New Testament History and Theology Lesson 18, page 1

Gospels, Continued

Before we move into our subject for today, | withp for us. Let us go to the Lord in prayer.

Father, as we reflect on our Lord Jesus, we arekifidd that You chose in Your great providence to
bring Him at a time when people would observe awbrd faithfully, from a variety of perspectives on
who Jesus was and what He did. As we desire tohiptise risen, crucified Lord, the one who is the
incarnate Son of God, the one who is worthy ohaltship, this is extremely helpful to us. Thus L.ord

we thank You for Your divine plan, evidenced infthue Gospels we have. Father, | would ask that
today as we seek to better understand who Jeshati¥ ou would also give us insight into how we can
best approach the Gospels. Father, | know thatithé&sconversation the church has had for centuries
So we pray that You would illuminate all of usjuiicng me, as we seek to understand the Gospels and
better glorify You. Use this class to that endY bur wonderful name, Amen.

Last time we started to talk about the similariaesl dissimilarities between the Gospel narrativaad
mentioned that, especially with Matthew, Mark, &ntte, you can look at passages that are parallel to
each other. These parallel passages will have siamiarities in wording. Occasionally there are
divergences in wording as well. | want to give ywuexample of that. Often these parallel passages a
quite complex. | am using what is called synopsét has Matthew, Mark, and Luke in parallel columns
This is meant to help us do a comparison.

As an example, let us discuss the story of thergaf the leper as it appears in Matthew 8:1-4riMa
1:40-45, and Luke 5:12-16. For my study | have wintkd in different colors to help compare these
three accounts of the same story. | used diffezelars to show where there is distinct material and
where there is material that overlaps, specificalierms of wording. The wordépros’ appears in all
three traditions. The wordégor’ also appears in all three. The phraseekatharizq” which means “if
you are willing to cleanse me,” shows up verbatinali three traditions. If you go through thesesthr
passages, what you have is a narrative that issierjar in all three—on the surface. They all talk
about the cleansing of the leper. But only at a flesy junctures is the wording identical betwedn al
three traditions. But, then, it is very strikingathhe wording can be identical between all thraditions,
especially since there are different ways to sagdlthings in Greek. They instead use the exaa sam
verbal forms and such. In terms of percentagese tisea high percentage of material that is theesam
When you look at individual words, the picture b®es much more complex in terms of the
relationships between the different Gospels. Theesstory is in all three Gospels, and at times the
exact same wording is used in all three Gospelsthane are many aspects of each telling of they sto
that put it in its own words. Now, that does notamé¢hat when you read these passages in your
translation of the Bible you will get three veryfdrent impressions of what is going on. The défares
are effectively slight. And yet, the authors arestrften using different words to communicate the
same thing.

That is some of the complexity you get when lookamgarallel passages in the synoptic Gospels. The
point | am trying to make is that there are sinfies and differences. This issue is much more derp
than people sometimes suggest by saying things“BKk&6 of Mark is in Matthew and Luke.” Then you
have to ask, 90% of what? Is it that 90% of theyéitee of Mark is in Matthew, but it becomes much
more hazy when you come to the individual wordsi3 &H has to do with determining the likeliness of
literary dependence between the Gospels. Therefengill talk more about that in a moment.

Let us move on to our discussion. Where | leftadiscussion last time was when | brought up the idea
of the synoptic problem. That problem is, effedyyevhy is it that Matthew, Mark, and Luke sharelsu

© Fall 2004, David Chapman and Covenant Theolog®aminary



New Testament History and Theology Lesson 18, page 2

similarities and yet at times are so different frone another? That is the synoptic problem. | estildst
time to give you some proposed solutions, espgditdrary solutions. One idea is that Matthew came
first and was copied by Mark and Luke. There is #f® Augustinian formulation of it: Matthew came
first, Mark drew on Matthew, and then Luke drewNark. Or there is the Griesbach hypothesis:
Matthew came first, then Luke, and then Mark dreweach of those. All these different ways of
viewing the synoptic Gospels assumes that Mattrewecfirst. One of the reasons the idea that
Matthew came first is so appealing to people isabse a number of early church fathers maintainad th
Matthew wrote the first Gospel, and he wrote iRlamaic, which was then the common language in
Palestine. The fathers who supported this tradiicluded Irenaeus in the second century (withié 10
years of the time of the Gospels), Eusebius ag¢titkof the third century, and later Augustine. Tives
have some fairly early church tradition that sayastilew came first. Many people are attracted tb tha
idea based on the strength of the historical rernandes of the church alone. It should be saidifat
years passed between the time Matthew would haae Wweting and the time when Irenaeus was
writing, which is a long time. Now, whether Irenaéhad reliable evidence of Mathew being the first
Gospel is a different issue, and one that has bak £omplexity in its discussion.

