New Testament History and Theology Lesson 15, page 1

“Behold the Man”: Contemporary Historical Jesus Rearch; “Crucify Him!”: The Historical
Accuracy of the Trial of Jesus

Let me open us in prayer first, and we will gotie tord.

Father, as we approach You in this moment we désin@nor You in all that we do. We desire to honor
You in our lives, our hearts, our ministries, aném in the way that we approach our school. I, as a
professor, desire to honor You in my teaching. Isame that these students desire to honor Youen th
way that they study. Lord, in the midst of thisask that as You are glorified in us that You walfb
teach us and prepare us for our future ministri& ask that we might bring further glory to You in
years and decades ahead as we are better able rapaued to minister Your Word to others. | ask that
You use this class to that end. In the name oflear Savior, Jesus Christ. Amen.

Let me review a few things before we start withayd lesson. If you were a slave, depending on your
owner, the owner had the right to free you. Somihigfcould be negotiated ahead of time if you were
seeking to become someone’s slave. Many ownersowmmadst of freeing their slaves. Then you would
change your status to that of a freed person. @ogeavere a freed person you would continue in a
relationship with your former owner, usually in tieem of a patron-client relationship. They would
seek to look after you, and you would become ttie@nt and have responsibilities to them as wellafT
is not the only way of entering into a patron-clieglationship, especially among the upper clas$es
society. Then you would not have done that but @alve simply some sort of a patron-client
interaction.

Some ancient Jewish texts are oriented aroundcpiatithemes of rabbinic teachings. It finds its
earliest expression in the Mishnah in 200 AD. Theeeethree works that come out of that. The Tosefta
follows the same structure at the Mishnah but idetusome other material. The Jerusalem and
Babylonian Talmuds go back to the Mishnah itsefé it, and then add additional rabbinic storied an
debates that are connected topically with whaaid & the Mishnah. The Midrash are commentaries, s
they might actually cover the same legal matebiat,instead of following a topical structure they
follow the structure of the biblical text.

Deuteronomy 21:22-23 has about three things tleat@ntroversial. The Hebrew literally says, “If the
is in a man a sin bearing a judgment of death...” dinestion is what the nature of that sin is. Thd ne
controversy has to do with whether or not suspenisioequired and whether or not the person is dead
before being suspended. That has to do with theeseg of verbs in verse 22. In verse 23 the major
guestion is what is the “curse of God”? Is it ttheg person has been cursed by God or is it thatnme
way they have cursed God, either by being a blaspher by being made in His image and yet being
suspended.

The Ptolemies were in Egypt and the Seleucids wePersia. They followed on the heels of Alexander
and are part of the group of his successors. Amtis&Epiphanes was a Seleucid.

The deconstructionist says that any text contaaps ghat you normally fill in as you read it. Yalliih
those gaps based on societal conventions. If thegad challenge the societal conventions andtinser
different material into those gaps, you can maketéixt fall apart. The text therefore no longererels.
We should be able to read a text and assume &t ifha meaning that constitutes what the text is
really about.
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Josephus mentions 22 books that are accepted asicaln Although we have had history after the fact
there is not a verified succession of prophets ngrout of that. So we do not esteem those books of
like accord. We looked at Eusabius’ material arlcedsvhat he signaled as concerns in terms of
something being canonical or not. The gospel acegrit the Hebrews is not the book of Hebrewss It i
a separate lost gospel that was circulated initeiedentury. It is principally known among Jewish
Christian groups. That is why it is called the gelsgccording to the Hebrews. It is the Jewish Gilars
Gospel. We have some fragments of it recordedharauthors. Eusebius likely included the book of
Hebrews among the Pauline epistles.

It is worth studying the history of interpretatifor the same reason that you should know the lyigtbr
any discipline. In addition, there are facets @ tistory of New Testament interpretation that afflect
the way that scholars study the New Testament tdelagn when they write lay material, they answer
guestions from that perspective. For example, tadayvill talk about the historical Jesus. Knowing
something about the historical Jesus movement eglehyNewsweelevery year cranks out another
article on who Jesus is. Knowing the history of dsiple helps you understand why certain question
are still out there and why people keep debatiegith

Let us transition into our discussion of the higtairJesus. At the end of last time | mentioned tha
historical Jesus scholarship goes back at leastiple hundred years. It arises out of certain guest
that were prevalent in their day, and they remaipartant. It arises out of the notion, for instartbat

we are modern men and women. Modern men and womam that miracles do not happen. Therefore
any historical work from antiquity that talks abaniracles must be viewed with a certain degree of
skepticism. This was not just abstract and outoo¥hmere, suddenly applied to the New Testament. In
some ways it is the by-product of the Reformatiod the skepticism of the Renaissance. If you read
Erasmus, you can see how something like this haapen

Erasmus tells the story of all the different plages could go in Europe in his day to venerate the
saints. All of them seemed to have a bit of woafithe cross. He says if you collected togethethall
“wood of the cross” you could build an entire hauBkeere were so many things out there that were
claimed to be holy relics and associated with paldér miracles that the saints performed on betfalf
the people. As a result there arose skepticisneaple moved into a more modern scientific worldview
It was just a small step from that to then turthe New Testament and discredit all the miracles
described there.

