New Testament History and Theology Lesson 7, page 1

Canon, Continued

As we start today, let me open us in prayer. Thewill do a devotional in Matthew before we go back
to talking about the canon. Let us pray.

Father, as we come before You today, we ask for Your great wisdom as we look at the profound
mysteries of Your Word. We will look at not merely what it means, as we will do shortly in some small
passages, but also at itsimplications as your canonical, inspired Scripture. It isthat which isthe
revelation of God Himself to humankind and the revelation that, especially in the New Testament,
speaks of the truest revelation, namely Jesus Your own Son, as divinity incarnate, the One Who we
desireto worship in all of our days. Make this class a small aspect of that worship even as we talk about
You and about Your Word in the next few minutes. In the name of Jesus our Savior we pray. Amen.

Last time we talked about Matthew, we talked altbetSermon on the Mount. We talked about the
Beatitudes: blessed are the poor in spirit. We afsphasized the last Beatitude, which receives the
greatest emphasis in Matthew’s text. “Blessed lamed who have been persecuted for the sake of
righteousness.” We also moved on to talk aboustaezment Jesus makes, “Do no think that | came to
abolish the Law or the Prophets; I did not comaliolish but to fulfill [...] For | say to you that less
your righteousness surpasses that of the scriltePla@risees, you shall not enter the kingdom of
heaven.” In light of the rest of what is going onMatthew 5, Jesus is stating a kingdom ethic. Ehis
an ethic for His people. In particular, it interizak the Law. You may have been tempted before to
think that the law, “Do not murder,” simply haddo with staying your hand at the last second when t
knife was actually at someone’s throat. You migitenthought that the law forbidding adultery was
simply about preventing cohabitation between twopbe when one, or both, is married to someone
else. You may have thought that the idea of “whoeeads away his wife, let him give her a certigca
of divorce,” could be done any time you please. Bagus says no to all of the above. All of thenakpe
not to the externals of the situation but to thiyweternal heart of the people. We talked aboig. th

As we go back earlier to Matthew 5, we have towakst Jesus means when He says, “Do no think that |
came to abolish the Law or the Prophets. | didcoeote to abolish but to fulfill.” That word “fulfillis

very important in the Gospel of Matthew. It occahsiost a dozen times. In each of those instangss it

a very important word that comes out. Most of thosgances that use “fulfill” have to do with Old
Testament Scripture and how Jesus fulfills Old d@&nt Scripture. This starts prior to the Sermon on
the Mount, in the opening passages of Matthew.

| am especially interested in the series of passagklatthew 2. Those of you who have Bibles like
mine that set off Old Testament quotations willenthtat starting in Matthew 1:22 there is a quotatio
saying, “All this took place to fulfill what the lrd had said through the prophet: ‘The virgin wi#l b
with child and will give birth to a son, and theyliweall him Immanuel'—which means, ‘God with us.
That announces this fulfillment theme that we hdwveughout the book of Matthew. It also lets uswno
that every so often Matthew is going to give udah Testament Scripture that he is going to
specifically apply to Jesus.

The next Scripture that we have applied to Jesas dot use the word “fulfill.” This is probably pie
important. It comes on the mouths of the chiefsise@nd scribes when Herod asks them in Matthew 2:5
where the Messiah is to be born. “In Bethlehenjudea,’ they replied, ‘for this is what the prophas
written: “But you, Bethlehem, in the land of Judahe by no means least among the rulers of Judah.
The next time we meet the fulfillment formula isNfatthew 2:15, which is where Jesus has just been
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taken to Egypt to escape Herod’s attempt to slandtiim. Matthew says, “He stayed until the death of
Herod. And so was fulfilled what the Lord had sthicbugh the prophet: ‘Out of Egypt | called my
son.” One further example is found in Matthew 21 when Herod slaughters the babies of
Bethlehem. Matthew says, “Then what was said thidhg prophet Jeremiah was fulfilled: ‘A voice is
heard in Ramah, weeping and great mourning, Raedeping for her children and refusing to be
comforted, because they are no more.” The poittiese is a series of Old Testament quotationiseat t
beginning of the book of Matthew.

