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Emphasesin the Gospeals: Why do We Have Four?

Let us pray.

Father, we thank You that You love, that You have lavished a love on us that is so high, deep, wide, and
long that we truly cannot fathom it, even though Paul desires for his people in Ephesians to get to know
that love. But we recognize the depths and the riches of that love beyond pondering. We live on this side
of the cross and the empty tomb, and we can see Your love all the morerichly for the gift of Your Son.
We pray that Your Son would be honored in this time we have together and that all things would be done
unto His glory. Amen.

| will do something different today. Let us talkal the life of Jesus. [Dr. Chapman calls up two
volunteers to attempt to recite the life of Jesks}kt volunteer’s outline of Jesus’ life: born; mt¢o the
temple at age 12, and his parents were franticaté&g ministry in his early 30s; chose his disspl
turned water into wine at a wedding in Cana; tadightbeatitudes; went throughout Galilee teaching
and performing miracles; was at first liked (forshiniracles) but then disliked by His people; wastpu
death on the cross; rose again from the dead; dedanto heaven; then sent the Holy Spirit. Second
volunteer’s outline of Jesus’ life: born in Bethdgh to ordinary people; went to the temple at age 12
began his ministry; was baptized by John; taugbtmerformed miracles; He instituted communion; His
ministry caused a ruckus, which led to His deathhencross—this was a part of God’s plan from the
beginning, to pay the penalty for our sins andémbr redemption; He did not stay dead but rosthen
third day; He returned to visit with His disciplésen He ascended into heaven.

We just had two students give us an outline ofifeeof Jesus. Now let us pretend these two ouslizie
Gospels. Two different authors are writing from tditierent perspectives about who Jesus is. By the
way, is there anything in either of these outlitied we would disagree with? Everything looks gteat
me. | do not see anything in either outline thiatd to be odd or unusual. In fact, | think botttloes
are very good, especially considering that theyevtgme just now without preparation. | want to
approach this from the perspective of the redadatrdit for a moment. Let us pretend these are @lssp
that were written 2000 years ago, and they wertdemrby people who are no longer alive. So we
cannot check with the authors of these two “go$gelfind out what they meant. Taking these two
“gospels,” let us try to tease out what is going\We are particularly interested in the “theology'it.
Now, the redaction critic would be especially iegted in those aspects that are distinct between th
two “gospels.” We benefit by knowing that the fivelunteer’s outline came first and the second
volunteer’s outline came second. That means tleaselsond volunteer was looking at the first outline
while she made her outline. Thus we can say (ascteeh critics) that anything in the second outline
that is different from the first constitutes thetdict theology of the author.

As | look at the second “gospel,” | start out byiciog that at the beginning of the first “gospeaié

have “born,” but here in the second “gospel” weendwrn in Bethlehem to ordinary people.” Acting as
redaction critics, let us begin to develop our thgg of the author of the second “gospel™—"“writer

two.” (And we will call the author of the first “gpel” “writer one”). We could say, “The theology of
writer two involves Jesus being situated in tharady life of His people.” That sounds scholarlped

it not? That is the distinct theological contrilautiof writer two. In fact, if we were to really guthis

we could say, “Writer two was bothered by the latkrdinariness in ‘gospel one.” Writer two’s

addition of ‘born in Bethlehem to ordinary peoples not simply a distinct theological contribution.
This was a correction of ‘gospel one.” We wouldaivant to stop and consider Bethlehem. What is the
theology of Bethlehem in “gospel two” as opposethspel one”? We do not have enough material to
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determine this, but that seldom stops scholarsutetee what we can get out of this. Writer two aas
little vague on when exactly Jesus began His nmiagstlt seems there may be something about the 30s
that “gospel one” is very interested in. This maydecause 30 is the Jewish coming of age. He can no
become a full-fledged rabbi. Thus we could say,d$@el one is extremely interested in the Jewish
nature of Jesus, His rabbinic character, and howdteightly teach.” Writer one also mentions Jesus
choosing disciples, so obviously discipleship ipaiticular interest in “gospel one.” On the othand,
writer two must have intentionally chosen to igntirat aspect of Jesus’ ministry. In “gospel one” we
have the highlighting of a particular miracle a thedding in Cana. So we can try to identify why th
wedding at Cana miracle stood out to the auth6gadpel one.” On the other hand, “gospel two” is
rather vague on the details of Jesus’ ministryt, jusntioning that He performed miracles. In “gospel
one” we have a specific mention of the beatituddsle in “gospel two” it only says that He taught.
When it comes to the theology of the cross, herseecthat “gospel one” just focuses on the meite fac
of the death of Jesus, as if there were no grealdahical import other than just His death. Peritaps
would make the resurrection, ascension, and sermditige Holy Spirit more important for that gospel
author. In contrast, in “gospel two” there is angfigant theology of the cross. It is not simplatiHe

