke (1806–62). To this
triple threat to biblical orthodoxy the conservative reac-
tion furnished a necessary and needed counterweight. As
often happens initially, the opposition to the methods and
the principles behind them led to a rejection of the disci-
pline; but as happens no less often, the initial opposition
yielded to a moderated tolerance and ended in the adop-
tion of biblical theology by the conservative circles,
which were by no means slow to recognize that it was not
incompatible with devoted acceptance and orthodox in-
terpretation of Sacred Scripture.

A representative work of the conservative circles
was the Vorlesungen über die Theologie des A.T. (1840)
of J. C. F. Steudel (1779–1837), which, using a strictly
grammatical-historical method, attempted to show the
content of the OT in such a way as to make it possible
to understand the religious notions of a particular period
in history. Steudel’s student G. F. Oehler published a
work that dealt exclusively with the theory and method
of OT theology. His Prolegomena zur Theologie des A.T.
(1845) stated that the function of OT theology was to dis-
cover the ‘‘idea’’ that formed the basis of OT religion,
namely, ‘‘the divine Spirit.’’ ‘‘Old Testament religion,’’
Oehler wrote, ‘‘is rather mediated through a series of di-
vine acts and commands and through the institution of a
divine state’’ (quoted by Dentan, 45).

Methodological Refinement. In the latter half of the
19th century there was another clash of opinions that
proved both illuminating and fruitful. In 1878 Julius
WELLHAUSEN published his Prolegomena zur Geschichte
Israels, which for a while at least seemed to have dealt
the death blow to all OT theology. By insisting that Isra-
el’s religion was but another instance in the field of Reli-
gionsgeschichte, it reduced OT theology to an erudite

history of the religion of Israel, to one more instance of
a general pattern of religious development discernible in
any of the religions of the ancient Near East. But reaction
to this trend was not slow in coming. The Handbuch der
alttestamentlichen Theologie of August Dillmann
(1823–94; posthumously edited and published by Rudolf
KITTEL in 1895) pointed out the inadequacy of Well-
hausen’s approach by underlining the uniqueness of Isra-
el among its neighbors as well as the uniqueness and
incompleteness of the OT ‘‘religion of holiness.’’ It was,
however, Hermann Schultz who produced the greatest
work on OT theology in the 19th century. His Alttesta-
mentliche Theologie: Die Offenbarungs-religion auf
ihrer vorchristlichen Entwicklungsstufe went through
five editions between 1869 and 1896 and was translated
into English (OT Theology [Edinburgh 1892]). Schultz
pointed out that the method of biblical theology is histori-
cal; its function, to supply material needed by systematic
theology and furnish a rule against which to measure later
development; and its unifying principle, the kingdom of
God on Earth. Consequently, as the subtitle of his work
indicates, OT theology without its NT counterpart is one-
sided and incomplete, while NT theology without an OT
theology remains unintelligible. Fortunately the great
work of Schultz on OT theology was paralleled by the
Lehrbuch der Neutestamentlichen Theologie (1896–97)
of Heinrich Julius Holtzmann (1832–1910) and the Über
Aufgabe und Methode der sogennanten neutestamentlic-
hen Theologie (1897) of William Wrede (1859–1906).

Incomplete Success. From the early beginnings of
biblical theology, the theology of the OT and that of the
NT were closely linked together. The successes and fail-
ures, the merits and shortcomings of the various biblical
theologies inevitably influenced later theologies of both
Testaments. Throughout the various periods, the Augus-
tinian principle of Novum in Vetere latet, Vetus in Novo
patet was never very far from the minds of those who at-
tempted to write a biblical theology. Many of the authors
saw in their theologies of the OT but a first step toward
the formulation of a NT theology. In the study of the NT,
no less than in that of the OT, the influence of the EN-

LIGHTENMENT and the effects of rationalism, Religions-
geschichte, and Hegelianism were in evidence (see

HEGELIANISM AND NEO-HEGELIANISM). Both the literary-
critical and the historical methods, in OT and NT theolo-
gies alike, were greatly enriched by the improved under-
standing of biblical languages and the extensive
contributions of archaeology to the history of the biblical
period. Both methods shed light on the progress of bibli-
cal revelation and its successive steps. As G. L. Bauer
had divided his biblical theology into a study of the reli-
gion of the Jews before Christ, the religion of Jesus, and
the religion of the Apostles, so similarly, Wilhelm M. L.
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De Wette, Biblische Dogmatik des A. und N.T. (1813),
distinguished two steps in the OT, the religion of Moses
and the religion of the Jews, and two levels in the NT,
the religion of Jesus and its interpretation in the message
of the Apostles.