| remember doing apologetics as a college stu@specially among some Jewish people. One of the
ways that we would go about presenting the Gospey isaying, “Here are some Old Testament
prophecies about the Messiah. Look how they aféldéadl in Jesus.” That is the first thing we would
say. | also used Josh McDowell's bdek dence that Demands a Verdict. It is a very fine book and a
fine collection of evidential apologetics. He hasnaall section on this. It is in keeping with other
before him, and a lot of people continue this teaghHe says that if you look at the propheciethef
Messiah and you calculate the probabilities offadse prophesies coming true in any one person, the
probabilities are absolutely astronomical. Therefibie idea that Jesus fulfills all these prophecies
clearly makes Him the Messiah. On the surfacedbains like a knockdown argument for Jesus being
the Messiah. How many people were born in Bethlelveent to Egypt, were persecuted by Herod, had
all the babies in their hometown slaughtered, aacevworn of a virgin? How many people can you put
into that category? Only Jesus fits, therefore Histbe the Messiah. You would think that if you jus
presented that to anybody it would knock him ordnesr right there. | would love to go with thattbu
unfortunately | do not think we can. Matthew is Wiag with a much deeper understanding of
fulfillment than “Here is a prophecy about the MaksHe is going to be in Egypt.” Therefore whea th
Messiah comes, we just have to check on a few shitfigyd you go to Egypt? Then you could still be
the Messiah.” This is not a Messianic checklists komething much more sophisticated.

If you want some evidence of that, then let us labthe saying that shows up in Matthew 2:15. yssa
“Out of Egypt | called my son.” This was a fulfilent of that prophecy. That comes from Hosea 11:1-3.
Let us read Hosea 11:1-3 carefully,

When Israel was a child, I loved him,
and out of Egypt | called my son.

But the more | called Israel,

the further they went from me.

They sacrificed to the Baals

and they burned incense to images.

It was | who taught Ephraim to walk,

taking them by the arms;

but they did not realize

it was | who healed them.

The son is Israel in Hosea 11. That is very impurta recognize. Matthew applies this same verse to
Jesus and says, “Out of Egypt | called my son.” possibility is that Matthew ripped the verse wigoll
out of context because it seemed to fit. But wenatecomfortable with that. That is not what hapgzén

It is very important to understand the New Testamse of the Old Testament. Usually when the New
Testament authors use the Old Testament, theyeayeaware of the context of any one passage that
they cite. They do not take passages out of comatexistick them in. They are usually bringing the
whole context with it. They assume that the eattyi€lian community knows where the passage is from
and what it is talking about. It is not that haodigure out what Matthew is saying. He is sayingtt
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Israel is God’s son, but all the more so the Més®a50d’s son. This is because the Messiah repiese
true Israel. He represents all of Israel. In Maitlvéehen he says, “Out of Egypt | called my son,’idie
signaling to you something about Jesus’ makeugh@sdviessiah He constitutes true Israel.

Let us try another passage and turn to Matthew. 2t 5ays, “Then what was said through the prophet
Jeremiah was fulfilled: ‘A voice is heard in Ramaleeping and great mourning, Rachel weeping for
her children and refusing to be comforted, bec#lusg are no more.”” This is from Jeremiah 31:15% Le
us turn back there. The context is about Jerem@ioghecy that the Lord will come down and take His
people into exile. If you go back to the beginnaighapter 31 it says,

“At that time,” declares the LORD, “I will be thedd of all the clans of Israel, and they will be
my people.”

This is what the LORD says:

“The people who survive the sword

will find favor in the desert;

| will come to give rest to Israel.”

Then he goes on and talks about Israel being bitdaagik from being outcast. He eventually comes
back to this. At that point the people could sayenses 15-20,

This is what the LORD says:

“A voice is heard in Ramah,
mourning and great weeping,
Rachel weeping for her children
and refusing to be comforted,
because her children are no more.”
This is what the LORD says:
“Restrain your voice from weeping
and your eyes from tears,

for your work will be rewarded,”
declares the LORD.

“They will return from the land of the enemy.
So there is hope for your future,”
declares the LORD.

