New Testament History and Theology Lesson 4, page 1

Thinking Through Our Task: History and M ethodology of New T estament T heology

Let me open us in a word of prayer.

Father, as we seek to plumb the depths of Your Holy Scriptures, and as we seek to be true to the original
intent of the author inspired by You, we recognize that thisis a task that is extremely difficult. We are
thankful that You have given Your church Your Holy Spirit, and You have also given us a Word that
speaks deeply and richly in ways that we cannot even imagine. Father, we ask that Your Holy Spirit
would illumine to us the text of Scripture. We pray that we would be diligent in our pursuit of
understanding You as You reveal Yourself in the pages of Your Holy Scriptures. We ask that through all
of this we would bow the knee to You, worship You, and proclaim Jesus our Lord and Savior. In His
name we pray. Amen.

We normally open with a homily, but for the sakeiofe | am going to plunge ahead. | am going to put
off until next time what | was planning on bringimgthat context. Instead | would like to plunggii

into our discussion coming out of last time. Lastet we looked at a drawing about the relationship
between author and audience. We ended talking dabewuthor, audience, and the cultural context and
backgrounds. In the biblical context we are talkisrgco-Roman and Jewish backgrounds. If the author
is Paul, and he is speaking to an audience in @otie is not so culturally immersed that he i$ jus
giving them culture. He is actually drawing hisuigat from at least two spheres: the Old Testameadt a
Jesus. The Holy Spirit comes in by superintendiggvithole process. That is the normal means of
inspiration. There are times when the Holy Spirmy reveals and tells someone exactly what to say
But usually it is not that way. As the reader, ve@dnour own cultural context, and last time weddlk
about trans-cultural application. | want to clarfiyy possible misunderstandings from last timen| a

not trying to say that our culture constrains meiipretation of the New Testament in that we i@ad
culture back into the New Testament. | am not fyytim say that we only let things fit into our cutu

that we want to fit into our culture. In fact, INeaheard at least one person use the term “trangigr
culture,” and we want to see our culture transfatoz the sake of the Gospel. | am not saying that
culture is static, but culture provides us with $iteiations in which we have to live out the trandtural
truths of Scripture.

Let me give another example of that from 1 Coriantisi 16:19-20. Paul is coming to a conclusion, so he
says at the end of 1 Corinthians, “The churchekemprovince of Asia send you greetings. Aquila and
Priscilla greet you warmly in the Lord, and so ddeschurch that meets at their house. All theHmnst
here send you greetings. Greet one another withyakiss.” Do you practice that in your church? |
know of a church that did practice it. When we wier&ngland, near Cambridge, there was a
charismatic church with a godly man who was presgifiiom the pulpit. He came across that passage
and got a burning sense that he needed to presdo this congregation. He instructed them to greet
one another with holy kisses. He illustrated thmbaegular basis on a number of weeks. He came in,
and as soon as he saw a fellow believer from hisothhe would run up to the person and give him or
her a peck. One of his friends came to him anddsk® you notice that you have a tendency to greet
with holy kisses mostly females?” He did not intemything intimate in it, but it was more natut#l.
was also noted to him that he was quicker to greekind of women that he might find more attraetiv
He did not mean anything wrong, and as soon asmasipointed out to him he stopped the practice.
Unfortunately he had already unleashed it on hisath so they were still greeting one another with
holy kisses. He realized he needed to stop it lscatkiss in Western culture means something difter
than it did in the first century. Middle Easterngreet one another this way. The people who are goo
friends come up to one another and kiss each othére cheek three times. Guys do this too. laisih

© Fall 2004, David Chapman & Covenant Theological Seminary



New Testament History and Theology Lesson 4, page 2

to know the exact context in the first century, ibatas probably much more akin to the Middle Easte
form of greeting than it would be for me to runam give someone a kiss. When | look at that text |
realize that the culture has changed, and peopie coisunderstand greeting one another with a holy
kiss.

On the other hand, we do not decide that the tegs$ chot apply. That is not what | am saying, aad th

is not what this diagram says. The diagram sayseeel to look at the relationship between author and
audience and understand what that meant there wRawaying to greet one another in a friendly,
intimate fashion, as if you are good friends. Yogimeven greet each other as if you are in theesam
family. That is what is trans-cultural. The kisghe outward expression of the trans-cultural valhas

he is trying to convey to his audience. We havastowhat that means for us. This will have a déffeer
application for each culture. People often greet amother in different ways in each country. When |
was in England the typical way to greet someom®idy shaking hands. You keep your hands firmly
in your pockets. | came back to the United Stated, | was interviewing for the position at Covenant
Seminary. | was in the midst of a cultural adjusttrigecause | had not been off the plane for theg.lo
The first thing that happened as | walked acrosspes was that a guy who recognized me greeted me
with a great big handshake. The expression of ijigehanges from culture to culture. The poinhistt

in the church we should greet one another andaatdike we are really in fellowship. Your context

may vary. It might mean a handshake, a side hggntle nod from across the room, and a good bow to
one another. But that is the idea. This is alsgesed to transform our culture.