There was also an issue over what is called themmof Constantine. The Donation of Constantine
was a church document that was used to vouchsafenphortance of the papacy and the Roman
Catholic Church in light of the great emperor Cansine. The document was shown to be a forgery,
written several centuries later. Yet it was an intgat document that had been touted much in the
Catholic Church. This ties into the Renaissancekmdjhtenment. The flames were fanned as well in
the Reformation as people began to look againea€Ctitholic Church and see foundational documents
that were not accurate. It is a small step fronh tindook at the Gospels and ask the same quesaoas
these historically accurate and responsible ace@unie initial responses to the documents and the
miracles were yes; they were believed. But oveetihe increasing modernist skepticism came to be
applied to the New Testament. That was 200 yearsaagl it seems like ancient history for thosesf u
who are Americans. It is very real and right on foant doorsteps today.

Some of you may have heard of the Jesus Seminarméy have seen it advertised in newspapers and
magazines. The Jesus Seminar is a group of Nevarfiest scholars who specialize in the study of the
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historical Jesus. At one stage they got togethex periodic basis to work through the materialthef
Gospels and to vote on what they considered tatieeatic or inauthentic. They had a modified
blackball system. Black indicated that it was reatidy Jesus, grey indicated that we do not thimkais
said by Jesus though it might have been, pink atditthat it was fairly probable that it was sayd b
Jesus though they are not sure, and red indicatégédésus said it. Initially they were concernetththe
sayings of Jesus. The question goes on to allfaxdetesus’ life, at least as it is reported in@uspels.
They are “sorting out the authentic from the inautc.” This sounds fairly crass, certainly very
American and democratic. You get 60 people in araand you have them vote on whether Jesus said
something or not. It sounds weird. But if you gdtieir web site, it is very striking that they inteed to
address discussions that had been going on foyd&@ or more in technical New Testament circles.
These were places where people were just publighinge another, and a few hundred people read
whatever was published. They say that there iodisect between what the “scholars” are saying and
what the average person in the pew believes. Sddb@ched a project to narrow that gap. In other
words, they wanted to bring their scholarship it pew.

| would say that they inflict their very minimaligiew of Jesus on the people in your churches. Hrey
looking for the people in your churches, those wiube sitting across from in a counseling session
These are the people with whom you will be shatimegGospel of Christ when you are going in your
day-to-day ministry. A measure of their effectivesiés in the number of media events that keep
interviewing this same group of guys. | mentionetbbe thatNewsweelandTimehave frequently come
up with another article on the historical Jesuss Tlappened especially recently after Bassion of the
Christ movie. There were a whole host of articles thateaut critiquing the movie as being very
violent, bloody, and Mel Gibson-ish. But if you desome of the articles in more detail, they wese al
critiquing the degree of the historical reliabilityot just of the movie (and there are some isthaE®),
but also of the Gospels themselves. A lot of angigook place with regard to the trial of Jesus.Wile
get into that in a bit.

So this view is very much in popular media. Over ldst three or four years there have been twomajo
releases where Peter Jennings hosted primetimesshrothis. One was called “In Search of Jesus,” and
another one was on Jesus and Paul. He intervidviedlate of typical Jesus seminar people who are
highly skeptical of the Gospels. They were critrguthe Jesus that you and | know. The gut readétion
many evangelicals is that these critics are igrtofanthe evangelicals say they are going to stgnd

the Gospels no matter what because they are thd W@ od. | applaud that; they are the Word of God.
You should stand by the Gospels. But | submit to §@t you will interact with people, possibly iawr
family and certainly in the day-to-day ministrylife, who are from contexts where they have been
exposed to these media events. There will be peopleur daily life who care about these thingseyh
will look to you as a person with a seminary dedcelkave something to say to them. That is why |
think it is important that you know from the insidéat is going on with the historical Jesus. You
should be able to provide a critique that is aoasfble intellectual critique. That is an introdoatto

this topic.