“Your children will return to their own land.
“I have surely heard Ephraim’s moaning:
‘You disciplined me like an unruly calf,

and | have been disciplined...’

Is not Ephraim my dear son,

the child in whom | delight?
Though | often speak against him,
| still remember him.

Therefore my heart yearns for him;
| have great compassion for him,”
declares the LORD.

The reference to Rachel and her child weepingasigéxile and return. Israel is in exile, and tisat
something that causes great weeping and sorroavsimilar way, right after the Messiah is senta@ut
Israel, Israel, in the form of Bethlehem, is laidste in terms of the slaughtering of the infanteer€ is
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yet again weeping in Israel until the return arelbfessings that come through the Messiah.

When Matthew says “fulfill,” he is not saying thithere was a whole series of Messianic proof téxs t
people knew in the first century. They were not juaiting for the guy to come along. Instead he is
saying that if we understand theologically who Mhessiah is, it is much deeper than you and | realiz
The Messiah is not just a man; He is a man whood'$schosen vessel who represents Israel. That is a
least two of the verses there.

The other fulfillment citations all have similat@émests. The one that | said is most peculiarasotie in
Matthew 2:5, which says, “But you, Bethlehem, ia tAnd of Judah, are by no means least among the
rulers of Judah.” That is the one that most diyeditl refer to the Messiah, so much so that thefchi
priests and scribes were aware of it. They saglihwhere the Messiah had to come from. Thatas th
one that Matthew does not put with the word “fliffilt is more obvious. “Fulfill” for Matthew is to

take the Law and the Prophets and show how theyt pwihe Messiah, namely Jesus. Therefore as
much as | would otherwise like to use the probatidiargument, we have to step back and say itis n
appropriate.

You have to wonder anyway how those calculationgewene. Usually there was a huge number, in the
billions or trillions, that came out at the endaofalculation. For instance, it was a one in sevgligon
probability. Presumably if you are doing probaliidi€alculations correctly, you are taking the
probabilities of someone being born in Bethlehewh #wen correlating that with the probabilities that
someone born in Bethlehem went to Egypt, etc. eridways wondered how in the world they
calculated the probabilities that someone wouldr@ of a virgin. The uniqueness of the virgin lbit

a glory in and of itself. You do not have to caltel probabilities about it. More importantly, ibths

your approach to Matthew, you are going to misstwileas trying to do there by setting up some
associations that you otherwise would not have.

Let us come back to Matthew 5 and look at versé'd@:no think that | came to abolish the Law or the
Prophets; | did not come to abolish but to fulfillesus came to bring them to their fullest purpéte
takes that which was already signaled about thesilesand shows that in Jesus all promises found in
the Old Testament are yes. One person has comibeteith the past to the difference between the old
manual typewriters and Apple iBook. The old martypéwriters had the ribbons, and you had to push
them exactly right or else the “f” would be brightkan your “q.” Suddenly you have in front of you
instead the Apple iBook. This is an example whbegd is one thing that is a vague shadow of the/glo
that is yet to be revealed. That is what is goinguith the fulfillment formulas in Matthew. We have
met another theme in Matthew, and it shows ushjast glorious our Messiah is. The word “fulfill”
means “to bring it to its goal and completion.” Tieawhat it means generically. In Matthew it means
“in salvation history to bring the Old Testamerdemption of God to its completion and goal.”

Let us get back to our discussion of canon. Weckge to being finished. | introduced the canon
academically by sharing what is going on at pratesd conferences. | also talked about what isdpein
taught in colleges and universities today. Themnisirgument that Orthodoxy and heresy are the
viewpoints of the victors. Those who argue this ldaay there were other options in Christianity,
which are represented by other scriptures that Vadéee excluded by the Orthodox community. | cited
very contemporary expression of thaflime Da Vinci Code. Dan Brown says there were 80 gospels and
that the whole selection of the gospels was It the time of Constantine. Historically both diotse