In both OT and NT theologies the influence of Well-
hausen was greatly felt, and with the triumph of his
school, theological interest declined in favor of the histor-
ical. The contributions of Religionsgeschichte were nu-
merous, but its failure to evaluate the matter of both
Testaments theologically was serious and damaging. The
influence of G. W. F. HEGEL was greatly felt in both Tes-
taments also, and here too a serious failure threatened to
bring biblical theology to a halt. Hegelian dialectic might
have succeeded in analyzing phenomena, but it failed to
comprehend the living experience underlying them.
There were some not wanting those who carried Hegelian
dialectic to absurd extremes, e.g., Eduard Zeller
(1814–1908) and Albert Schwegler (1819–57) in the NT
and Wilhelm Vatke and Bruno BAUER in the OT. Thus
they did great disservice both to the method they em-
ployed and the science in which they employed it.

Modern Period
Varied though the attempts were, both in method and

in achievement in the biblical theology of the 18th and
19th centuries, the discipline began its growth into matu-
rity only in the period that preceded and followed World
War II. Apart from the many trends in thought and the
reactions to them, solid scientific contribution in a variety
of fields contributed a great deal toward the maturation
process of biblical theology. The work of Sir James
George Frazer and W. Oesterly in anthropology; of Max
Weber in sociology; of Gustav Dalman (1855–1941) in
geography; of A. Alt, W. F. Albright, and M. Noth in his-
tory and archaeology; of Emil Schürer, Wilhelm BOUS-

SET, and Richard Reitzenstein (1861–1931) in the
background of Christianity—all were contributions that
made the study of biblical theology not only possible but
necessary. That biblical theology is a modern discipline
owes as much to these various contributions as to the fact
that the orientation of thought and interest in theology be-
fore the 18th century lay elsewhere.

Old Testament Theologies. In the period between
the two world wars biblical theology received a fresh and
new start along a path that has proved most rewarding
and rich in possibilities. The number of works on the the-
ology of either Testament has been so great since the
1920s as to preclude anything resembling even a quick
survey of the field. The most that can be hoped for in this
brief space is to mention some indicative works in a field
that has produced much of lasting worth and interest. The

aggregate of biblical and allied sciences continues to
widen scholars’ knowledge of, and increase their ac-
quaintance with, the biblical world. The school of Form-
geschichte, or biblical FORM CRITICISM, and its
application to the literature of the OT, the better under-
standing of Israel’s cult and worship as well as the vari-
ous influences operative therein, and the growing
appreciation of the Prophets and their function in the life
of Israel all made, and continue to make, the study of OT
theology more fruitful and rewarding.

Eissfeldt and Sellin. Otto Eissfeldt’s article ‘‘Israeli-
tisch-jüdische Religionsgeschichte und alttestamentliche
Theologie’’ (Zeitschrift für die alttestamentliche Wissen-
schaft 44 [1926] 1–12) could well be taken as a starting
point of the most recent and the richest period in the de-
velopment of OT theology. Eissfeldt insisted that OT the-
ology has religious faith as its only organ of knowledge
and divine revelation as its subject. Accordingly, after a
historical investigation of Israelite religion, OT theology
must undertake a systematic presentation of the timeless
truths of OT revelation. It was Ernst Sellin who first elab-
orated an OT theology according to Eissfeldt’s concep-
tion. His Alttestamentliche Theologie auf
religionsgeschichtlicher Grundlage (2 v. Leipzig 1933)
was divided into two parts: the first treated the religion
of Israel; the second presented OT theology according to
the categories of God, man, and eschatology. The ‘‘holi-
ness of God’’ was seen as the central and ruling idea
throughout.