There is some typical terminology that | want tooyer. This is often referred to as the questlier t
historical Jesus. This term is associated with Suzer and others. People will refer to the threests
for the historical Jesus. There is a very blurnstitttion between the new quest, which is the sdco
one, and the third quest. There are also point®wtinuity though. The first quest goes back to the
eighteenth century and a man named Reimarus. Alieteath, some of his own ponderings were later
published by what was one of the most famous Gemémors of his day, Lessing. These were known
as theWolfenbittel Fragments$n it Reimarus said that basically Jesus wasnasberevolutionary who
sought to die a martyr’s death. His disciples ld@reloped the idea of the resurrection and reitirn
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Christ. What is so striking about Reimarus’ statetne that people thought like him for hundreds of
years afterward. There is a radical disconnect detwlesus as an historical figure and the peopde wh
came after Him, especially Paul. Often people spkkak of Paul as the one who really founded
Christianity. Christianity, as you know it, is marelebted to Paul than it is to Jesus. Jesus wak mu
more concerned about overthrowing the Romans, dewpto Reimarus, and therefore He died a
martyr’s death. His disciples later developed tteaiof the resurrection so that they could keepggoi
and still venerate their leader, Jesus.

There are a number of names that could be assoaiie this first quest, two of whom are David
Friedrich Strauss and Johannes Weiss. In thesevaeee a movement away from the revolutionary
character of Jesus and the sense that He is tiyiogerthrow the Romans. Instead they teach somgethi
that is much more in keeping with His explicit teegs. Strauss will say that the Gospels provide a
basic outline of Jesus'’ life, but they also addhmiagical elements to Jesus’ life because of thieeea
church’s belief that Jesus was the Messiah. Hetbayshe Gospels have a generally good outling, bu
there is a lot of extra mythological stuff, muchitodissociated with Jesus’ miracles. Strauss says t
was added later because the church believed thas 3eas such a great guy. What is striking abaut th
move from Strauss to Weiss is that Weiss indicttasJesus was actually talking about an
eschatological kingdom. He was talking about theeaking of the kingdom of God that He thought
was going to happen any day. He was preparing pdopit to happen.

The end of the first quest came about becauselmrASchweitzer, who wrotEhe Quest for the
Historical Jesusin some ways he retells the history of the whplest. Then he launches his own
notion of what is the appropriate way to speakesiu$. There are a couple of very striking imagas th
come out of Schweitzer’s teaching; one is the in@Egewell. He says that the people who have done
historical Jesus work up until his time were pegdiown a well to try to find what Jesus looked liks
they peered down the well they saw Him, and theyahdo describe Him. But they really saw their own
reflection in the water at the bottom of the whkllother words, he accused his fellow New Testament
scholars who preceded him of reading into Jesusthdypwanted Him to be.

This is a very striking critique because all okthient on during the rise of what is known as Germa
liberalism. The term “liberal” does not mean a pafive way that is used in rhetoric today. Peopié s
out the term “liberal” or “conservative” dependiag what context you are coming from. This was a
technical term for a whole movement in theologywnas liberalism. It sought to provide a rational
basis for Christian religion, and it found threeajrpropositions in the teachings of Jesus. It theatl
Jesus primarily taught about the fatherhood of Goel protherhood of man, and the infinite valuéhef
human soul. That is a very enlightened way of sipgaéf Jesus; it comes right out of the
Enlightenment. This is exactly what moral peopleernsupposed to believe. God was the Father of us
all, we are brothers and all have common origing,\ae are valuable because we are worthy of value.
Those were the three great propositions, and taetisis in Jesus. Paul taught about the crucifixod
resurrection of Jesus being needed to atone fosingy but that came later. That was not what
Christianity was really about from its founder,&sSchweitzer said that they were reading their ow
German liberalism into what they saw in Jesus. &ie i$ did not work that way. Jesus was not jushso
wonderful guy going around spreading peace andwdwe happened to run into Pharisees who were not
in favor of peace and love. There had to be somgtélise going on. Schweitzer suggests that Jesus
sought to provoke the eschatological kingdom of GpdHis ministry and ultimately by His death. He
said Jesus was convinced that God was just abatiteoverge of bringing in His kingdom on earth. All
that it would take was a prophetic ministry annanggét and then an event that was so traumaticithat
would compel God to bring in His kingdom. If Jesusuld just die Himself then God would have to
show up. According to Schweitzer, Jesus, at leastany respects, was wrong. But he said that makes
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us uncomfortable because that is not our imageeabottom of the well. But it is more accuratehe t
teaching of Jesus.