are factual errors. There are not that many gosBetsvn claims that some of these gospels have been
found at Nag Hammadi. That is true; there are Gogstspels that are found there. They are very
different from the Gospels that you and | have tefes. Second, he says that gospels were found at
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Kumron. Sorry Dan! There are no gospels at KumAdinthe scrolls are currently published, and there
are no gospels there. There has been a slightedebating out of an Italian group over a very
fragmented document that came from Kumron. Theyetbat it was a fragment of the Gospel of Mark.
Most scholars disagree, and | do too. That wouldire retroverting Mark into Hebrew, and Mark was
undoubtedly written in Greek. Then they would nee@ind individual words from it. This thing is
extremely fragmentary; there are just a few linlesharacters on one side, the whole middle is mggsi
and there are a few lines of characters on the sttle. They are trying to correlate supposedly
retroverted Hebrew with all of this. It is very $&ley and improbable. In any case, even if you tzad
Mark was found at Kumron, no other gospels weradotinere. There is another factual eriidre Da

Vinci Code is full of factual errors.

The general claim still holds out there: at whahpwere the Gospels recognized as Scripture? Gan w
trust them? | made some general points having twittothe way that the canon developed. It
developed on analogy with the Old Testament caltasmimportant to recognize that the Old Testament
canon was already in tact. The Old Testament carasnpredicated on prophecy that God Himself
performed through His people in the retelling, just of their history, but also in the propheti¢saof

the prophets (Isaiah, Jeremiah, etc.). That seinsephecy and sequence of prophets ended inriee ti
of Haggai and Malachi. When that sequence endsthrigicontinued and people kept writing history.
That history was not regarded as being of the sautteoritative level as the history that was writtgn
the prophets. The time of the New Testament is thighcoming of Jesus the Messiah. He is the One
who Himself is the great prophet par excellencerétgpened this sense of revelation and rightly so.
Instead of writing things down Himself, He deleghtieat to a band of withesses whom we call the
apostles. One of the great hallmarks of which & they witnessed His ministry from beginning ta en
and especially His resurrection, according to thekiof Acts. Therefore they were given a special
apostolic status and were given the promise tleaHibly Spirit would reveal and bring back to their
memory all truth. Prophecy reopened with the Newtdmment, and it closed shortly after the demise of
the apostles themselves.

We need to discuss the early church canonicaldististheir reasons for such. | want to look at gxse
from a few key larger documents. The Muratorian@egis a second-century document that comes from
the West, perhaps from Rome. It is one of the fasnhulations of what exactly constituted canonical
Scripture. That is what it sets out to do; it sayst they accept as canonical. It talks about et

read, what they do not read, what they read butaddnold onto with the same authority as the other
books that they read. When Eusebius wroteChig ch History, he attempted to summarize the
discussion that had gone on before his time wifare to canon. Later in Athanasius’

Festal Letter, we end up with the exact 27 boo&swe have in the New Testament as Athanasiud’ fina
decision. Then in the two synods those books arkadl to be the canon of the whole church. There i
a truth that it was not until the fourth centurgttleverything was absolutely settled. That is aay

that the discussion was not already happening.dtso not to say that the bulk of what we consider

be the New Testament was recognized as authoetatanonical, inspired Scripture from its very
inception. Indeed, that was the case. AuthoriteBgapture was seen as such from its very inception
We get a clue of that from 2 Peter 3:16 where Hetaself looks back on Paul’s writing. He referstto

in keeping with “the other Scriptures,” the Old Tsent Scriptures in particular. He recognizes that
Paul’s writing has scriptural status. This is acdssion that predated Constantine by a long tinmgy O
after Constantine was the church in a position &xera church-wide declaration of what they
considered to be canonical Scripture.

Let us look at the excerpts from EusebiGkurch History. First | want us to look at what he considers
to be definite, authoritative, and recognizedsbalant us to look at the kind of argumentation tea
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and others employed in arriving at the conclusibwlmat is canonical and what is not. Eusebius
considered the Gospels, Acts, and Paul’s lettebg taeecognized. He did not list exactly what cdosts
the epistles of Paul, but by this point we have &adimber of important early manuscripts that iattic
the Pauline letters that we would consider to leegneral letters of Paul. The epistles from Ronbans
1 and 2 Thessalonians were widely distributed. Jdmstoral epistles were not as widely distributed,
which is not a surprise because they were writtendividuals, namely Timothy and Titus. They were
also collected fairly early on.