died after a “ruckus.” There is God’s plan, a pgnphid, and the author uses the term of “redemyptio
Here in “gospel two” the resurrection is a bit mehad because there is mention of Jesus returtong
visit the disciples.

What did you think of that? Does that make seng@t® | was making many assumptions. There is
much we do not know about these “gospels.” Letlsis admit that this procedure as we have done it is
a little unfair to the redaction critic. Let us jymostulate for a second that “gospel one” is Mall

“gospel two” is Matthew. We do not just have a fewlet points in Mark and Matthew. We have a full
16 chapters in Mark and 28 chapters in Matthewrd@eemuch more material to work with in Matthew
and Mark, and so it is a little easier to actualigage in comparison and contrast. Still, this gbrt
procedure seems a little unfair to the authorsad wind of pitting these two “gospels” against one
another. However, | do not think it would be fairday that the redaction critic thinks the earlyrch
would have been fighting against one another. Rathe redaction critic might say that the Gospel
authors were reading one another and there wenespohere they disagreed with one another. Thus the
redaction critic does not think there were fight®wen divisions in the church over these things he

or she does postulate areas of disagreement bettange are changed from one to another Gospel.

In this procedure, | was focusing on dissimilagtés opposed to similarities. Also, where they are
different, | am assuming that the author is nanested in the things he does not mention or eng#has
For example, “gospel one” does not say “ordinamypbe’ like “gospel two” does, so | assumed that
“gospel one” is not interested in ordinary peoplaéid start to make assumptions that, just because
something was not included, it was not part ofahthor’s theological concepts. We do not have ehoug
material to know what they do not believe. We dmye enough material to know what they do believe.

Also—this is very significant, | want you to helrs well—did you notice that the “gospels” basigall
agree? By highlighting the dissimilarities, whiale &airly slight, | have ignored the fact that 9@¥%the
content of these “gospels” is in agreement, anctefbee the theological agendas of the two authms a
probably very close to the same. Can | suggesssilpitity of what the second volunteer may havenbee
thinking? She may have been thinking, “I need et most of what the first volunteer said becaiuse
was well stated.” But she also may have been thghKiMy job as the second volunteer, since the firs
volunteer had already done his outline of the ghspas to add a little extra detail that | knowoi®

true, simply to add some things that were accidgmassed in the first “gospel.” Am | right about
that? Yes, she just needed to add something souldwot be exactly the same. Could there not be
more mundane motives for adding or leaving outaerthings in a longer Gospel that was copying
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from an earlier Gospel? | do not mean to say taauthors had no interest in theological perspecti
But if you already had the 16 chapters of Mark—urte theory of Markan priority—why just repeat
those 16 chapters? You will add something. And &lso likely that you will not subtract much. That
might help explain things.