Schweitzer’s critique of the historical Jesus cdagdorought against him in some respects. He also s
in Jesus what he wanted to make of it. It was sushocking critique that people went undergroumd fo
a while. The interest and the quest for the histdriesus waned in many sectors of scholarshig for
while. Part of the reason for this is that an eqsalist approach to Christian religion came in,
especially in the form of Rudolf Bultmann. He sthdt whatever Jesus was like is somewhat irrelevant
because we can also speak of the Christ of faitietMive believe the Christ of faith, it produces
sufficient existential change in us that that inefiJust follow the Christ of faith and do not wosp

much about the Jesus of history. That is an ovgigioation, but that is basically the thrust in
Bultmann’s work, who we talked about earlier.

Let me tell you something about German scholarskie. person who you work under for your doctoral
work is known as your docteater, literally your “doctor father.” To go against whaur doctor vater
believes would be as if you were to go against youn father. Bultmann had a student named Ernst
Kasemann, who said that we need to look at whosde@as because it matters. He also parted from
Bultmann in a few other respects. That was so shgak scholarship that it reopened interest in the
historical Jesus. It was also shocking in the Gerstdholarly scene because he broke with his doctor
vater. He suggested that the quest for the histiadesus was a valid endeavor. There were a variety
people associated with “the new quest,” and maaa #nything they managed to say that they needed to
keep talking about Jesus. They could not just kgepg with the Christ-of-faith idea. James Robinson
was the person who brought that to the Englishispgavorld and especially to America.

The third quest is perhaps most marked by a canfilings. One is an attempt to situate Jesus $n Hi
historical environment. There is some debate alwbat that historical environment should most look
like. Burton Mack said that Palestine, like thet ifshe Mediterranean world, was so influenced by
Greco-Roman thought that we need to find a Grecmd®ophilosophy that matches Jesus. If that is the
case, then Jesus was a Cynic. The Cynics werditrgyhilosophers. Jesus would have been a
Mediterranean Jewish Cynic, a person who shockedleeavith His teaching. Cynics traveled from
place to place, having little care for their owrspessions but interested in changing people’s
philosophical outlook. The more prevalent backgubtirat people find today is that Jesus was Jewish.
The question is what He looked like in His Jewisirlal.

There are several people who take this Jewish apprim Jesus. One is Gaziver Mesh, who said Jesus i
a Galilean charismatic miracle worker. The termditématic miracle worker” puts Him in a class of
people who claimed to do miracles in Palestind@first century. Ben Myers indicates that what is
most important is Jesus’ proclamation. He saysslissinterested in the restoration of Israel, the
throwing off of Gentile oppression, but also in tlestoring of the spiritual constituency of Isrdel.P.
Sanders says Jesus sought to bring in a new agedking the overthrow of the temple. Sanders is
quick to defend the Pharisees as not being as$wgduathink they were. He says it is not principdlie
Pharisees who opposed Jesus, but in seeking tthomerthe temple, He brought out the aristocracy
against Him.

N. T. Wright has written both academic works angylar level works, and he has spoken at some
conferences, including Urbana. It is very importanteading N. T. Wright to know of his longer werk
and to realize that he is writing them to seculamNr'estament scholars. He is not writing them to
evangelicals; that is not his audience. His purpese try to convince his peers that the thrusvbét
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the Gospels have to say about who Jesus is isaectven in his most recent book, he has defended
the resurrection of Jesus, which is a huge shoskdular university, New Testament scholarshigvieh
a great deal of respect for some of the thingsiés to do, although | would not necessarily agvéh

him in all of his particulars. He says, “Jesus amu@s the restoration of Israel from exile.” Isrstdl
thought it was in exile. The Babylonian exile had really ended because they were still under the
thumb of foreign nations, so he claims that Isstidlifelt itself in exile. This is one of the weedt

claims in all of Tom Wright's books because thedevice for Israel still conceiving of itself in exils
very sparse. In any case, “Jesus announces tloeatsh of Israel from exile, the inclusion of the
Gentiles, and the coming judgment.” So Jesus waotedng Gentiles into this new Israel. “He is paoit
death for appearing an insurrectionist; He theessirrected.”

It is important to know some of the tag lines agsed with these different names. It gives yoursse

of the movement of how people have talked abouisleser the last couple hundred years. In addition,
it is important to know the names so that when ngad them you know that they were connected with
the historical Jesus and you know what they betleifeyou know that much, you can start to entéo in
some of this literature and understand some ofttimgs that inform people today.