Let me give a point of specific application. | arga@d Presbyterian, and | have been in Presbyterian
churches for a long time. Therefore | know the propay to enter into a pew! You are to give a vague
acknowledgement to the person sitting next to Yoyou are already seated, your main obligation nvhe
the person comes and sits down is to move youragaata few inches so that they feel welcome to sit
at the bench! | think there is something fundamignt&rong about that. We are not really applyingsth
text in its real form. We need to really greet anether like we are sincerely in fellowship witheon
another. It does not mean we need to peck each athibe cheek, but we need to do something more
than just move the coat.

That example was simply for the purpose of givingthaer illustration of how this diagram works. This
is a lot more complex than simply reading Scripamd applying it exactly. It is also a lot more @@&te

to how we should approach Scripture. It is compflegause at times it would be easy to write somethin
off as if it is not culturally applicable when degpwn it probably does apply. We have to be carefful
that danger.

It has been noted that trans-cultural applicateenss so subjective. How do we know if something
really applies? | wish there was a simple matrixifow to make application decisions, but it is tiatt
easy. There are certainly things that we needki itacontext. What is the author trying to sayd &n
he were to come to us, how would he say that ircategories? If you think about it in that way, it
removes some of the subjectivity from the proc€ss.application has always been fairly subjective.
This brings out the elements that should be subgcYou should look for cultural analogue. If you
have an exact cultural overlap you can bring itigto your culture. If there is no overlap, themay
be analogous things going on in the culture. TtEs allows us to bring this alive to contexts sash
bioethical decisions. Honestly, Jesus and Pauhdidlirectly address the issue of the cloning of
embryos. That is not in the Bible. We have to &skdare are some trans-cultural principles thatshp
in multiple locations in Scripture that speak te thsue. Jesus and Paul do not directly speak étheh
or not you should take care of personal e-mailanmany time. That is an example in which it trdy i
subjective. There are a lot of things to take axtoount in something like that. You should find tigt
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principles in Scripture and then figure out exagtlyat your situation is. Some employers are happy f
you to write personal e-mails. You have to take ihi@ account. Application is corporate, and iaiso
individual. It depends on your context. It is suibpge at times, but it is not purely subjective.

Let me remind you about the hermeneutical spitaays that we have enough reason to think that our
pre-understanding does not over constrain an irggfon of a text. It disagrees with the idea tiht

we are doing in interpretation is confirming ourrohiases. We can spiral into a more accurate
understanding of the text in terms of what it meaurthor-to-audience.

Let us move onto talk about history, task, and matfogy of New Testament theology. In the diagram
we just talked about | articulated a reason to tstdad New Testament history. You can see that we
dare not just abstract Scripture immediately into@wvn context. We have to understand historically
what Paul said historically to the church in thstdiiic Corinth—nhistorically! That is why we studyein
Testament history.

| want to move into the other half of the titletbfs lesson and talk a little bit about New Testame
theology. On the way, | want to talk about thedmgtof the study of the New Testament. When | talk
about history | mean the eighteenth-, nineteeatid, twentieth-century history of interpretationalis
what we are going to talk about for a minute.

In every field of academic study there are alwaysethings that are assumed by the people engaging
in that study. In other words, if you are a biokighere are things you know that a biologist lodsniow
before you can start talking. If you are going éoabphysicist there are things you have to knovs. It
beyond just knowing principles of physics. You h&wd&now the history of the study of physics. For
instance, you have to know something about NewtahEinstein. People who talk about physics might
use phrases such as Newtonian mechanics, Einstepthiysics, or the theory of general relativity. If
you do not understand those words and the histioagsociation with those words, you will not beeabl
to enter into the discourse or read the books gsipb. Physics may not be your strong suit. Onbef
reasons you may not like physics is because yawtl&now enough of the history to enter into
discussion. In biology you have to know somethibgut Darwin. It is almost as though he is always
behind the picture anytime someone starts talkbaybiology. In the news anytime a biological ssu
comes up, at some stage there is going to besitdea sentence in the article or the television
interview in which the questions that Darwin raised back there. The person may agree with Darwin,
revise what he said, or completely throw his idmats But he is always there. If you do not know the
history of that discipline and what Darwin did, yare lost. It is the same thing when you read teer N
Testament.