Eichrodt. Though Walther Eichrodt’s ‘‘Hat die alt-
testamentliche Theologie noch selbständige Bedeutung
innherhalb des alt. Wissenschaft?’’ (Zeitschrift für die al-
ttestamentliche Wissenschaft 47 [1929] 83–91) chal-
lenged Eissfeldt’s conception of OT theology three years
after its publication, it was not until 1933 that the first
volume of Eichrodt’s monumental Theologie des A.T. (3
v. Leipzig 1933–39; Eng. tr. of v. 1, London 1961) ap-
peared. The work was completed in three parts: God and
People, God and the World, and God and Man—a plan
that Eichrodt derived from his teacher, Otto Procksch,
whose own Theologie des A.T. did not appear until 1949
(Gütersloh). Eichrodt was consciously engaged in de-
scribing a living process. He described his work as ‘‘tak-
ing a cross section [Querschnitt] of the realm of OT
thought’’; hence it had to maintain throughout a constant
interplay between a historical survey and a theological
synthesis. Eichrodt sought to delineate the religion of the
OT as a ‘‘self-contained entity’’ that, despite the mutabil-
ity of historic conditions, manifests ‘‘a constant basic ten-
dency and character.’’ The operative principle of this
constancy is covenant theology, which, as T. C. Vriezen
pointed out later, underscored the communion aspect
rather than the contract aspect of the relation between
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Yahweh and His people. Moreover, even though the
Prophets often seem to have avoided the term ‘‘cove-
nant,’’ it must be realized that for them ‘‘election’’ was
but the beginning of a permanent intercourse between
Yahweh and His people. Thus they too could make their
valuable contribution to covenant theology. The work of
Eichrodt, which has gone through several editions, will
always remain a major milestone in the development of
OT theology.

Vriezen. T. C. Vriezen’s Hoofdlijnen der Theologie
van het Oude Testament (Wageninen, Holland 1950),
Eng. tr., S. Neuijen, An Outline of OT Theology (Oxford
1958), stresses, more than Eichrodt did, the OT as an in-
tegral part of the Christian Scriptures. For Vriezen bibli-
cal theology is not a purely descriptive and historical
science, nor is it sufficient to present it systematically by
taking a cross section through the history of the religion
of Israel. The OT, first and foremost, is a book bearing
witness to a divine revelation. This witness is not system-
atic, nor can it be forced into a system. To present it effi-
ciently and faithfully, a thematic exposition of the most
representative themes of Israel’s faith and their interrela-
tions would be required. Accordingly, Vriezen presents
his Theology in themes of God; man; intercourse between
God and man, between man and man; and God, man, and
the world present and to come. This loose thematic pat-
tern allows Vriezen to include Israel’s cult and piety into
his OT theology, two basic elements of OT life and
thought that many another OT theology has not suc-
ceeded in including.

Von Rad. Since Eichrodt’s, several other OT theolo-
gies have appeared (by the Protestant scholars Otto J.
Baab, Edmond Jacob, George A. F. Knight, and G. Ernest
Wright; and by the Catholic scholars Paul Heinisch, Al-
bert Gelin, Jacques Guillet, and P. van Imschoot); but one
of the most important among them is Gerhard von Rad’s
Theologie des A.T. (2 v. Munich 1957–60; Eng. tr., Edin-
burgh 1962–65). It is important, not simply because of
the respect commanded by its author in the field of OT
studies, but because it embodies an approach and a point
of view that are bound to leave their mark on the evolu-
tion of biblical theology. Von Rad objects to Eichrodt’s
approach to the OT because of the fact that Israel’s wit-
ness is primarily to what Yahweh has done in history.
This witness is not a structured pattern of religious con-
cepts; and consequently, biblical theology cannot be lim-
ited to a Begriffsuntersuchung (investigation of concepts)
that, of its nature, tends to abstraction and generalization.
SALVATION HISTORY (HEILSGESCHICHTE) dominates the
OT, and biblical theology must elaborate this sacred his-
tory within a theological framework. OT theology must
assume a historical form; it must be a retelling of the nar-
rative (Nacherzählung) of Yahweh’s redemptive acts.