A lot of complex things were going on in Germanyhe day. Part of it is the notion of Reformation
coming from Martin Luther. Some extreme teachingsadme associated with scholastic Lutheranism
that put some people off. It also created categarie¢hinking about things like the relationshiphe

Law. There was some stuff within the church. Theeee movements in broader scholarly society, a
movement toward Hegelianism and toward rationali¢ind being supreme above all. Kant wrote about
enlightenment, and people after him understoodifthef the mind and the mind as the arbitrator of
truth. Kant was even able to write a book entitRadigion within the Bounds of Reason Alohleere

were philosophical principles like that going omeh there was the rise of a defacto German litsenali
that held to the fatherhood of God, the brotherhafoghan, and the infinite value of the human salil.

of these are very lovely thoughts. But sin, judgmpuonishment, the need for a sacrifice, and thep8b
is missing. Germany was the hotbed of this. You re#lize that a lot of these names are German
names. In the nineteenth century and into the te#ntentury, the movers and shakers within New
Testament scholarship came out of Germany. Theseavghift at the beginning of the twentieth century
to British scholarship receiving the same kindesjrect as German scholarship. As the twentieth
century progressed, Americans became a part efvitedl. It was not always for good; Americans made
things worse in some respects. But there were whdtaral movements going on.

Let us talk about the question of criteria. Theralot of scholars involved in Jesus scholarshiyere
are at least a half dozen books coming out on Jagry year from this perspective. They try to work
out who the historical Jesus is. Some of them appyto use the Gospels as very important source
material. Therefore they respect the Gospels. Buesalmost completely reject the Gospels and say
they cannot vouchsafe any of it. You have extrego#isg on. It is almost impossible to keep up with a
the literature that is coming out now, so | am gdim just point out some of the main figures irsthi
movement.

One of the things that is a benefit of the new thiedthird quest is that the scholars came up withatw
their criteria were. They said that Schweitzer s@sect: too often people come and read into Jesus
who they want Jesus to be. They needed to comdthsame criteria that were more objective in order
to be able to sort out what Jesus really did addhdt do. The list of criteria can vary from a hfuhdo
dozens of criteria that are employed. There areesoniteria that are agreed on by everybody doieg th
historical Jesus work. By criteria | mean wayshohking about a saying of Jesus in the Gospels to
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determine whether He said it or not. As soon datéghat, you realize that we are in a fairly skogp
enterprise. You cannot treat the Gospels as ifytvieig they say is true, so you need some criteria
judge what of it really goes back to Jesus and whdtis later in the history of the church thaaswead
into Jesus. There are five criteria | want to labkl want to show that if you were thinking of the
Gospels in a very skeptical fashion, these areifiteresting ways of trying to determine what is
accurate and what is not.

The first criterion is “dissimilarity with Judaisand with the early church.” The fear in approactiimg
Gospels is that the Gospels came out of Chrisirates a few decades after Jesus. By that point the
traditions have changed more to the needs of thechhthan to what Jesus was really like. If thahes
case, then they are afraid that people are redafiegChristianity back onto Jesus. The material th
said in the Gospels that shocks you and would haaae the first-century Christians uncomfortable
must go back to Jesus. The Christian church wooldhave come up with that on its own. So shocking
things that are dissimilar with later Christianitsely go back to Jesus. Likewise Jesus said add di
things that were not typically what a Jewish pensonld do, and it made Him stand out from the
crowd. To the degree that He is dissimilar botmfiGhristianity and Judaism, you respect it all the
more. You realize that this was not just a culttinalg that was read into Jesus. It was somethimg H
really did. That is the first criterion, the crii@n of dissimilarity.

The second criterion is “consistency with otherenat known to be authentic.” Authenticity is
generally determined by criterion number one. @otenumber one is admitted to be fairly
minimalistic. Only the stuff that really stands @st separate from what the church believed can be
accepted. However, we might be able to sneak ier@bpects and sayings of Jesus that are fouie in t
Gospels if we see that they agree with or folloezsame line of teaching in the material that wenkno
to be authentic. This is because other matersd different from later Christian teaching. Youadxish

a minimalistic guideline in criterion one, and thgyu can add further information to it insofar &s i
coheres with that minimally accepted nature of Wasus is.

The third criterion is “multiple attestation in malevels of tradition.” They say here that if sohiag
shows up in a whole lot of accounts of Jesus frorargety of different sources, then the possibitifyt
being accurate is increased. Unfortunately Matthdark, and Luke are thought to be largely dependent
on one another. Matthew and Luke are especiallgmiggnt on Mark, therefore they are not independent
witnesses. But if you get Matthew, Mark, and Lukeome hand, the Gospel of John on another, and
another tradition that also attests the life amdhéngs of Jesus, that is good. But what elseecisetthat

is potentially early that accounts the sayingsesiu$? That is where the Gospel of Thomas comes in.
This is a Gnostic gospel that is associated witbrit&s the apostle, though he did not write it. # is
collection of sayings of Jesus that are attribtitedesus. Some of them are clearly Gnostic anéfitrer
came out of the second century. But some of thammeich parallel the sayings that you find in the
canonical Gospels of Matthew, Mark, and Luke. Tdnigerion of multiple attestation comes down in
modern practice to this: if it is in Matthew, Matlyke, and in the Gospel of Thomas, then it islfike

be true. That is the third criterion.