| am trying to get into the mind of the redactigric and critique it at the same time. When weeahd
the last lesson, we were focusing more on forniceih, but | also said a few things about redaction
criticism. Redaction criticism assumes form andrsewriticism in many ways. Thus the way the
redaction critic is thinking is there is Jesus, #rate are certain traditions that come out frommHi
maybe even groups of tradition. Trying to underdttms procedure, let us group the traditions. Wile w
group one tradition as A and one as X. X goes tiinaommunity Y, which changes it slightly. Then X
also makes it into community B, which is slighti§ferent than community Y. At the end of this prese
we have C and Z, the final forms of the text. Alse, are assuming there is additional material dicht
not come from Jesus but just came from the commuingt us call that D from community Y and Q
from community B. The form and tradition critic’'®@ was to go back and trace this process, trying t
figure out what material came from Jesus and waatecfrom the communities along the way. The
redaction critic is not as interested in that. Téaaction critic is interested in C and Z (the [fifoam of
the text) and what the distinct theological conttibn of C and Z is. What they have to work wittihe
source criticism assumptions. Thus they would bay Mark came first, it was changed in one
community and then in another, and the resultd/mtthew and Luke—but those authors, Matthew and
Luke, have other agendas as well. The redactidic 3itrying to discern what the distinct natufe o
Matthew’s community versus Luke’'s community is. Tisaredaction criticism, effectively. In some
ways | have engaged in this here.

The other aspect of redaction criticism, and Ikharvery apt critique of it, is that what they agally
interested in is the theology of C and Z (the filwain of the text). That means what they are irsise
in is the material that is distinctly C as oppose@, or distinctly Z as opposed to Y. Thereforere is
a focus on what are known as the redactional seéafnat is most interesting to the redaction critic,
because it will most give you the theology of Znat the source material they used (they were just
copying that, in the critic’s mind). Rather, itvidhat they used to connect the material togethar. Fo
instance, the teaching material in the Sermon erMbunt in Matthew is all grouped together, whereas
parallel material is taught by Jesus during higltip to Jerusalem in Luke. Thus the same material
appears in two different contexts. Now, the redasrctritic is not interested in the material thathis
same. He or she is interested in the distinct ctsitéf Matthew links one saying of Jesus with dr@ot
saying of Jesus, even with only three or four wptldes redaction critic is most interested in thttsee
or four words of Matthew. This is because theyeyadithat is what will tell us about Matthew’s
theology.

How would you critique redaction criticism? Wekdaction critics focus on these small details rathe
than the big picture. They are not necessarily ngakilowances for simple stylistic differences that
could account for different word choices between®@wospels. Could the difference not be stylistic
rather than hugely theological?

| would add a couple of other critiques. First,a€tibn critics are indebted to the source and form
critics. Their ideas are built on many of the sgresuppositions. Thus our critiques of source ainich f
critics could also be applied to redaction crit®scond, their over-emphasis of small details rg ve
important. When you do this, you end up with lesd Eess material that is distinctly Matthew. Thes i
because even the sayings that are distinct to Blatdre not original to Matthew since they came fieom
source before Matthew. The only thing that youraadly interested in is the linking material, the
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redactional seams. This means that of the 28 clsaptdlatthew, the number of verses that are
distinctly Matthew could probably at most make ong@erhaps two chapters. Thus you have gone from
28 chapters that give you the theology of Matth#wdu want to speak of it in those terms) to two
chapters. This means you have much less to wotk witich means you tend to make too much of the
details. That is what | was doing in our exampleewhmade too much of the term “ordinary people.”
This was just an extra detail the author of “gospe’ chose to add. But if | am not considering the
similarities between the gospels, but only whatisinct, then “ordinary people” suddenly takestlois
huge import. | will construct an entire theologyastlinary people from that one detalil.

Let me state some of the potential benefits ofetda criticism. Quite apart from all the tradition
diagrams and such, | think it is the case that Mattmakes a distinct theological contribution, as d
Mark and Luke. This is not to say that they areanflict, but rather they are giving us different
perspectives on the same material, as we saw tdiamond analogy. Everyone looks at the diamond
from a different vantage point, and so they allehdifferent perspectives. We do have techniques we
can use to figure out what those distinct contrdng are. That can be beneficial, as long as weotlo
misuse and abuse these techniques. For an examgpt®uld go back and correct our analysis of
“gospel one” and “gospel two.” We could say we @oejust interested in the “seams.” We are
interested in everything that was included. Thastkieology of “gospel two” is not just ordinary jpé®
and other distinctives. It is everything in herlm&. We can then compare the emphases from “gospel
two” to “gospel one.” | think there is somethingt@matially positive about this, if you are cauticalsout

it and do it in the right spirit of respect for thathor, and especially for the Divine Author. | aot

saying that we should throw out the good with thd bf redaction criticism, but | am saying we sloul
understand that some of the assumptions here deentg extreme and possibly wholly erroneous at
times.