(See G. E. Wright, God Who Acts: Biblical Theology as
Recital [Chicago 1952].)

New Testament Theologies. Theologies of the NT
have kept pace with those of the OT. Here, however,
apart from the theologies as such, one major phenomenon
stands as a unique accomplishment in the field: Gerhard
KITTEL’s Theologisches Wörterbuch zum N.T. (Stuttgart
1935– ; abbreviated Kittel ThW or TWNT), which has
as yet no comparable counterpart for the OT. Of course,
Kittel’s dictionary itself gives due attention to the vocab-
ulary of the OT, and several recent biblical dictionaries
(by J. J. von Allmen, X. Léon-Dufour, and A. Richard-
son) that treat OT concepts are available; but none treats
the OT vocabulary with the thoroughness with which Kit-
tel’s monumental opus treats the NT. Whatever may be
said in criticism of the method used in Kittel ThW, it will
long remain an indispensable tool of far-reaching conse-
quences in NT theologies, however diverse their ap-
proaches and their points of view.

Moreover, there are two opposing points of view that
have been expounded in the realm of NT interpretation.
Their protagonists are the Swiss theologian Karl Barth
and Marburg’s Professor Rudolph Bultmann. Their main
concern, and it is a crucial one, is the role of reason vis-à-
vis the divine message: whether a philosophy is neces-
sary to make the categories of this message meaningful,
and, if so, which philosophy? Bultmann responds affir-
matively and opts unequivocally for Heideggerian exis-
tentialism as the philosophy best suited to achieve self-
understanding by encounter with the message.

Special Problems. Still another factor in contempo-
rary NT theology is the result of the method of Redak-
tionsgeschichte (investigation of the editorial work done
by biblical authors on earlier material). After the work of
W. Marxsen on Mark and H. Conzelmann on Luke, not
only has the Synoptic question changed radically, but the
individual theological genius of each Synoptist has come
to the fore. If previously there were Pauline and Johan-
nine theologies, henceforth there should be Marcan, Mat-
thean, and Lucan theologies as well. Another factor
operative in the NT and one of far greater complexity
here than in the OT is the passage from the doctrine of
the NT to the dogmatic formulations of the Council of
CHALCEDON. The intertestamental period has, in recent
times, been brought into sharper focus both through a bet-
ter knowledge of later Judaism and rabbinic literature and
through the epoch-making discoveries at Qumran. (See

DEAD SEA SCROLLS.) But the period immediately follow-
ing NT times is far more complex and problematic both
because of the controversies that are discernible even in
the evangelical and apostolic formulations of the NT it-
self and because of the introduction of categories other
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than the Semitic into the formulation of the message in
post-Apostolic times. All these factors must be taken into
account in NT theology; but beyond all this, it must be
remembered that, even more than for the OT, NT theolo-
gy is theology within the Church, of the Church, and for
the Church. With this in mind, not the least important of
the problems that must be confronted in NT theology is
that of the canon. (See Stendahl, 428–430.)

Modern Studies. To see what has been done con-
cretely in NT theology, only a few examples can be given
here. Bultmann’s Theology of the N.T., tr. K. Grobel (2
v. London 1952–55) for all the shortcomings noted even
by its favorable critics (such as extreme critical positions,
failure to take the Synoptists as serious theologians, a
somewhat too rigid adherence to lexicographic method,
and insufficient attention to the influence of the OT on the
NT) is an important landmark in the evolution of NT the-
ology. Of two possibilities of presenting NT writings,
‘‘as a systematically ordered unity’’ or in their variety in
which they can then ‘‘be understood as members of an
historical continuity’’ (2:237), Bultmann chooses the lat-
ter. His rejection of the first alternative raises the question
of the possibility of presenting NT theology as a single
system composed of the ideas of the different writers, a
NT ‘‘system of dogmatics.’’