| admit that the first 28 pages of our textbooklayld are complicated. You probably did not
understand it because he mentions all these haatdigures known by anyone who has ever worked in
the discipline. But you do not know them. That nsetrat sometimes you do not understand why
guestions come up and are addressed. It is astlithamugcame completely out of any context in
association with the current teaching of biolodydu do not know anything about Darwin and you
suddenly plunged in and heard people talking abdwtone species led to another and at what point in
time that happened, you would be clueless. Whytag even asking that question? It is the sameythin
going on with New Testament history.

| want to talk about some of the movements, treadd,keys to understanding contemporary New
Testament study. We will talk about the namesybatdo not know that you need to know. Regarding
movements and trends, there is information you ned&dow that goes all the way back to the

© Fall 2004, David Chapman & Covenant Theological Seminary



New Testament History and Theology Lesson 4, page 4

Renaissance. The Renaissance was an intellectvaimamt, a classical revival, and a revival of
language. It came out of the Middle Ages. Clasgieaival is a return to the classics, the glories o
Greece and Rome. There was a fascination with R@aranitecture, forms of politics, economics,
literature, and art. That is the Renaissance révivéhe midst of the Renaissance, there wasalso
revival of the careful study of documents. Skeptitiwas not wholly missing before, but there was an
added twist of skepticism that came in at timese @inthe most important things was a document
known as the Donation of Constantine. The Donatio@onstantine was a document that had surfaced
and had subsequently been employed by the CatBiblicch. The great Emperor Constantine, the first
great Christian emperor, donated certain terrigotoethe church. The document was used to justdy t
ongoing work of the church in the Roman Empireefiresented giving the pope primacy over all the
churches in the Roman Empire. But in the fifteezghtury the document was shown to be a lie. It was
probably written in the eighth century, which w&®%ears after Constantine was actually alive.ds w
shown to be such on the basis of the use of larggtieed was employed, the lack of knowledge of dctua
historical events in the fourth century, and otthémgs. Suddenly this pretty important document tha
was used by the Catholic Church to substantiatstieagth of the papacy was shown to be a
completely artificial construct. One of the ramdfions of that is then people began wondering what
else in the church was a lie. Skepticism entertmthre church. There was something good about that
because the document was false. There is also Bmmetangerous about the question.

From there we move into the Enlightenment. Thedypsinciple of the enlightenment is that reason is
the chief arbiter of all that is true. Faith is note is not, but reason is. If you want to knowatis

true, it needs to be able to be displayed in ldgloaught. That is the enlightenment. As the
enlightenment progressed into modernity, there avamcreasing skepticism about the historicitynaf t
Bible. Modernity subsumed all faith under ratiohalHere is a great title of one of Kant's bookkisr
does not illustrate all of his thought; Kant wagraat nineteenth-century philosopher. Emmanuel Kant
wrote a book calle&eligion Within the Bounds of Reason Alone. In other words, it is a book about what
we can know about religion that comes to us sintimigugh the dictates of reason and not through
revelation. That is the Enlightenment at its high€hat was not all of Kant's faith, but the tittself is

so illustrative of the Enlightenment. That is whese are in the nineteenth century. There are aflot
other names | could throw in there, but you justche® know that in the nineteenth century peopleewe
becoming skeptical. Not everyone was doing this sbme were.

Now let us talk about selected keys to understandamtemporary New Testament study. This is what |
know. This is what | am almost always speakingitthe back of my head. If you hear me say
something and then qualify it, | might be qualifyiih because | know some of the trends in histbrica
New Testament study. | am trying to negotiate thoseds. You need to know what some of these
trends are.

The first trend is the quest for the historicalu¥edf reason is the arbiter of all that is trued & the

New Testament documents are not fully historicedljable (as the century progressed they were
considered less and less reliable), then the Gespainot produce an accurate picture of who Jesus i
Let me give you a key example of this. Reason thstthat events always happen via cause and effect.
There is a lot of philosophical thought going ititat whole issue. If you are an Enlightenment pgrso
that is something that you would hold. Cause afetefs always understood in terms of natural
sequences and natural causes. For instance, Kd wain the morning and my car is no longer parked
in the garage but in front of my mailbox, | do moimediately assume an angel moved it. | look fer th
natural cause that created that event. | go ashal asy wife, | see if our nine-year-old kid hastbee
practicing to drive, or | wonder if some thief beokn. That is what | am immediately thinking of.
According to reason, miracles do not happen. Yoy nod agree with that; | do not agree with it.sSltai
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logical consequence of Enlightenment thought. TideBagain and again, and especially in the New
Testament account of the Gospels of Jesus, has desung around healing people, walking on water,
and being raised from the dead. But we know (bexaesare good Enlightenment thinkers) that that
does not happen.