The view that is most popular today among modenolseship is Markan priority, the view that Mark
came first. Usually the view is like this: Mark carirst, Matthew used Mark, and Luke used Mark. The
main problem with that view is that there are a hanof instances, especially from the teachings of
Jesus and also some miracles, that show up inNdatthew and Luke, but not in Mark. So how is itttha
both Matthew and Luke have the same materialpadiwith very similar if not identical wording,afl
they had in common between them is Mark? The mmsiton formulation of this is called the Two-
Source hypothesis. This postulates another litesatyce that we do not have anymore. Some of you
may speak or have studied German, and you will kimatvthe German word for “source”dsielle

which begins with the letter “q.” Therefore peopkeve identified this postulated source as “Q,” shor
for the Germanguelle The idea of this view is that Matthew and Markhdrew, independently of
each other, on Mark and Q. That is the Two-Souypothesis.

If Matthew came first, then the amount of mateinaMark that overlaps with Matthew is explained by
saying that he excerpted it from Matthew. Also, filmther agreement between Matthew and Luke,
especially on some of the sayings of Jesus, cdstdheave come from Luke reading Matthew. Thus, in
a sense, each of these views that understand Ma#theoming first works fairly well, although the
Augustinian proposal is the most problematic. Thisecause if Luke is only using Mark, then how did
he end up with some of the same sayings and othtarials as are in Matthew? But the other views tha
have Matthew coming first have much explanatorgdawn their own. However, the views that put
Mark first have to postulate an additional literapurce that Matthew and Luke share. That, again, i
the Two-Source hypothesis.

Now, a further variation on this is related to Thweo-Source hypothesis. It is a proposal that tiges
explain why there is material that only shows uMaithew and other material that only shows up in
Luke. Where did that material come from? If youaeking in a paradigm that assumes Matthew and
Luke were just assimilating the material they hafront of them and weaving those materials togethe
and they were dealing entirely or almost entireithviterary sources, then you will come up with a
literary solution to this problem. Therefore proglssfrom people working from this paradigm postilat
that Matthew had an additional literary source aiig Luke had an additional hypothetical literary
source, L. These hypothetical sources are one Wweayptaining the material that is unique to Matthew
and to Luke. M and L stand for Matthew and Luke, they are understood to be sort of proto-Matthew
and proto-Luke. This proposal is called the FoumSe hypothesis. This is because it postulates four
sources, Mark, Q, M, and L, as being necessargiistouct Matthew and Luke.
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These are the various literary proposals. Let messtone more time that these proposals assume,
especially with regard to Matthew and Luke, thalythised literary sources almost exclusively. That i
largely because source criticism often assumeghkdinal form of Matthew and Luke came in the
second century. Thus source critics are most ofténthinking of Matthew and Luke as being writtemn,
their final form, by Matthew an apostle and Luke tbllower of Paul. Luke is sometimes thought of as
being written by Luke the follower of Paul, but Maw is thought of as being written by the
Matthewian community. Many of these literary soypceposals are assuming that we are not dealing
with eye-witnesses, at least when it comes to thgpéls of Matthew and Luke. Therefore at this stage
we are not talking about any kind of oral traditiare are only talking about literary sources. L&t m
also say that | plan on evaluating all of thisdatethis lesson. But at this point | just want yiouknow
what people are saying.

One of the issues that arises out of all of thishen would you date the Gospels? If you date the
Gospels early then the question arises of why veel tiee hypothetical sources of M and L. Another
guestion we could ask is why do we have to workwittirely literary sources? If these people were
eye-witnesses, then why did they need written ssd he church has historically said Luke was a
follower of Paul, and also in contact with Peterd &ark was initially a follower of Paul (John-Mark
and became more closely associated with Barnalshesgpecially Peter later in his ministry. With Luke
sitting at the feet of Paul and Mark sitting at thet of Peter, they were receiving very good oral
tradition about what went on in the life and minisaf Jesus.