Ethelbert Stauffer’s N.T. Theology, tr. J. Marsh
(London 1955) first appeared in Germany in 1941 and an-
tedates Bultmann’s by more than 10 years. In it Stauffer
follows precisely the alternative rejected by Bultmann.
Accordingly, he divides his Theology into three parts: the
development of primitive Christian theology, the Christo-
centric theology of history in the NT, and the creeds of
the primitive Church. The dominant theme of the theolo-
gy is well summed up by the title of the second part: the
NT presents a theology of history, a redemptive history
of God’s redemptive acts centered in Christ. Bultmann
objects that this method ‘‘transforms theology into a reli-
gious philosophy of history.’’

The differences between the two approaches are as
yet not resolved. NT theologies have appeared using one
or the other alternative in their elaboration: Richardson
and Oscar Cullmann, for example, favor the‘‘synthetic’’
approach, whereas the two major Catholic contributions
to the field, Joseph BONSIRVEN’s and M. Meinertz’s, opt
for the other. The differences between the two are crucial,
not because either approach would deny the evident
Christocentricity of the NT or its historical element, but
because ultimately they differ on what precisely NT the-
ology in particular, and biblical theology in general, is all
about.

Complexity and Unity of Biblical Revelation. Differ-
ences in method and in object both in the theology of the

NT and of the OT are due ultimately to the complexity
of the subject of biblical theology itself. It is not suffi-
cient to classify it either as the first chapter in the history
of dogma or an intermediary step between exegesis and
dogmatic theology; nor is it enough to say its task is
merely descriptive or merely systematic; nor is it accurate
to characterize it either as a historic science or a theologi-
cal discipline. Biblical revelation is in history, and thus
historical; it is the revelation of a personal God, and thus
theological; and it is addressed to man in a community,
and thus anthropological and sociological. This revela-
tion inexorably moves toward its climax and plenitude in
the revelation of Christ; hence it is both Christological
and Christocentric. But in revealing Christ to man God
revealed man to himself; therefore, in this profounder
sense it is anthropological. Moreover, through all the pe-
riods of Heilsgeschichte, through the endless succession
of events, civilizations, cultures, and languages, there is
both a community of spirit and of expression among the
sacred authors and a unity of purpose and direction in the
sacred books. The unity of the Bible, an essential datum
of faith, is verified at the concrete level of language at the
same time that it is, in essence, theological.

Because of this unity of the Bible it is possible to
have a biblical theology that strives to be a direct echo
of the immediate content of the inspired message in it.
Such a theology can assume any of the various points of
view that mark the principal moments in the development
of revelation: Yahwist or Deuteronomic history, priestly
or sapiential tradition, the Synoptic Gospels, Pauline doc-
trine, apocalyptic frescoes, or Johannine mystique. But
beyond all this, a biblical theology can assume a broader
point of view, seek to comprehend the unity of the Bible
as an integral whole, and attempt to grasp the organic
continuity and intelligible coherence that guarantees the
profound unity of all the moments of the history of salva-
tion. Then, and perhaps only then, can one hope to formu-
late a strict definition of biblical theology, its function,
and its purpose.

Vatican Council II and Biblical Theology. Under
the heading ‘‘The Revision of Ecclesiastical Studies’’ the
council’s ‘‘Decree on Priestly Formation’’ directed that
‘‘Dogmatic theology should be so arranged that the bibli-
cal themes are presented first’’ (Optatam totius 16). Ac-
cording to this statement, dogmatic theology is to begin
the consideration of doctrine from Scripture and (meth-
odologically speaking) from Scripture alone. The ap-
proach is to consist in an organic presentation of the
meaning of the biblical passages that have bearing upon
a particular doctrine so that a comprehensive grasp of the
content and the actual state of the doctrine in Scripture
is achieved. Only then is tradition (i.e., the later compre-
hension of biblical doctrine as it has occurred historically
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in the Church) to be considered. Finally, the contempo-
rary understanding of the doctrine is to be taken up.