The fourth set of tests involves whether the say/eqgpear to be Aramaic based. They need to have a
Semitic language feel to it. Jesus probably spatamaic and not Greek. The Gospels are in Greek.
They look for terminology that Jesus uses thatre#aic and therefore has to be translated. Oerkth
are Aramaic patterns of speech that are crudemglated into Greek, then it is more likely to gakbéo

a native Aramaic speaker and potentially to JeBiat is criterion number four.
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Finally, criterion number five involves culturakts. It is important whether the material can be
attributed to a Palestinian Jewish person. Thespecially associated with the third quest for esu
mention at least four people in the third questiesus that see Him as Jewish. They say that treale
to which Jesus acts like an average Palestiniarstigyerson is likely to be authentic. The churctyve
quickly went Gentile, so the information that gb@gk to a Jewish Jesus is likely to be more auithent
Those are the five criteria that are typically usedort out that which is true from that whicHatse in
your Gospels.

Let us talk about some concerns over these critereathese good criteria? Do you think they will
produce verifiable results? Do you think this ueld to a good accounting of who Jesus really was?
This strikes some as if they immediately judge@uspels as being inauthentic, but they are willong
bring in other material as more authentic becatiseniot written by Matthew, Mark, or Luke. Critari

one and five seem to be in conflict with one anot® one hand, it is important to recognize where
Christ is dissimilar with Judaism. Yet criteriaditooks at the degree to which Christ is the sasne a
Judaism. You see a tension among modern Jesussshslto the degree to which we expect a Jewish
Jesus or not. They are contradictory. The schblaits disagree on these points and use both of the
criteria. There is disagreement over how much ymukl expect a Jewish Jesus. Therefore you have
some people like Burton Mack, who is willing to skssus as much more Hellenized than He is Jewish.
On the other hand, people have this sense thatddeJewish, so He should be like the Jewish. Yeethe
is a skepticism of the very Jewish passages teahare. They are at odds with one another. Itlesab
someone to pick out the stuff that he or she winke authentic and say it is so because it isskewi
And that person can look at the other material ieadr she does not want to be authentic and say it
not so because it is Jewish. It becomes a much sulmective endeavor.

This assumes that the early church changed thihigss Christian it must have been changed. The
assumption is that if it is orally passed down thenust have been changed. Not all of it got clealhg
but it leads to so much change that you cannot itrasymore. For example, let us say that | am
Matthew, Mark, or Luke, and | followed Jesus forear to three years. | listened to everything Jesus
said, and | consider Him to be the Messiah. | belidim to be crucified and resurrected. Would | not
try to be somewhat faithful to what He taught? VWouhot be so marked by that year or so that the
things that | believe that make for my theologybgak to Jesus? The idea is that the Christian bhurc
got it wrong inherently just because it is the Gtian church. Therefore the only areas that arerate
are those where Jesus taught something that exeliff from what the Christian church taught. That i
balderdash!

| would hope that you leave here with a few notityosn what this course is. You would not want tg sa
that what is “authentically Chapman” is the sttt disagrees with what you actually believe. Idtap
change some of your beliefs. Certainly Jesus hoqetthe same. These criteria seem to be very
presupposition laden. They seem to be saying tieatdanon should be reopened and the deity of Christ
is not true. They also say that miracles are n& &ind do not happen. That is a major presuppositio
coming into the quest for the historical Jesus. &bave wondered about the degree to which egos and
the desire to say something new influence whagisdisaid in the quest for the historical Jesus. tiot
just that they are trying to say something new,thetnames that are remembered have all said
something new. That is why they are rememberegbufsay something that a dozen people have said
before you, then you do not stand out. You becamembered if you say something new. It is also fair
to say that we want to critique them becausethes pride getting in the way. That could be trioet it

is not a fair intellectual critique of what theyedrying to say. We have to interact with people
respectfully. I want you to mull over whether ott you think these criteria are reasonable.
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| agree with the critiques that have been madanktit is very presupposition laden. There arenfsof
disagreement between some of the criteria. Thdy igainst one another. It is the case largely taat
is what has happened, in the Gospel of Thomas begotoe them, a canonical Gospel. If you can find i
in the Gospel of Thomas and it is in the other @tsthen Jesus said it. It is a back-door way of
bringing the Gospel of Thomas in. They do not vteeswhole of the Gospel of Thomas as accurately
Jesus; that is an overstatement. But if somethirige true Gospels is in the Gospel of Thomas, ithen
has to be Jesus. That is not reasonable. | argiighih Gospel of Thomas is a second-century wak th
is derived from the Gospels. To the extent thebh#&nges the traditions of the Gospels, it tendotso

in a very Gnosticizing direction. In other wordsghanges Jesus’ teaching toward a second-century
heresy.