The main dispute in terms of Paul’s letters hagaavith the book of Hebrews. Very early on it was
considered to be written by Paul even though isdus say Paul’'s name. It is possible that when
Eusebius counted the epistles of Paul he alsodedthe book of Hebrews. Eusebius also recognized 1
John and 1 Peter as canonical books. Then he ediblith Revelation. He put it in the first categofy
recognized books, but deep down he almost wantpdttad in the category of books he did not like to
have in the canon.

Then we come to the disputed books, which are tieslesss known to most. People are still discussing
these books, but the vast majority of the churalsiag them. They are the epistle of James, that of
Jude, the second epistle of Peter, and “the sedcatcond and third epistles of John, which mayjhée
work of the evangelist or some other with the saim@e.” We will come back to this comment about 2
and 3 John toward the end of this course. Euselsi®if books is a lot of the canon that we hanaaly.

It is interesting that he already broke them domin recognized and disputed books. It may makeayou
little uncomfortable that these books are stilpdied, but it adds comfort to me. It says thatcimerch
took this decision extremely seriously. They weeeycareful, and they did not rush in and decide on
the canon based on what books they or others likieeke had to be a church-wide consensus.

| am very interested in looking at some of the argatation regarding whether a book is accepted,
disputed, or rejected. Those making these decisomked at phraseology and the style of usage,
whether it sounded apostolic or not. They lookedlather the content was distinctly Christian and
different from other writings. The authorship negde be accepted. The issue had to do with whether
the people were actually writing them themselvesatr That was somewhat acknowledged by
Eusebius, but it is very evident in the Murator@2anon. The texts needed to be referred to by thy ea
fathers. This is especially a concern of Eusebacabse that is what he did. He correlated for ust wh
the church recognized in light of the history of ¢thurch up to then. The texts needed to resoritiie w
true Orthodoxy. We will talk in a minute about wiikgtermined true Orthodoxy. The early church asked
whether things were Orthodox or whether they wertside the bounds of Orthodoxy. | would agree
with Bart Ehrman, and | would even agree implicitligh some of the assumptions that Dan Brown
makes inThe Da Vinci Code. The Orthodox made this decision. They made itgeping with their own
theology. The question is whether or not their tbgp was right. More importantly, did their theolog
go back to Jesus and to the early apostles? Thangjor test of them.

There is one last thing that | want to talk abouEusebiusChurch History. It goes on under the

surface, but | want to make sure it is in our minikdse terms “recognized” and “disputed” meant that
part of the decision matrix people had was whetiherot all the churches agreed with the canon. Did
some of the churches disagree about some of tloedes® This was a large consensus decision, but that
should also give us comfort. It was not just maga Ihandful of men in a smoke-filled room. That is
another issue. There is even more evidence in thatdrian Canon about why these decisions were
made in the early church to recognize some booksamasnical and some as not.
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Some of what Eusebius says at the end o€higch History is very interesting. It says, “Paul also
wrote out of affection and love one that is a letitePhilemon, one to Titus, and two to Timothye$ha
are held sacred in the esteem of the church catfibé church as a whole] for the regulation of
ecclesiastical discipline. There is also currenépistle to the Laodiceans and another to the
Alexandrians, forged in Paul’'s name to furtherlieeesy of Marcian, and several others which cannot
be received into the church catholic for it is fitting that gall be mixed with honey.”

At some point in the late second or early thirdtagnthere arose epistles to the Laodiceans and the
Alexandrians. They clearly saw in them the teacluihg heretic, Marcian, who pitted the God of the
Old Testament against the God of the New Testarkinsaid the God of the Old Testament was a God
of Law and was a demi-god. He was not the fulldled thing. The God of the New Testament is the
real God who has come in to set things right anestablish grace. That is what Marcian taught. It
would be very easy to ferret out in some of thesakb. This statement shows that there was already a
sense of what was honey. They knew what was tfuBaal and what was truly in the Gospels. They
compared these other books to the stuff that was@dy recognized to see if they fit. That is digfer

from excluding them just because we do not likeséhpeople. They saw if they fit with what was
known to be apostolic from the very beginning, knaw be from Paul and in the Gospels. That is how
the church is thinking about this.