This conciliar directive on Scripture as the method-
ological starting point for dogmatic theology logically
emerges from the council’s comprehension of the Bible’s
place in the totality of divine Revelation, outlined in the
‘‘Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation’’. Scrip-
ture itself attests to a variety of ways in which God has
made Himself and His will known: in historical events;
in the divinely inspired understanding and communica-
tion of the religious meaning of these events; in the
choice of the OT patriarchs as vehicles through whom an
initial understanding of His existence and of His plan for
the human race was made known; in the activity and
teaching of Jesus of Nazareth, and especially in His death
on the cross and His resurrection (Dei Verbum 1–6). In
this context of variety in God’s communication of Him-
self and His will Sacred Scripture has arisen, willed by
God as a perpetual record of His self-communication and
in itself another form of that communication (ibid. 7).
The origin of Scripture is not an accident of human histo-
ry, but one of the ways in which God chooses to manifest
Himself and His will. Just as the OT Scriptures arose to
enshrine and to continue God’s self-communication to
the people of Israel, so the NT Scriptures arose, again at
the inspiration of God, to enshrine and continue the di-
vine self-communication in and through Jesus Christ and
through the Apostles (ibid. 7–8).

The grasp of the religious content of Scripture in
terms of totality, whether the totality be fully developed
doctrine or doctrine on its way to completion or contained
in Scripture only inchoately, lies among the general aims
of biblical theology. Vatican II accepted this particular
function of the discipline and directed that it be employed
in dogmatic theology.

The methodological separation of the Bible from tra-
dition and from contemporary theology possesses evident
values. The acceptance of Scripture as the starting point
of doctrine helps to prevent the distortion of the meaning
of the biblical text that occurs when theological concep-
tions and understandings of a later time are introduced
into it. Second, the idea of tradition as development in the
understanding of biblical doctrine becomes clearer and,
at least in its positive aspect, is legitimated. Third, the
foundational importance of Scripture opens the way to in-
teraction among the various branches of theology: bibli-
cal, patristic, historical, dogmatic, moral, liturgical, and
pastoral. The whole of theology, including exegesis and
biblical theology, has constantly to reevaluate itself in
terms of its relationship to Scripture; each branch can il-
lumine the other out of its own experience with Scripture.
Finally, seeing Scripture in its totalities provides a bal-

anced view of its religious content and better enables
those who have teaching functions in the Church to con-
vey its meaning to their contemporaries.

The Nature of Biblical Theology. When the terms
‘‘Bible’’ and ‘‘theology’’ are merged to create the term
‘‘biblical theology,’’ a question of meaning automatical-
ly arises. Historically, biblical theology originated out of
the desire to bring the religious thought of Scripture into
clear focus. Throughout its history the discipline has
stood as a reaction to the inadequate relationship between
dogmatic theology and Scripture, to the reduction of the
content of Scripture to the phenomenon of religion as
such by ‘‘the history of religion school,’’ and to a biblical
exegesis that became primarily preoccupied with linguis-
tic, historical, archaeological, and literary considerations
raised in the material of the Bible. The historical origins
of biblical theology, however, do not shed effective light
on the nature of the discipline. The terms ‘‘Bible’’ and
‘‘theology,’’ and not historical origins, are of essential
significance in the determination of the discipline’s na-
ture.

The Bible is God’s Word to man. It contains both His
self-communication as well as the inspired writer’s re-
flection upon that communication. Theology is the sci-
ence of faith. As a science it consists in the
methodological reflection upon the content of faith. In the
context of this understanding of the nature of the Bible
and the nature of theology, biblical theology may be un-
derstood as the methodological reflection, undertaken in
the light of faith, upon the religious content of Scripture.
Since the discipline has the religious content of the Bible
as the object of its study, it is biblical; since it reflects
upon the content of Scripture in a methodological way,
it is theological: hence the term ‘‘biblical theology.’’ As
a discipline it makes the claim that methodological re-
flection on the religious content of Scripture for the pur-
pose of understanding its thought in an organic manner
is feasible and illuminating. It is in this claim, inherent
in the discipline itself, that both the strength and weak-
ness of biblical theology lie.