The central criteria, the one that quest advodatesand die by, is the first one about the disknitly

with Judaism in the early church. To me that isesrely skeptical. It assumes that Jesus was nobe g
enough teacher that He would have influenced aadgdd the people who followed Him. They rule out
the possibility that people’s beliefs were molded ahaped by Him, and therefore when the people
believed something it might be very well becausaigeéaught it. It is extremely skeptical. | mentah

of this because very rarely, especiall\NewsweelandTimearticles, do the people mention why they
say something is authentic and why it is not. Bet/trun with these kinds of presuppositions. Thatmo
powerful critique of much of historical Jesus semship has more to do with the presuppositions that
people bring to bear than it does with the specdsults of what is accepted or not.

There is a scholar named Gerd Ludemann, who isyan@erman scholar who is on the Jesus Seminar.
One of the things | appreciate about Ludemannashh is a very skeptical New Testament scholar who
admits it. He is very overt about his presupposgjovhat he holds to be the case, and why he accept
something to be authentic or not. Many of the olodolars play a much more dodgy game of not
coming out and overtly stating why they throw cwiffsas being authentic or not. Ludemann has a
section in his bookThe Great Deception and What Jesus Really Saidathdwhere he talks about the
presuppositions of his work. He actually givesdriteria, not just for authenticity, but for

inauthenticity. Most scholars are not willing toysghat their criteria for inauthenticity are. Itnsuch

more muted. They simply just reject something, i@y do not tell you why they reject it.

Ludemann gives four propositions for inauthenticiyst, “Those sayings and actions are clearly
inauthentic in which the exalted Lord speaks and acis presupposed as the one who speaks and acts
For Jesus Himself no longer spoke and acted aftedéhth. But as we cannot exclude the possibility
that words or actions of the historical Jesus hmeen attributed to the ‘risen Christ,” for the garl
Christians the historical Jesus and the Chrisaibh fwere identical, each time we must check whethe
particular sayings of the exalted Christ are nohaps based on a saying of the earthly Jesusthkr®
words, Jesus did not rise from the dead. Ludemasrabtually written a book to that effect. In the
process he basically lost a lot of respect amomgn@e university scholars. It was all right if you
believed that; most German university scholarselelithat the resurrection did not happen. But you ¢
never say it because the German university isrtieing ground for the German state church, whsch i
the whole Lutheran church in Germany. Ludemann #dchthat he did not believe in the resurrection,
and then he admitted that that meant he was notriatan because Christians believe in the
resurrection. For someone to come out and sayvasiso shocking that he was excluded from some of
his scholarly endeavors. That is one of the reabogspect him. Admit where you are coming and be
overt about it. | respect that.

His point is that Jesus was not raised from thel deaany sayings that are attributed to a riseansle
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could not have come from the real Jesus. Secorhsd acts are unhistorical which presuppose that
natural laws are broken. The fact that people éntitne of Jesus did not know these laws or did not
think in scientific categories is irrelevant.” Hebasically saying they were stupid, and miractesat
happen. Anything that is a miracle is thrown outird, “A suspicion of inauthenticity attaches tbthke
sayings of Jesus if they give answers to commugiitiations in a later time.” If a saying of Jesuseg
an answer to a dilemma that shows up in later Ganisy, then it comes from later Christianity amot
from Jesus. We can rule it out. Fourth, “Thosersgg/iand actions are inauthentic which presuppose a
Gentile and not a Jewish audience. For it is aettaat Jesus was active exclusively in the Jewish
sphere.” Jesus would not have healed the Syroptiaarwoman; He worked only among Jewish
people. Ludemann also states his criteria of atittignn most of which overlap with the four poirits
just made. That gives you a sense of the presuppasihat go into this.

Let us talk about the strengths and weaknesséeajuest for the historical Jesus. There are some
strengths in that we really do want to know whatdewas like. The Gospels only give us a particular
slice of His life, and there is probably more tg.9@ne of the things that | appreciate about Brkce,
for instance, is that he correlates aspects oGibgpels and their narrative of the life of Jesus wiher
historical material that fills in the context in wgh Jesus lived and walked. | do not want to say tihe
idea of trying to find out who Jesus was is whalbgus. On the other hand, in terms of weaknedsiss, i
very presupposition laden. Proponents of this @alhe to you and say something like, “You just
believe the Gospels, and that is naive.” Your raspa@an be that you have your presuppositions, but
they do too. Then you can engage in conversationtaheir presuppositions. There are evangelicals
who work among the quest for the historical Jeand, it is a very difficult context to work in. Most

the people they speak to are very skeptical ofabspels. So someone like Tom Wright or Scott
McKnight comes in, and they try to show that Jesas who the Gospels say He is. They still play on
the playing field of these very skeptical criteli@some ways | am not even willing to go onto that
playing field. The playing field itself is very uwnen.