Notice that | just switched it. We are no longekiteg about literary sources; we are talking abanat
traditions, the telling of the story orally. Pafttbe switch of moving from literary sources caméhe
beginning of the twentieth century. Within a coupfelecades many scholars had moved to considering
more oral traditions in the church. This switch eaabout because of the way modern thought moved
from considering everything as literary to recogmgzoral tradition more. Entering into the twentiet
century, what was the paradigm of learning? It t@asrite a really good book. You knew you were
smart if you had written a really good book withmpdootnotes. When scholars whose whole lives
revolved around literature looked at people telbigyies to one another, especially backwoods|didk
sorts of stories, they thought, “Well, that is mety scholarly or historical.” They were thinkingterms

of written sources.

Toward the beginning of the twentieth century, $afship moved to studying folklore. An interest in
oral traditions and how they are passed down ihsm@ieties began to develop. Effectively, theres aa
greater appreciation for folklore and oral culturéisere was a kind of switch in terms of scholarly
interest. That opened up the possibility for biddlischolars to approach the Bible from an oral
perspective and to say, “Even if we grant that Mait and Luke were drawing on Mark and possibly
another literary source (such as Q), still muckvbét they wrote could have come from oral telliags
re-tellings of stories in the early Christian commty.” Because of the changing trend in scholarship
this was not considered an inherently flawed prapdghus there was a shift to thinking about oral
traditions in the Gospels. However, in studyinkliale people also noted that as folklore progresses
from generation to generation, emphasis and storiget change. So there were people interested in
writing down stories from oral tradition, such ae Grimm fairy tales, but there was also a recammit
that these stories change over time. If that i<ds®, what causes the change? Some people wguld sa
that the community itself shapes the way a stotglts The community may be struggling with
particular issues. The community may be seeingvits demise as modern cultures are coming in and
increasingly taking over rural territory. Or themay be crises because of the use of certain wegpsnr
opposed to other weaponry. Or there may be cresalse of the breakdown of marriage. These sorts of
issues influence the way communities constructsi@aies. Though the community might continue to
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tell the same story, such as Hansel and Gretekttrg takes on a different life as it goes downotigh
different generations. This is how scholars arekinig in terms of oral tradition.

In my mind, the shift of attention from literaryatfition to oral tradition is actually very helpf@ne of
the major analogous situations in first-centuryaisioh in terms of the passing down of teachingsois f
rabbinic tradition, the tradition of the rabbis.elMishna, written in 200 AD, says again and again,
“Rabbi Achivah said this...” or “The school of Halshid this,” as opposed to the school of Shammai.
These people who are cited lived 100 or 200 yeeisré the Mishna was written. In 200 AD the Jews
were still telling stories of what these teachedsahd of what they specifically taught. If you igathat
context you realize that the rabbinic teaching alasost entirely oral through the first century amit

the second century AD. This was because part obiag rabbi student’s job was to not only learn the
written law (especially the Torah or Pentateuch,fitst five books of the Bible), but also to ledne

oral law. The rabbis would pass on their oral tiads to the rabbi students, and it was the stusd @it

to remember what the rabbis said. They would aat®the teachings they learned with the nameseof th
rabbis they learned them from, and then when tidesits became rabbis they would pass those
teachings on to their students or disciples. Thagé¢achings would pass down to several generations
until the Mishna was written. The great Rabbi Jusiahdown and wrote the whole Mishna from these
oral recollections of what had come before.

In short, in the first century there was a veryl eravironment for teaching in Judaism. That was the
rabbinic paradigm. And Jesus Himself was seenrabla, not writing but passing down oral sayings
that would then be remembered by His students. laeems to me that thinking of the Bible in oral
terms is helpful here. That does not mean ther&lamat be written sources. But it does mean those
written sources came down parallel to oral sources.

Now | want to evaluate some of these issues wijankto source theories. But in doing so | wouke li

it if you would turn with me to Luke chapter 1:144t us look at the famous prologue there: “Inasmuc
as many have undertaken to compile an accouneahihgs accomplished among us, just as they were
handed down to us by those who from the beginniegevweyewitnesses and servants of the word, it
seemed fitting for me as well, having investigatedrything carefully from the beginning, to write i

out for you in consecutive order, most excelleneédphilus, so that you may know the exact truth abou
the things you have been taught.”