Strength of Biblical Theology. For the materials with
which it works biblical theology has necessarily to de-
pend on exegesis. It is the science of exegesis, and not
biblical theology, that achieves direct contact with the
thought of the biblical author, the actual meaning the in-
spired writer wished to convey to his contemporary lis-
tener or reader (the literal sense of Scripture). Since the
biblical writers did not present their religious conceptions
in a systematic fashion, their understanding of religious
themes (e.g., faith, hope, love, resurrection, judgment)
must be gleaned from the results of the exegesis of those
passages where these themes occur or in which they play

BIBLICAL THEOLOGY

NEW CATHOLIC ENCYCLOPEDIA388



a part. One cannot understand, for example, faith in St.
Paul from single passages in his letters but only from the
totality of his writings. The task of the biblical theologian
is to penetrate and organize the results of exegesis so as
to arrive at the totality of the Apostle’s conception of
faith as he has bequeathed it to us.

When biblical theology has pursued the study of in-
dividual themes in the various authors and books of the
NT as well as in the OT to the extent that the themes are
present there, it has been at its fruitful best. The articles
on biblical themes in modern encyclopedias of the Bible
attest to the success of the discipline when it takes this
approach to Scripture. In the field of the NT the discipline
has enjoyed a similar success in studying the theological
thought of Paul, John, and to a limited extent, the Synop-
tic Gospels. The letters of Paul, the Johannine literature
(1–2 Jn, Jn, Rv), and the Synoptic Gospels readily lend
themselves to an organic grasp of their thought, since
each group of writings possesses fairly constant perspec-
tives, ideas, and aims. The literature of the OT, however,
does not contain groupings of material that derive from
a single author or circle. Accordingly, in terms of literary
units the theological thought of the OT has to be ascer-
tained book by book and in the case of the Pentateuch
with the help of the different sources that lie behind it.

The Problematic for a Biblical Theology. The
strength of biblical theology consists in the tracing of in-
dividual themes throughout the Bible and in coming to
grips with the thought of its literary units. In performing
these functions it aims at a descriptive presentation of
biblical thought, organized in a logical way, couched in
modern language and resting solidly on the results of exe-
gesis. These successful approaches to Scripture, howev-
er, arrive at the conclusion that it contains different types
of methodological reflection on God’s self-
communication. Materially speaking, it is not a unified
but a divergent presentation of thought, even on the same
themes. St. Paul’s conception of faith, for example, and
the theological use he makes of it differ from the concep-
tion of faith and the use to which it is put in the Fourth
Gospel and in the Synoptic Gospels. The same differenti-
ation exists on many themes among authors and between
books in the Bible.

This factor of different ‘‘theologies’’ in Scripture
creates a serious difficulty for the ultimate goal of biblical
theology: to create a theology of the OT, of the NT, and
finally of the entire Bible. As long as the discipline works
with themes and literary units in Scripture, its organic
presentation of the thought of Scripture remains attached
to the biblical books and authors, for it bases itself on the
results of exegesis. But once it attempts to overcome the
factor of differentiation in the theological methodologies

in Scripture, its work takes a step away from biblical
books and authors to biblical categories of thought (e.g.,
God, man, creation, grace, sin). Although it adheres to the
results of exegesis, it places these results in new contexts.
Thus it creates a personal construction of the theology in
the Bible. The aphorism that there are as many biblical
theologies as there are biblical theologians becomes veri-
fied. How this difficulty is to be overcome, if it can be
overcome, constitutes a challenge to biblical theologians.
Many NT scholars simply prefer to present its theological
thought in terms of its principal literary units: the Synop-
tic Gospels, Paul, and John. In their view the factor of dif-
ferentiation simply has to be accepted as a reality in the
theological methodology of Scripture.

Biblical Theology and Hermeneutic. As far as
Scripture is concerned, hermeneutic involves the ques-
tion of communication and understanding. The Bible is
a divinely inspired, religious communication through the
written word. By the very fact that it is written word it
is, like all literature, confined to time, place, culture, and
a particular set of addressees. The original audiences for
whom it was written could normally understand it as
communication more easily than people of a later time.
For the latter it is communication in a translation from
Hebrew and Greek, which limits understanding, and it
employs thought-patterns and types of literature no lon-
ger in vogue, at least in the Western world. Therefore it
requires interpretation beyond translation that will bridge
the gap between ancient communication and contempo-
rary understanding.