Eusebius goes on to discuss other books that adeimehe church. | would encourage you to go
through the Muratorian Canon and look at what bdbkyg accept and what their rationale is. | think
you will find it comforting in some respects.

Let me move onto some closing comments about hawertoeive of the canon. First, there was a core
of books from their very inception that were undieosl to be of Scripture. This core included the ksor

of the apostle Paul and also the four canonicap@ssLet me give you some rationale for that. \&ie c
make lists of what books people accepted as caaldmioks going from Matthew to Revelation in the
New Testament. Certain authors referred to somk€y@md there are a few authors who already stated
what books they received as canonical. There ane dmoks that are disputed or not mentioned, either
because of the fragmentary nature of the canorcause they were still in discussion in the early
church. There is a core that everybody recognigeckpt for Marcian.

The early church quickly recognized that Marciah'sology was a heresy. Jesus’ Bible was the Old
Testament; Jesus preached the God of the Old TestaMoreover, if you read Paul carefully you see
that he has the same view. Marcian accepted sonhe ¢fauline books, except for the pastoral egistle
which he may not even have known. He acceptedopdine Gospel of Luke, but he rewrote the Gospel
of Luke for himself. He cut some of it out. It mportant to note that Marcian accepted all theiRaul
letters, even though some of them make a greatregguagainst his case. He accepted at least one of
the Gospels. Irenaeus wrote to refute Marcian apéaally other writers who were clearly Gnostic,
and he accepted the Gospels and all the writing&aaf. The core of what everybody agreed on fraen th
very inception was the four canonical Gospels, whéhexception of Marcian who only held Luke, and
the major writings of Paul to the general churcAdmt is the core. That is the honey that became th
central understanding of what constituted Ortho@bxistianity. Anything that was in variance witrath
could not be accepted as canonical. People knew Jelsas taught, and they knew what came through
the apostles, especially Paul.

Most of the rest of the discussion in terms of exjpag the core came over whether or not 1 and @rPet
were really written by Peter. If Peter wrote thdrart they were apostolic, and they needed to ingtude
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They looked at whether or not it cohered with theecof Paul and the Gospels that they knew toume tr
Historically there was a core that got bigger withimits; it expanded within limits.

The next point is about the most debatable bookrdlare a few different books that could claiméo b
the most debated book, but perhaps the one thdtstamgls out to me is the one that Eusebius wekstle
over: the book of Revelation. It was in his catggairrecognized books, but then at the end he wdante
to take it out of that category. This has to ddwtite early church and debates that were gointpem t

In particular, there was teaching known as chiliakmomes from the Greek woudtlilias, which means
“thousand.” Chiliasm was the teaching about a thnds/ears. In particular there was a strand of
teaching in Asia Minor in the first century thagaed that the Christian should expect a millennium.
They should expect a thousand-year reign of Chafire He comes again to completely finalize the
final judgment. They get this from the book of Rietien. The churches in Asia Minor were very
comfortable with that teaching, but some of therches elsewhere, especially around Caesarea where
Eusebius was, thought that it was wrong. They tldt was closer to what today we would call an
amillennial position. Those were the two main nmil&al positions in the ancient church. Therefoee th
churches that did not like this Chiliast or millégrposition were much more interested in doingyawa
with it, even to the extent that they were unconafiole with the book of Revelation. That is a faict o
church history. Eusebius was one of the main leadiethe anti-Chiliast group. Therefore it comes as
little surprise to us that he was uncomfortablénviite book of Revelation. Ultimately even he was
forced to acknowledge that the church recognizeslvin if he was uncomfortable with it. In the nids
of this ongoing theological debate the apostobtust of the apocalypse of John, the book of Rewvelat
was so established that they had to accept itramncd here is an example of a highly debated book.
You can understand some of the reasons that uaderth a debate.