Let me make some notes about that passage. Fadlf bé is writing to Theophilus. There is much
discussion as to who Theophilus is here. TheoplslasGreek word that comes from two smaller Greek
words:theos meaning “God,” anghilia, meaning “friend” or “lover.” Thus Theophilus mestiriend”

or “lover of God,” though “friend of God” seemslbe the intention in this context. So the word ftsel

has a meaning, “friend of God.” At the same tinh@yas fairly common practice among Jews of
antiquity, which continued among the early Chrissiato have names like this that meant something. A
child might be named Theoditus, for example, megafgift of God.” Thus Theophilus here could very
well be a person’s name. Or it could be a kindedignation for the kind of attitude Luke’s audience
should have as they approach his Gospel. Of thes@ptions, | think it more likely that Luke is

writing to a particular individual, with the ideladt he is writing a Gospel that will be read by snan
people. But he is writing it to and dedicatingaitthis individual named Theophilus. Very possitbign,
Theophilus may have paid for the writing processntay have been the sponsor of this Gospel. Writing
implements were expensive, papyrus was expenswel leeophilus may possibly have also paid for the
distribution of the Gospel, for making copies ofwhich would have also been very expensive. All of
that is fairly hypothetical, but | do think Luke savriting to a particular individual. Also, the pogue
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to Acts also mentions this man Theophilus. This clesirates a certain amount of unity between the
Gospel of Luke and Acts. They have the same aahdmprobably the same audience.

The second thing | want to draw out of this passageat Luke is intelligent and intends to writzogl,
sound history. He is interested in truth, and mdy ¢ruth but “exact truth about the things you éav
been taught.” He is interested in creating a Gosalgives us the reader an accurate sense of what
went on in the life of Jesus. Also, he is strivinglo so through very careful research and invastg,
as he says in verse three: “it seemed fitting feraws well, having investigated everything carefully
We are not dealing here with someone who sat dowlrsaid, “I want to write something about Jesus
and make Him into who | want Him to be.” He carbfuhvestigated everything.

| also want you to get from this prologue a serfdb@respect we should have for this author, as an
historian as well as a theologian. The last thimght to say about this is that he was aware of the
people who came before him in the process. Therbasically two groups in verses 1 and 2. Verse 1
says, “Inasmuch as many have undertaken to compisecount of the things accomplished among
us...” This does not overtly say, “written accourit.tould be referring to an oral account or oral
tradition. But it seems to me more likely thatsireferring to a written account. Thus he is saying
“There are written accounts that came before mers¥ 2 says, “...just as they were handed down to us
by those who from the beginning were eyewitnesadssarvants of the word...” The word that is
translated here as “handed down” is much closerabtradition. But this is not just oral tradititmat

has been passed down from generation to geneatibis very removed from the people who actually
saw who Jesus was. Rather the author here is @ivilre need to look to eye-witnesses. It is eye-
witness oral tradition that takes precedence otrerdhings.

What | draw from this passage, then, is that Luks wwertly aware of other sources. It does not
explicitly say that he used them here, but he igrawf them. He is also aware of an oral traditiat is
associated with eye-witnesses and the very pedpteane classified as servants of the Word. And he
was using all of this responsibly. Therefore, | aoh inherently o priori opposed to literary source
discussion. Luke himself seems to allow that thegee other literary writings before him, such of
which he may have carefully investigated and drapon for his narrative. On the other hand, | think
unwise of us to assume that all of this was happepurely on a literary level by the time it got to
Matthew and Luke. Luke himself is very aware ofl tradition, and especially of that which goes back
to eye-witnesses and is worthy of respect. If yauento push me to a conclusion on this issue ngiat,

| would head toward something closer to the TworSelnypothesis, Markan priority solution with
substantial oral tradition in the mix. | think teewvas so much oral tradition involved that evenmwhe
Luke, for instance, was using a written sourcel, waaition may have caused him to use words that
were at variance with his source in Mark, if he wasg Mark. That comes back to the beginning of
this lesson when | was talking about the synopsike@Gospels and why it is that you have basidaky
same thrust of the story (the leper being cleansecdhatever it is) and at times verbatim wording
between the three Gospels, but more often thatheatpecific wording varies between the Gospels. Of
course, most often when the wording varies it isabise the different authors selected different
synonyms that mean basically the same thing. Buttee different Gospels do often use different
words. It seems to me that, if there were a miwtten and oral sources, that could help accoont f
what we see going on in a synopsis in the Gredkaithew, Mark, and Luke.