That is a small example. We are going to returtnéowhole issue of the quest for the historicalides
The idea is that we approach the New Testamentdecuskeptically. It is reasonable for us to ask
what Jesus was really like because we cannotttrasgospels. That was a huge question in the
nineteenth century and into the twentieth centling. still being asked, for example, by the Jesus
Seminar, in the twenty-first century. That is ong¢ | know about the history of New Testament
interpretation: people ask that question.

Second, let us talk about Ferdinand Christian Baugrthe Tubingen School. Tubingen is a city in
southern Germany. It has a very fine universigpént five months studying the New Testament there.
In the nineteenth century, Tubingen was all abloouaFerdinand Christian Baur. He was the teacher
there in terms of theological studies and espgcdadlthe New Testament. Baur was very much a man of
his day. He loved Hagel, who was a philosopher.dHags known for his dialectical thinking. For

Hagel, “being encounters nothingness and the reshécoming.” If you have never studied Hagelt tha
makes no sense. The two are juxtaposed with onb@mand they reach a higher synthesis. Hagel's
thought was gigantic in Europe in the nineteentiturg. It was also big in the United States where
there were a lot of Germans. A major center foréfiag scholarship in the world was Texas. There
were a lot of Germans in Texas.

Karl Marx is a familiar example of someone whodaled Hagel but then completely turned him on his
head. Instead of applying it to the life of the thihe applied it to the life of economics in sogi¢de

said things like feudalism encounters its antitheshich results in capitalism. Capitalism evenrjul
going to result in its antithesis of the proletatiprising because they are being suppressed in a
capitalist society. The synthesis is going to berrmnism. It is the idea that you have thesis, lagsits,
and synthesis. Those are not Hagel's terms, btidlthae idea.

Ferdinand Christian Baur asked where in the Newahesnt we saw thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. He
said we see this in the life of Paul and Petepadrticular, we would have to say Peter came fiesaloise

he represents Jewish Christianity. Paul came aexithe represents Gentile Christianity. They

disagreed with one another strongly and vehemaibibyit issues such as whether or not Gentiles needed
to be circumcised or keep the Law. In Galatians s@eithat Paul explicitly says he opposed Peteisto
face. That is what Baur was looking for: oppositithresis, antithesis. He would argue that basically

Paul and Peter never got along. It was not urigkla the second century church that you endeditip

a synthesis. That synthesis is represented inWaténgs such as the writings in Acts. It is aladhe
supposed 1 Peter document. Baur found his dialelttie problem with that comes if you look at the
writings that are associated with Peter, like 1 2rkter. In 2 Peter, Peter explicitly says thdimgs of

Paul are Scripture. Though some are hard to uradetsPeter says ignorant people trample over them
like they do the rest of Scriptures. So 1 Petesdu work in Baur’s dialectic. Actually, not alle

Pauline documents work either, because there atajiew that are really focused on this issueanf L
Baur singled out Galatians and Romans, but heiat$aded 1 and 2 Corinthians. (We will talk more
about this in the lesson about Paul.) Those foaudents (Galatians, Romans, 1 Corinthians, and 2
Corinthians) Baur calleBopfbrief. Brief is German for “letter,kopf is for “head.” These are the chief
letters. The rest of the New Testament books arevntien by Paul. We know this because they do not
fit into what we expect Paul to interact with. Irder for all of this to work, neither 1 nor 2 Petee

written by Peter. Most of the Pauline letters avewritten by Paul, and Acts is a mid-second-centur
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document. This is well after the time that Lukes fupposed companion of Paul, would have been in
the grave. Immediately you wonder what is goinglbseems to be very theory laden, and we will talk
about that later. Baur is so driven by Hageliarggoiphy that he is making the canon of Scripture fi
That is true.

What you need to know is that every New Testamemblar knows about Ferdinand Christian Baur. All
of Pauline scholarship has been either praisirrgaxcting against Ferdinand Christian Baur for desad
The legacy of that continues now. That is anothielgt you need to know. In Tubingen, where we lived
for five months, they name the streets after fansoh®lars and other famous people. There is a
Beethoven Way. One of the longest streets, whids gp a very important hill, is called Ferdinand
Christian Baur Strausse. They wanted his whole namtbere. The print is so small you cannot even
read it. They got the whole name there. It is beedwe was that important. He changed scholarship in
his day.