The next point is about other possible contendérere were only a few other possibilities of carahi
books. If you read through the Muratorian Canon wilisee a few other books that were possiblygher
for consideration. Eusebius immediately mentioredrteed to reject the so-called epistle to the
Laodiceans from Paul. There is a question abouaploealypse of Peter or the Shepherd of Hermas.
Some would argue for 1 Clement, the book of Barsabuthe teaching of the twelve apostles, the
Didache. We have those books today. They are tetlan a selection known d$e Apostolic Fathers.
They were written shortly after the time of the sipes. They are some wonderful books to read, but
they are a limited number of books. Ultimately thvegre not deemed to have been of apostolic status.
They were Orthodox; the theology was fine (for thest part). It was not a theological decision.dtih
much more to do with the apostolic status of thibans.

There are a couple of things to learn from than Beown runs around claiming that it was Orthodoxy
versus heresy. Orthodoxy was not the only decisiatrix. A lot of it had to do with apostolic statu$e
also claims that there are 70 or 80 gospels ou¢ thieat there were all these other books thatdcbale
been considered that were simply thrown out. Frieenpoint of view of the early church, aside from
some very strange Gnostic sects at the end obtméhf century, there were really only a few possibl
other candidates. It is not like you should haveeding about your canon that it is 27 books, beté¢
could have been 150. It was 27 books and at mest ttould have been maybe 32. The church wisely
recognized that these other books should not bepsed as canonical. There is another historical fac

The fourth point is about the process of recognitiad the locus of authority. It is very importémt us

to understand in our time how we should speak attutanon. In Catholic circles and Orthodox
circles, they will talk about the church decidingthe canon. They say ultimately it was the chunoth
the Holy Spirit working through the church that redbe canon the canon. There is some truth to that.
But Protestants have rightly added into that the t&ecognition.” When we are talking about the @an
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we are talking about what the church recognizealr@ady having canonical authority. It is not ttre
letters of Paul gained canonical authority or apired status when the church made the decisiagy Th
already inherently possessed that status. They ahezady authoritative and inspired, and it wasaup
the church to recognize that fact under the guidari¢he Holy Spirit. The locus of authority is not

the church councils. The locus of authority isesuls, who reopened revelation and, in the history o
redemption, designated a certain set of apostiésdew that the apostles themselves designated who
were going to recall to others His truth.

The last point is about the redemptive history #n@dNew Testament canon. There are two ways to look
at the canon. | have tried to engage you in bothege ways. There is the horizontal way in terins o
looking from a very human perspective at how andmthese decisions were made. From a very
human perspective you look at this and see theegirof an expanding core increasing over time to a
certain limited set of books. The few other deblgtahndidates were eventually ruled out by the atur
That is the history of what went on. We can seedba very sane way to conduct all of this. From a
historical perspective we can take some confidemoeir canon.

The other way to view this is from a vertical dirsem, from the eyes of God. God worked through this
process of understanding and recognizing the cdneould term that in consonance with the notion of
the history of redemption. On a vertical levelsthets back to the human point | made earlier abowt
the canon reopened. There was a sense of Old Testaevelation that was closed because prophecy
had ceased. New Testament revelation opened watis 3nd the apostles. From a vertical level we can
see that. From a horizontal level, we see thattitue and new revelation from God. It comes whth t
advent of His Messiah, and redemption came tauithést measure in Jesus, who died on the cross for
our sins and was raised again and in the peoplgraded to bear that message. In that regard we see
the history of redemption unfolding into the histof the development of the canon. The canon
becomes not something added to God’s redemptieatitiut the continuation of that redemptive intent
until it had been fully revealed in all of its gjoior future generations to read. That is what amby

the history of redemption and the New Testamenbican

Let us look at the end of Mark 16 for a momenydfi read in the New International Version or New
American Standard it will have a little footnotelwackets around part of the text that says thatribt

in the earliest manuscripts. In fact, it is nothe earliest manuscripts. Without going into a vehol of
detail, the fact that it is not in the earliest mseripts seems to indicate that at some stage smiyeb

was unhappy with how Mark ended. Otherwise it erety abruptly. They felt a need to, analogous with
some of the other Gospels, provide some matem@lgiovided a sounder ending for them. This iglate
in the church. | do not deem it to be canonicalfasas it relates to canon, if it was not penngai
apostolic author or his delegate, then | do nod tdlo be canonical. That is a very short commeut,

we might get back to that at some point.