| do not think that is something to be scared of,ibis something to recognize. These early Gospel
writers were aware of and careful in their approafctineir sources. In answer to a student quesgon,
could be the oral traditions. And it is possiblattMatthew, Mark, and Luke were drawing on an earli
literary source. This is completely hypotheticalddhere is no church tradition to support thialbtBut
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it is possible that, for example, Peter may haviéew something down. | think our proposals neetddo
held somewhat loosely; we need to be somewhat tenincany of these proposals. But again, it is
possible that Q represents oral traditions. Bywhg, similar wording among the Gospels can also be
accounted for in oral tradition. There has beenesaronderful research done on oral traditions among
the rabbis that shows that they were very carefuhdintain particular wording. They were interested
accurately passing down traditions that came befbirg also important to recognize that we livehe
twenty-first century, and we do not live in an oczahtext anymore, especially in the United Stafés.

do not even have much respect for oral traditipfarlexample, often cannot accurately recount what
someone said to me five minutes beforehand. Thisgause | am so used to having a written account i
front of me when | am interested in exact wordingull out the book and point to the page. Butiiatf
century Palestine, the rabbinical students striedtave a honed memory skill so that when a radlbli s
something it would stick and they would be ablegjoeat it verbatim in 5 minutes, 20 years, andter
rest of their lives. Then they would train othey$e able to do the same. We need to recognizésthat
the kind of environment Jesus was working in. WAverrecognize that, we have a higher respect for the
oral traditions.

Another question often asked is if we found thipdthetical Q, would it be included in the canon of
Scripture? The problem with questions about Qas tihey are so hypothetical. If we found Q, how
would we even know that was what it was? Also, uldahot reopen the canon. We know Paul wrote
letters that are not included in Scripture. If afi¢hose letters was found that we thought wagevriby
Paul, would we add that to the canon? Well, if thadr happened there would probably be significant
discussion, and | am not sure how it would endBu.first, anything that was discovered so late |
would be highly skeptical of. And second, reopertimgcanon seems foolhardy. The early church may
have known what they were doing in not includingisthing in the canon as well as when they
included what they did. Therefore | would be veegitant to change the canon. By the way, here is
some scholarship | am very skeptical of. Theresarae very responsible, intelligent people doing,thi
but there are many people out there who are véeyasted in the theology of Q. There is book after
book being written on the theology of Q. Now, Inkithat is strange. Q is a hypothetical source,thad
only way we could even postulate its existenceageld on the material we have in Matthew and Luke
that is unique to each of those Gospels. Thereéwe if there is a Q, we do not know the wholQpf
we only know the part of the Q that is in Matthewdd.uke. There could be material in Luke that goes
back to Matthew that is also in Q, and we wouldewsn know it. Reconstructing Q is an example of
chasing after the wind. People have taken Matthedviauke, put it together, and said, “This is Q. Now
let us study the theology of this.” This is suchoaldl, strange endeavor. There are many scholars who
are devoting 20 or 30 years of their lives to #tigdy. Do what you want to do, but that does netrsto

a very fruitful endeavor to me.

Let us move into source, form, and redaction gsitic What is source criticism? In a sense, source
criticism is what we have just done. There are sweable proposals still on the table, especitiky
Griesbach hypothesis, the Two-Source hypothesstr@nFour-Source hypothesis. These proposals are
still being discussed by scholars. Part of the @isource criticism is to delineate the sourcesluse

for example, Luke. Source criticism, again, focusediterary source—not oral sources, but literary
sources. In a sense, formulating these diagram&xemple, Matthew- Luke — Mark) is doing

source criticism. But another aspect of sourcécein is, once you have your diagram, coming tod_uk
(for example) and parceling out the material in &@ccording to whether it belongs to Matthew or

Mark or Q or L. That means taking individual sterend saying, “Verse 1 and 2 come from Q. Verses 3
to 5 appear in Mark and thus they must be from Méekses 6 and 7 are distinctively Lukan, and thus
they must come from L.” That is source criticismagirced in all its glory. There are a number of
commentaries, for instance, that do this. Josefamiyer, a very fine scholar, has a two-volume wamk
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Luke. I will quote him speaking on the infancy raive. Listen for his assumptions. What are his
assumptions when he approaches the text? | wanyloe able to look at a commentary and understand
what the commentator’s assumptions are. Here asanmption of someone who is interested in sources:
“Whether Luke composed the infancy narrative abbme draft or wrote a first form of it and later dea
some additions may remain moot. Brown opts fordltter. The absence of a tight connection between
the Magnificat in its context and the Benedictugsrcontext might suggest that at least threegupess

were added at a later date than the rest.”