To review, they start off with Jesus’ words that elearly not in league with the stuff that conede.
Any of the stuff that is later is considered auticechased on that second criteria or possibly théipie
attestation criteria. The second criterion allowgaibring in some of the other stuff that Jesir theat
was picked up in the later church. This is as lasag is like the kind of radical stuff that Jestisnself
taught.

Let me give you an example from Ludemann. He s&jany sayings and actions of Jesus might prove
to be authentic by virtue of the criterion of offéreness. For example, among Jesus’ actions, His
decision to be baptized by John belongs here. emearliest times, the baptism of Jesus was
offensive to Christians.” Why does the forerunniedesus actually have authority over Jesus to bapti
That was offensive to Christians. Ludemann argtl@em the beginning it was changed in various
ways or passed over completely in silence or regebly Jesus in the Gospel Himself.” Therefore he is
willing to take the baptism of Jesus as authefftigpou can find things that cohere with that baftis
narrative, it can be authentic as well. You candpin other stuff through the back door. That igvlib
works. There is one chapter that is 15 pages ireimahn, and it is very helpful to give you a feel fo
what he is interested in.

Let us talk about the trial of Jesus. Coming aherPassion of the Chrighovie recently, there were a
number of articles about why tiRassiongot things historically wrong and why the Gosaels wrong

as well. If you go back and read some ofteavsweelarticles and see some of the television
interviews, you will see that the Gospels themselvere challenged. Mel Gibson said that he accepted
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the Gospels as authentic, and he followed thenoass material. But people said he could not db tha

That is what you see in the popular press, espg@salies that revolve around Jesus’ trial. Fotainse,
Pontius Pilate is treated in the Gospels and ifPtesionmovie as someone who really does not want to
see Jesus go to the cross. He sees someone winodent, and he does not want to send an innocent
person to the cross. If you read the narrativelosephus and Philo about Pontius Pilate, the gsyana
absolute cur, the biggest cad this world has exen!sThe guy did not care about what Jewish people
thought. He would bring offensive religious matésiato the heart of Jerusalem, and he almostestart
revolt after revolt in the 10 years that he wadgumteover Jerusalem. In the process, he alienatd t
Jewish people. He did not care. Then you get t@Gibgpels, and he is a Gentile leader standingup fo
Jesus.

The accusation is that the Gospels are writtenviagtin order to make the religion of Jesus more
palatable in the Roman world. The Gospel authag gbwn the aspects of Roman participation in the
crucifixion of Jesus. They make the Jewish peogdponsible for it all, and the governor Pontiuateil
wants to stand by Jesus. That makes it sound béttat is the claim that is made against the Gospel
narrative, and there are others. For instancee thier some passages that indicate that the Jeatiblsr
believed that crucifixion was not something thegudt participate in. It is not what is taught in
Deuteronomy. They do not practice suspension aRémean people do. We talked about this earlier.
Therefore if you take that as your starting paing impossible for the Jewish leaders to haveten
Jesus to be crucified. What is more, the crowdslavoat have been standing outside, saying, “Crucify
him! Crucify him!” They did not believe crucifixiowas acceptable.

There are five major issues with the trial accountse this as an example of historical Jesus
scholarship because its advocates are basicailg asher sources. It might be Jewish rabbinic tewch
or their own logic. They might think about how thekings would have been received in the Roman
world and play down Roman participation in the dixion of Jesus. They use their own logic,
presuppositions, and other materials to critiquetiver the Gospels are accurate or not.

Let me give an example of one of their critiquelse uestion is whether the Sanhedrin were capéble o
capital punishment. Some say that they were capdlgapital punishment, so they would not have had
to deliver Jesus to the Romans. My response idltegdanhedrin apparently lost the right of capital
punishment just prior to Jesus’ death. The Talmedtions that 40 years before the destruction of the
temple, the Sanhedrin lost the right of capitalipment. We know that Stephen was stoned, but that
example represents a populous stoning withoutahgptetion of the trial. There was not a complete

trial or official judicial verdict. People just stad picking up stones and letting him have it.€dth
examples that we have from Acts or Josephus atBoate that there were specific extenuating
circumstances with regard to the right of capitatiphment there.
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