The Gospel of Hebrews that Eusebius mentionedjsspel that was titled “the Gospel of the Hebrews.”
It was a fairly early work that a number of the wtufathers refer to. We do not have a full extsgy

of that. We have some fragments that are quotezhdy church fathers. | have given a whole seminar
on the Gospel of Hebrews and its relationship ttye®wish Christianity. It mostly shows up in Jetwi
Christian circles early on. It principally seemedécount most of what we find in our canonical
Gospels with a few additions. It is those addititreg the church fathers passed on in the fornitt |
guotations of it. It is different from the book ldebrews. (By the way, EusebiusShurch History was
written shortly after the Council of Nicaea in theginning of the fourth century.)
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These early works that were possible contendets#wamned to have largely Orthodox theology were
not ultimately accepted because of the apostditistof them. For instance, the epistle of Barnaias
not recognized as actually having come from thell@dBarnabus. Therefore it was not received with
apostolic status. Clement is very careful to inidaat he is not among the apostles in 1 Clentkémnt.
does not specifically refer to himself in that nefydbut he speaks of the apostles as a whollyreifite
group from himself. It is a wonderful work to redmlit he does not claim that same authority. Witledy
church said it is not canonical.

If you go through most of the other works that | eeferring to, they were either anonymous, such as
the Shepherd of Hermas, or recognized as not cofrongthe apostles, such as the Didache, the
teaching of the twelve apostles. The Didache, thadifying, was a later writing. Those things led t
some doubt as to whether they should be deemeahicahceven though they are edifying to read.
Reading Augustine would be edifying too.

The passage about the woman caught in adulteghin i3 a similar issue as the end of Mark 16 in tha
it is not in the earliest manuscripts. The Johrsags is even more complex because later churcergath
refer to it as a separate work from what is knowdahn. I think it is even less likely that it wargginal

to John. | would not consider it canonical. It ey edifying; | love reading it. | would not preach it,
though, because | do not deem it to be of inspstatls.

The Catholic Bible has books that are not in th@datant Bible, but none of those are New Testament
books. The New Testament canon was decided, ardrthedox Church, which is the church in the
theological tradition that developed through whatwould consider the real church throughout history
has never varied from that canon. The disputes abhvad to do with the Apocrypha of the Old
Testament. These are books that are written imtketestamental period after Malachi, up until the
time of the opening of the New Testament canoinclides 1 and 2 Maccabee and some other books.
There was a lot of dispute early on in the CathGlhurch. Jerome translated everything into thenLati
Vulgate, which became the Latin Bible that was usgthe Catholic Church. He wanted to set the
Apocrypha off separate from the fully recognized @kstament. Everybody knew that the Jewish
people did not accept those as recognized eitherd a wise decision of the Protestant churclevesit
that and say that the Old Testament Apocrypha waacteptable. The New Testament canon has not
been seriously debated since the fourth century.

There is an issue with regard to the recognitiothefbook of Hebrews because it is difficult to wno
who wrote it. There was a popular view in the eaHyrch that it was written by Paul. On an histalric
level, that probably helped its reception by sommgrches into canonical form, even though | do not
think it was written by Paul. | will admit some &on in that regard. Its status as being consistéeht
the theological teaching of that core was so reizaghearly on that it was widely deemed on thatitmer
alone to be canonical. Origen, who is an early dh@ather and author in the third century, woulguar
against the Pauline authorship of the book of Hebr@&ut he argued that it should be considered
inspired and authoritative along with the resthaf tanonical New Testament. That was even before
these discussions came to a head and were finalized

The Nag Hammadi gospels are very different fromtwyeawould conceive of a Gospel. The Gospel of
Thomas is a series of sayings that supposedly gotbalesus. There is no biography of Jesus
connected with it. It lacks life context. There amne very interesting comments in there, espgciall
about women.
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