You see in the whole way he is discussing this Bzmyer is not interested in the text of Lukenses
have it. He is interested in the order that theematcame to Luke. That is how he frames his qoest
In another section of his commentary he is speasiirigike chapter 4, the Nazareth visit.

The Lukan form of the story of the Nazareth visies its inspiration to Mark 6:1-6a. And in
verses 16, 22, and 24 the wording probably conms Wark. As for the rest, verses 17-21, 23,
and 25-30, one may debate whether they are defiwstLuke’s private source (L) or are to be
ascribed to Lukan composition [meaning he made himself]. The various suggestions have
been made because the story in its present foolmvi®usly conflated. The sequence of
sentences is not smooth. The Markan form of they stas classified form-critically by
Bultmann [this gets into form criticism, so we wilbt finish that section]... In the expanded
Lukan form the episode might still seem to belamth&at category, having, however, multiple
pronouncements...

As Fitzmyer looks at the text of Luke, he has treopsis of the Gospels in front of him. He compares
Luke to Mark. Where Luke’s material does not cailecivith Mark, he assumes it must be coming from
a different source—in this way he tries to tracetbae sources. That is source criticism.

What do we do? | think we first of all have to acledge that this is based on a fairly hypothetical
construct. And even where Luke may “vary” from Mahnk might have some very good oral tradition.
Indeed, Luke’s entire Gospel might come from oradlition. He may not even be looking at Mark. To
approach the text from the stance of source @itids a bit of scholarly navel gazing. You will dea
page after page of this, and it gets frustratincabee they are not seriously considering the &xe
have it. The basis of source criticism is very Hijatical. Source is also somewhat dismissive. You
heard that comment in the quote from Fitzmyer alfduike’s material did not come from Mark it must
be from another source, or perhaps it is Luke’s camposition—as if Luke’s composition is not as
reliable. There are some source-critical scholatls more evangelical tendencies. Fitzmyer is atjual
more conservative than many. Part of Fitzmyer'd gwaugh all this is to vouchsafe the accuracyhef
Gospels, at times. He is saying, “Luke got thisrfiglark, so it must be good.” Or, “This does notrsee
to be just Luke’s own composition because it seent®@me from L—thus it has a long legacy and
therefore we can trust the historicity of this aa@o” He is using some assumptions | would notagre
with to try to defend something | would very mudgree with, namely the historicity of the narrative.
That is source criticism. You should be aware thitis going on. Source criticism can be found in
many commentaries.

Let us move on to form criticism. Form criticismlaggely on the thought and assumptions of source
criticism, but it shifted it to the oral level. Bven Fitzmyer’s take on Luke, he sees that he isngito

talk about Mark and about L, but he is interestedlso classifying certain narrative stories imgiof
their folkloric category. There is that brief commb@ one of Fritzmyer’'s passages quoted above avher
he said, “The Markan form of this story is classifiby Bultmann as...” and then | stopped because | di
not want to take us into form criticism at thatngoilhe idea of form criticism is, in addition toese
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literary sources, there were also many oral souets form criticism still maintains that much &m
passed between when Jesus lived and when everytlaisgvritten down. During that time, these oral
stories went into different communities and cordegfich with their own issues and problems. As this
happened, the stories and the retellings of threestbecame shaped to the needs of the different
communities. That is one of the assumptions befand criticism.