Another thing you need to know is that Walter Baweste a book by the English title Gfrthodoxy and
Heresy. Walter Bauer was a brilliant scholar, especiadlpatristics and New Testament studies. We
still use a lexicon that is much indebted to hiflNew Testament studies. He is a very important rhan.
am not sure if Walter Bauer was the first to artjug, but he was certainly one of the most popular
people to argue this. Typically when we look baokcburch history, we think of Orthodoxy and heresy.
If you study church history and early patristictbrg, you will start talking about Christological
heresies. There were people who did not apprettiatdeity of Christ and people who wanted Him
adopted. They wanted a subsequent adoption, a ésise, and an Arian view. Then there are issues
about the dual natures and the way that they icitevth one another. They will be framed in ternfis o
the history of Christological heresies.

Prior to the Christological heresies was the Guodstresy. It taught that there was private knowdedg
that Jesus taught to some of His disciples. Thi®tsn your New Testament at all. The disciples
whispered on the sly, and this private knowledgexisemely mystical. That is early Gnosticism. The
early church saw that as a heresy, and they weremibarrassed to call it a heresy. Therefore church
history has typically said there is Orthodoxy, déimere is heresy. Bauer said that was a bit peya@ati
These are just alternative Christianities. Undodllgté you were a Gnostic, you were not looking
around and proclaiming you were a heretic. You vpeabably thinking you had the true Christianity,
and the other people were wrong. The study of @idkg and heresy, as we contemporarily use these
terms, is really just a study of who won. Thatéswtwenty-first century. | say that because | same

a half dozen people who are major New Testamermtiad) often on the television and the radio, who
live this way. They say there were a variety ofi€anities in antiquity, and the victor has araitly
labeled the losers heretical. This is a legacyweahave in New Testament scholarship. Is it céPrec
We need to be willing to ask that question.

Next, let us talk about Rudolph Bultmann. He istaerofine New Testament scholar. He is known for a
variety of things but especially for the slogamgtlesus of history and the Christ of faith.” Caognout

of the quest for the historical Jesus, he hadnplyi acknowledge that the Gospels are not good
historical sources. The Jesus of history was prgbadry different from how the Gospels represented
Him. That is not to say that the Gospels are afis®to us. They testify to the faith of the eaHyrch

and to what they believed. Whether it was histdigiceccurate or not, we do not care. This was the
Christ of faith. He pronounced a declaration ofssapon between the Jesus of history, how Jesllg rea
was, and the Christ of faith, how the early chuegresented Him. Bultmann was therefore willing to
encourage his people to preach the Christ of faiten if he believed that that was not historically
accurate. He had other things he did; he demytimddg That is another term that is associated with
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him. We will talk more about Bultmann later. He bght another major historical milestone in the
history of New Testament understanding.

Another milestone is one that precedes Bultmanthage are taken a little out of order. It is wikat
known as source, form, and redaction criticism. YWwve get to our study of the Gospels, we will talk
about all this in a lot more detail. Let us hypaitedly suppose that the Gospels are not whollyeate
historically. They are a composite mosaic of aatgrof teachings that were known in the early churc
They were then reframed by the Gospel writersghtlof their Christ of faith. If this were true thé
would be hypothetically possible to try and go baxckhe original source documents, containing what
Jesus really said, and ask whether He said thabjeaor not. When you ask that question, you ate no
asking if He said everything that is said in Matth& ou are asking if that parable goes back to an
earlier source that could potentially go back ®u3e Then you start thinking of the Gospels as saio
quilt of a variety of ancient sources. Your jobaalew Testament scholar is not to understand Maithe
but to try and figure out Matthew’s sources. YowniMa delineate them into different groups. One of
Matthew’s sources might be the Gospel of Mark. Aeof his sources might be a different source that
he had in common with Luke. We would call this QeTetter Q is an abbreviation for the German
guelle, which means “source.” Matthew might have his alistinct set of sources. You can delineate
whether they come from M1 or M2, which are speb®latthew sources. That is your job. At the end of
the day you have a commentary that says what caame®, M1, M2, or Mark. Then you are done. The
edification factor is fairly low. Source criticisaiso assumes that these are all written docum@nisas

a written source; Mark was a written source.