Exegesis and biblical theology both have a role to
play in bridging the gap. The first step belongs to exege-
sis. It is its task to establish the original meaning of the
biblical text in its own time, place, and circumstances.
The second step belongs, quite naturally, to biblical the-
ology. It organizes the results of exegesis into a total
focus that brings the necessary balance to the comprehen-
sion of biblical thought. In the performance of its role in
the process of the interpretation of Scripture, however,
biblical theology is as historical a discipline as is exege-
sis. In seeking a totality in the understanding of a biblical
theme or of a biblical book or author, it must adhere faith-
fully to the original meaning of Scripture. Exegesis is the
criterion by which biblical theology is fundamentally
judged. No more than exegesis may it introduce later
theological conceptions or religious views into scriptural
thought.

Biblical theology makes its contribution directly to
those whose knowledge of the Bible has been achieved
through exegetical study or through sound exegetical in-
struction, for they are already in position to appreciate the
thematic approach to scriptural understanding as well as
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the approach in terms of literary units. Finally, both exe-
gesis and biblical theology are stimulated to reexamine
their assessment of scriptural data by contemporary ques-
tions having a bearing upon biblical teaching, e.g., di-
vorce and remarriage, social responsibility, the meaning
of resurrection. The biblical theologian is in good posi-
tion to consider such questions from his vantage-point in
order to contribute to their contemporary solution from
the theological implications of Scripture. In this role the
biblical theologian joins with the patristic, historical, and
contemporary, systematic theologian to contribute to the
mature judgment of the magisterium of the Church.
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BICHIER DES AGES, JEANNE
ÉLISABETH, ST.

Cofoundress of the Daughters of the Holy Cross of
St. Andrew; b. Le Blanc, near Poitiers, France, July 5,
1773; d. Paris, Aug. 26, 1838. She was the daughter of
a public official and was educated at Poitiers. Her early
spiritual formation was influenced by an uncle, Abbé de
Moussac. After her father’s death (1792), she successful-
ly conducted a protracted lawsuit with the revolutionary
government to save the family property from confisca-
tion. With her mother she settled at La Guimetière, near
Bethines, Poitou, and followed a regular routine of prayer
and good works. 

Jeanne became the center of the local resistance to
the Constitutional clergy. In 1797 she met St. André
FOURNET, a priest of nearby Maillé, who had continued
his pastoral labors despite his refusal to take the oath sup-
porting the CIVIL CONSTITUTION OF THE CLERGY. Fournet
became her spiritual director and advised against her emi-
gration to join the Trappistines. After her mother’s death
(1804), Jeanne wore peasant clothing and gathered others
to aid in her works. When Fournet presented her with a
plan to establish a religious congregation to care for the
sick and to educate the poor of the district, Jeanne entered
the novitiate of the Carmelites at Poitiers to prepare for
her superiorship. In 1805 Jeanne and five companions
began the first community at La Guimetière. It moved
closer to Maillé in 1806, and in 1811 to Rochefort. Jeanne
made her religious profession in 1807. The bishop of Poi-
tiers approved the community in 1816 as the Daughters
of the Holy Cross of St. Andrew. ‘‘La Bonne Soeur,’’ as
she was popularly known, guided the new community
through rapid growth, despite some misunderstanding
with Fournet. By 1820 there were 13 convents, and by
1830 more than 30. When a convent was opened in the
Basque country at Ignon, Jeanne came to know St. Mi-
chael GARICOÏTS, who became spiritual director of the
congregation after Fournet’s death in 1834. Jeanne trav-
eled frequently to establish new houses and to carry out
her tasks as superior general, but ill health forced her to
curtail her activity and to retire to Paris after 1834. She
was beatified on May 13, 1934 and canonized with Mi-
chael Garicoïts on July 6, 1947.

Feast: Aug. 26.
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