Another assumption is that you can tell the kinfihimgs the communities were interested in because
certain community with a certain set of needs whaaed to stories about Jesus that took on a
particular form. For instance, stories about Jéisasall had miracles associated with them would be
attractive to certain communities dealing with asrtissues. Those would be “miracle stories,” drayt
would have a different form than, for example, arshquick saying of Jesus. Those are both diffieren
forms from a parable of Jesus, which is differeatrf a long teaching of Jesus that did not use pesab
Form criticism assumes that each of these forrdsstsict from one another, and each form arose from
different communities attracted to them becaugéaif different circumstances. That is the ide&oom
criticism. In particular, a community that was urgteng suffering and persecution would have been
attracted to stories that spoke to their suffeand persecution. This community’s retellings of shary
would heighten the elements of persecution in thees. It is not just that the person writing abtihe
tradition was shaping the tradition, but the comities also shaped them through their retellingthef
stories up through the time when they were writtewn.

There is some technical terminology associated feitm criticism that you should know. Form
criticism seeks to separate the material in thep@lgsnto these different literary forms: miraclerges,
short sayings of Jesus, longer sayings of Jesushles, etc. Form criticism mostly has to do with t
teachings of Jesus. The forms form critics are nmdstested in is what Jesus actually said. Another
term associated with form criticism is traditionticism. Tradition criticism tries to take Jesuaymgs
and say, “This saying went through community Xyé&nt through community Y, it went through
community Z, and then the author wrote it down.&dition criticism is interested in taking these
literary forms and saying, “The short forms alllgack to community X, or maybe to Jesus Himself. The
longer sayings go back to community X. The mirattgies are from community Y. And the final form
is from community Z.” Tradition criticism is tryintp retell the history of the early church based on
what these hypothetical communities looked likee Tast term you should know is very importantsit i
a German phrassitz im liebenSome of you who speak or have studied Germarkniliv that this
phrase means something like “situation in life.'isThhrase is used in form criticism to refer to
situations that were going on in a community. F@tance, if a community was being persecuted that
was theirsitz im liebentheir situation in life. When people speaksidf im lieberthey are basically
saying that this situation in life influenced thaythe stories are being told. Thaie im lieben
describes the situation of the community at thetien the stories were being passed through the
community.

That is form criticism. What do you think of formitccism? This presumes that the communities in the
early church were quite different from one anoihstead of saying there was much unity between the
different communities of the early church. It atssumes radical change in oral tradition rather tha
assuming what tried to show early, that rabbis werg careful to pass on fairly exactly that whibley
heard. Form criticism assumes that much is chamgtae passing down of oral tradition. Form
criticism is trying to get behind the canon. lalmost saying the canon is irrelevant. What they ar
really interested in is the early history of theiah, and the final form is almost seen as beirtgen

way of that. Thus the final form (the canon) habédaken apart so that everything can be putiisito
right time. The result is a very low view of thenca in many respects. Form criticism does, in many
ways, presume that we can figure out where thecesuwrame from. Form criticism at its beginning was
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based on source criticism and remains that wayytdéarhaps the most significant critique of form
criticism is that it assumes a long passage of beteveen when Jesus lived and when the final fains
the Gospels were written down. This is so signiftdaecause oral traditions do change over time.n"\Whe
a story is passed down from one generation toélxg over long expanses of time, change does happen
What form criticism assumes in many ways is thaséhwho passed down the oral tradition did not
really care about Jesus and what Jesus actuatlytealy more cared about their communities. Theeefo
they shaped the ideas and traditions about Jestiseio communities. But is it not possible that
everyone along the way actually wanted to be vecyiate about what Jesus said because they thought
He was the Son of God? Is it not possible that treeysuch a respect for who Jesus is that they were
careful to record accurately what He said? | thivék is a much more viable way of thinking abowtsi
things.

My last critique gets into redaction criticism.thadition history they are interested in the comimes
that passed down the stories, but not so mucteifirtal form of the stories. Some scholars haveamok
up to that and said, “You know, Matthew matters M@ are interested in what Matthew was thinking
as well.” Redaction criticism assumes source anh friticism. But instead of trying to trace ouéth
tradition history, redaction criticism is intereste@ what Matthew was all about. Redaction critigsto
find this by taking Matthew and the way he tredtedsources and trying to see what is distinctively
Matthew, what Matthew is bringing to bear and theneewhat Matthew’s theology is. This brings us
closer to some of what we are trying to do in tiwarse. At the beginning of our next lesson, | want
flesh out more of what redaction criticism is ahdrt critique it as well. There are some benefits to
redaction criticism, but | think there are some enarawbacks as well.
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