People began to ask questions about that, thougbn@e nature of oral communication in the ancien
world, is it not possible that at least some ofthsources were just oral sources? So they began to
compare the idea of oral sources to what we knawtatither oral sources in the modern world. For
instance, myths, good stories, or fables are pad@ed. It would be interesting to see how fairgtal
changed over the centuries. They may have chawngeedt different expectations in their individual
communities. There were certain problems in thestwenth century that caused the fairy tale to tend
toward one direction. In the eighteenth centuryas a little different. In the nineteenth centuryas
different still. Once you get to the twentieth eegtyou have Disney, arthe Little Mermaid does not
look at all like Grimm told it. Through the processoral tradition, things change and get adapbed t
their different communities. Certain forms will sthout and speak to different communities. For
instance, if your community is going through a tiaigersecution, a story about persecution willlyea
resonate with you. You are more likely to passiitlman you would be if it were just a regular time.
Form criticism developed in which they isolatedeliént forms. Instead of asking about written sesyc
they are asking about oral sources. They are asiangoral sources change through tradition. They ar
doing tradition history. That is another thing thappened in New Testament studies.

This also is very intellectually interesting, buiuycannot take it to a congregation. Partly duiad
practical concern and partly due to scholarly awass, someone finally sat back to ask about the
community in Matthew’s day. If we are interestedlhthe communities through time and what they
looked like, why are we not interested in the comityun Matthew’s day? Yes, Matthew was an editor,
also known as a redactor, but we could still berggted in what his point of view was. We are nosim
likely to find it in his sources because those“ateg and play.” Take the source and stick it ine\&fe
most likely to see it in the ways that he weavegtioer sources and the connections that he usakeo
one source and transition us to the next one. Thitlseconnections are known as redactional seams.
The question in redaction criticism is what is Matt’'s point of view? That is source, form, and
redaction criticism. We are going to return to ¢hagain when we talk about the Gospels. | want to
introduce it to you now, and then | will give mareitten definitions. We will see this in practicaer.
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That is something else you need to know about isterly of New Testament scholarship. When your
university professor gets up and starts talkinguabtatthew, in the back of his or her mind he ag &h
thinking about several things. He or she is thigkatout the history of source, form, redaction@sin,
Jesus of history, and Christ of faith. All of thetwhat is going on, whether he or she is readtngor
embracing it.

When scholars bring in stories from other religidmaight be related to form criticism. They are
looking at how forms develop over time. There istaer thing known as the history of religion
research. Comparing Islam stories to Christiariefas comparing religions. The main goal of higtor
of religion research has typically been to showdtniking parallels. It is as if there is something
inherent going on in the person’s soul that calishfthese parallels apart from whether there ys an
reference to the deity or not. That is somethisg é&hat has been going on since the nineteenthrgent
in New Testament scholarship.

The quest for the historical Jesus had trendsnbeg already prevalent by the end of the eighteenth
century. It was in the nineteenth century thag¢dllly started taking off. It continues to this day.
Ferdinand Christian Baur lived in the last haltlod nineteenth century. That is a little later tham
guest for the historical Jesus. Walter Bauer liakethe end of the nineteenth century and into the
twentieth century. Rudolph Bultmann takes us ihtiventieth century. Source, form, and redaction
criticism pushes us back into the nineteenth amhtieth centuries. C. H. Dodd is the twentieth agnt
and the current one is happening today. We have tfonugh them roughly in chronological order
except for the source, form, and redaction criticis

Let me move into C. H. Dodd and realized eschaiol¥gu probably think eschatology is about the
study of the future. There is a lot of stuff in thew Testament where the author comes out and
identifies those living in the first century witkhe last days.” It is as if the first-century chumgas

living in the last days. They are living in the legton. Dodd came up with the idea of this realized
eschatology. The earliest church teaching comirigpbthe teaching of Jesus is that the Messiah has
come, the resurrection is here, and the eschatwgrés We are not looking for something in the ffeitu

It has already happened. At any moment Christiisggtm be back, and we will see that it has all
happened. As time progressed there was a crifieiohurch. They thought Jesus was going to be back
any day now. They were waiting. It produced a srigithe early church that moved them to a need to
realize that the end was now a future orientafidme church has then subsequently taken eschatology
into the future. In the first-century expressidre earliest expression of eschatology, it waszedli
eschatology. The end is now. That was C. H. Dogddiat. This is big for you if you are reading Ladd’
book. A lot of what Ladd does is talk about whath#s inaugurated eschatology. He argues that the
end is now and in the future. The earliest expoessi the early church was not that it is all newd it
was not that it was all in the future. It was batid. We are in the last days, and they are futLiyeu
have been around our systematic theology deparfrdeniike Williams loves to talk about
inaugurated eschatology. He is heavily indebteldaid, and that is a good thing. Ladd is indebted to
this crisis that came out of examining Dodd andized eschatology. You see that even Ladd’s
teaching, which is fundamentally correct, comesafdihe awareness of the history of New Testament
scholarship up to this point.

Friedrich Schleiermacher was in the nineteenthurgnte was a romantic in many ways. He assumed
the quest for the historical Jesus. He assumedhbakesus of the New Testament is inaccurateldde a
assumed that religion was a lot less about justoreand much more about the romantic living of life
You engage in life. That is a gross oversimplificat
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Dodd would locate the shift from a realized esclogty (the end is now) to a futuristic eschatology
somewhere in the first century into the secondugntt was not like it just shifted overnight. Tiee
was a gradual realization in the church that theyevstill waiting. Ladd does an excellent job of
pointing out in every New Testament book that the is now and it is future. | think he is
fundamentally right about that. His book is a goodective.

Let us talk about current multiplicity of methodsdagoals. | have given you six principles up to nbw
have also come up with a list of 20 modern hermecedlapproaches. We may go through some of
these at a later point, and | will talk about sarhéhem now. At this point | just want to show yoow
many methods could be employed. Source, form, adalction criticism seems so abstract. It talks
about the history of the back-story of early Chaisity. You cannot bring that to the church today.
Therefore there has been a major shift from hisabstudy to literary study of the New TestamerduY
no longer ask historical questions; you just réedRible like a book. You read Matthew like a
narrative. You read the book of Romans like a greettorical exercise. The break from the historical
approaches to the literary approaches is a maittrtisat has gone on. It happened academically
because there was an awareness that if you lodkbd &nglish or French department at the uniwgrsit
they were asking very different questions aboutééthan the historians were asking. The histaria
decided to adopt the most recent literary methagloldhe problem is that the literary methodologies
have been shifting so much.

We talked a little bit about moving to reader resgmand then out to deconstructionism. Then you
move into feminist deconstructionism, then intoeuieory, then into intertextual readings, whigh i
not necessarily as biased as feminism and queenthEhe feminists say they are just going to réed
text as feminist. They want to see how the texaimsates a patriarchal hegemony. When you go into
intertextuality you are interested in other thingsere is a plethora of literary critical methodypées.

This is great for Ph.D. students; | think that e @f the things that is driving it. If you thinbaut it,

the New Testament has just over 600,000 words h# number of people who are writing Ph.D.s on
the New Testament is phenomenal. In writing a Plidd. have to say something new. That is the
bottom line; you cannot get the Ph.D. unless ygussanething new. How do you say something new
about 600,000 words? One of the ways that you ghatlitat you do not say anything new about what the
text means, but you use a different approach. Wihaie currently going on in the English department
you try and get there before anybody else does. being very cynical, but that is some of what is
going on. There is a constant change in approaches.

There is a very common thing going on now in pudilans of books about the Old and New Testament.
You can buy books on the shelf, on the book of R especially, and they will have eight diffete
readings of the book of Revelation. They will getrebody who is avowedly a reader-response critic, a
deconstructionist, a feminist, and a different sxaévery chapter is going to come from a wholly
different methodology. The conclusion to the bo®khat it is great that there are so many different
approaches, viewpoints, and ways to read the tekbppropriate it for ourselves. There is theretore
multiplicity of goals out there. There is a crigigou want to come to the “right” interpretatioPeople

are beyond that. They are still fighting over whinbthod to use. That is the scenario today.

Some of you who studied religious studies or thevNlestament in a secular university saw these
methods come out in the classroom. Some profesagrthere are no truth claims. They make religious
studies a scientific approach, and it is distarfoeeh us. Therefore it is boring in some respecthets
have been taught that the Bible is literature. ¥annot ask what it means, but you are studying its
different literary forms like you would any work biferature. One of you told me you had the
experience of talking to a professor who teachesrtathods we have been talking about, but he really
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wishes he could believe the truth. He broke dowimgrbecause he could not believe. So many of the
teachers in the religious studies departmentsestarff as believers and even missionaries. Theg hav
moved far away from the faith in the process oflging further and teaching in the universitiesolrabt
want to talk down about the university system. €hae wonderful Christian believers in the univgrsi
structure. We need more who are willing to engagaeé university structure. It is hard becausenas
most fields of academia, in order to get into ty&tesm you have to get your Ph.D. in the system. The
Ph.D. in the system weeds you out if you are gtanthink differently than the current thinking rsthe
university. There are some wonderful Christianéadrs making a stand for the Lord in the context of
the university. We can also learn from these things There is actually something about nearly yver
one of these categories that is worth considettrigok C. H. Dodd to come up with the idea of readl
eschatology before someone came back and reahaéd tvas inaugurated eschatology in the New
Testament. That is right. The end is here, anetiteis future. You can learn, adapt, and engagpl@eo
| am not saying that we need to come up with a federeaction. Second, to the extent that we do
critiqgue these viewpoints and reject aspects ah{hee have to do so intellectually responsibly. We
cannot just simply say we are going to believetth#th and not look at these viewpoints. We need to
develop some apologetics and some reasons fotingjee will come up with some of these things
later in the course.

We are going to move into a very different thinguadam going to state what | think is the taskNafw
Testament theology. This is the New Testament tdggopart of our course. Let us talk about what it
means to do New Testament theology. | suggesthkeat are two working goals. The first is to
inductively synthesize the major theological thenmesach New Testament author within his historical
backdrop. | expect to see different New Testamatitas have certain themes and things that they
really care about. Luke talks a lot about povertg the rich. James does too, but it is not as peava
some other authors. That is a theme that they laungThat is a real and honest theological thdins.
an emphasis that is appropriate in the whole iaipim of God. We should not approach Scripture and
ask where we can find justification by faith in &téx, here, or there. Instead of approaching with a
category and looking for it, we are going to apptod inductively. We are going to ask what some of
the major themes in Luke, Paul, and James aréelpriocess we are going to encounter some things
that we may not have seen even in our systemadaidgy.

Systematic theology is often driven by controvessiad responses to controversies. When you talk
about Christology (the dual nature of Christ, fuBgd/ fully man), a lot of that discussion is still
indebted to this series of early Christian herediased the “h” word because | think it is rigihere is

a sequence in the early Christian heresies, s@gdbrough that in your theology. Doing that alss la
danger in it. If there has not been significanadieement earlier on in the church, then your syate
theology may not emphasize something that is inapbrEverybody just assumes it, but they never
engage it theologically. Let me give an examplrifess that | am a good Presbyterian. | like the
Westminster Confession of Faith. There is a little thing in the New Testament@allesus’ resurrection!
Do you know how many times in the Larger ConfessibRaith Jesus’ resurrection is mentioned? It is
mentioned once in passing, as one of His stategwfation. It just mentions that it happened eitms

to be a little more important than that, thoughefehwas never a controversy about the resurrecfion
Jesus in the main Orthodox church. So it has nivég@ lot of contemplation. The fact that it ig im0

the Westminster Standards makes you look at therrttegology books in the Reformed tradition. Louis
Berkhof wrote a systematic theology book that iswt800 pages. There are only three pages on the
resurrection! Hodge wrote 1500 pages in his systiertteeology, but there are only five pages on Sesu
resurrection. There is an imbalance in our systentaology. We are going to correct an imbalance
like that by doing really good exegesis and intetggion of the New Testament. You should see themes
that should be a part of our theology. We shouttiiatively approach the New Testament texts and see
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what Luke and Matthew emphasize. We will see thettyy much everybody has something to say about
the resurrection. Then you look at your systematiock and realize that, in our Reformed traditioe, w
have very little to say about it. So we better gesomething there. One of the great benefits imigdo
New Testament theology inductively like this isd@n help correct our systematic theology. Thahis o

of the things | am thinking about. Notice | said fihductively synthesize the major theological tleesm

in each New Testament authmithin his historical backdrop.” We are still discussing history when we
do our interpretation. We are not isolating sonreghnto some sort of absolute theological proof.tex

The second working goal is to further appreciagediganic unity in New Testament theology in the
midst of the diversity of its expression. In othards, Luke emphasizes the poor and the rich. James
does as well. There is a little bit in Paul, buttered to overlook that because it is mostly inghstoral
Epistles, especially 1 Timothy. That is a themés ot generally in our systematic theology, and i
might not even be in our systematic approach tx®tBut it is there; it is in the New Testamenmiga

we need to see it. We can also synthesize it adizeethat it is not just something that Luke tadksut.

It is something that is in the whole mind of Godhother example is the concept of Jesus dying for ou
sins. All the New Testament documents might hafferéint ways of speaking of that, different
emphases, and different perspectives on it. Byt éilespeak to the same reality. They are trying to
understand how a man hanging on a cross for a éemsttan suddenly change the whole of redemptive
history. You and I, sinful human beings, now belam@od’s family. That is what each author is tyin

to communicate. We can see all the different petsges and emphases, but we also expect theredo be
synthesis. Those are the two working goals: indeciuthor by author and synthesis.
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