Two of the most famous, early books in redactiaticcsm areTradition and Interpretation in Matthew,
by Gunther Bornkamm, Gerhard Barth, and Heinz Joat¢teld; andThe Theology of &. Luke, by Hans
Conzelmann. If you read through either of thesekbpgou will notice many of the things we talked
about in this lesson. You can even hear it in itteedf the second booKhe Theology of S. Luke. We

can assume he is asking what the distinct theabbgyke is. Now, you know | have some sympathies
with that. But if you hear someone asking whatttie®logy of Luke is, you should ask, how are they
determining what the theology of Luke is?

Let me read you some selections from this secondé.bihis is from the chapter, “The Significance of
John the Baptist According to St. Luke.” It is mio¢ significance of John the Baptist that is inwié is
the significance of John the Baptétcording to Luke. You can hear the redaction type terminoltingy
is used. Quoting from the book, “In the pre-Lukeadition, John is understood from the standpoint of
the dawn of the new eschatological age. He is rtiae a prophet, he is a forerunner, he is ElijadreH
Mark and Matthew use traditions which Luke him$el§ preserved for us. So it is all the more stgkin
that Luke’s own pronouncements point in anothezdion. It is true that he does not set out hisvvie
coherently [in other words, we will have to teasé much of this], but he indicates it whenever he
speaks of John by what he omits and by what he. &dldlse tradition, John the Baptist stands on the
dividing line between the old and the new epic.isTis the methodology right here! What is the
tradition? It is the pre-Lukan tradition, presumallark that Luke is editing.

Let me quote Conzelmann again, skipping aheadetod¢itt chapter: “Luke uses the existing material
but transforms it in a characteristic way. Nowhiarhis writings is a figure from the past brougfiii
direct connection with the future eschatologicars. On the contrary, existing interpretations are
rejected [that is, Luke is rejecting the traditioamely Mark]. Instead of being directly linked kit
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eschatological events, the figure is given a defiplace in a continuous story of salvation, the eh
which is not yet in sight. John no longer marksdh&val of a new eon but the division between two
epics in the one continuous story.” Now, what hi @anclude from doing that in a couple different
places is that Luke’s eschatology is wholly differthan Mark and Matthew. Mark and Matthew have
two epics: pre-Jesus and Jesus. Luke has a contiraszhatology that comes from and out of the Old
Testament in a much smoother way. That is his asimh. Do you hear how the redaction critic is
thinking? With redaction criticism, Jesus virtuatlgappears. At no point are they trying to comekba
to who Jesus is. They are no longer even interestetio Jesus is. They are wholly interested in
Matthew and Mark.

If you asked for my opinion of redaction criticisma couple of sentences, | would say that the adea
finding distinct theological emphases in the digi@rauthors of the Gospels is not necessarily Bad.
redaction critics go beyond calling them “emphdsgsey call them distinct “theologies,” as if the
theology of Luke can be pitted against Matthew Bfadk. Thus there is a presupposition and
terminological distinction | would make. A more sgi critique | would make is that by just focugin
on the redactional seams we lose the sense oftiva&ospels have in common. Even when you focus
on the redactional seams you usually assume stheodes. You also assume a particular theological
motive for every little addition or omission fronhat you think the source was. These differencefcou
be simply stylistic. We need to view them as p&d much bigger picture. The method is inherently
interested more in the differences than in theyupétween the Gospels. It is true that withessesto
important event are focused on producing an acoofunhat happened, not on being distinct from each
other. But we have to be a little more sophistidatethinking through how they came to actually
writing their Gospels. Remember from the prologtieuke how he indicates that he knows of many
people who came before and wrote these things daemlso knows of the eyewitnesses and the
traditions they passed down. It is not as if Lukete his Gospel while viewing the events he writes
about. Rather, he knew the eyewitnesses, he krewritten accounts, and after careful investigation
he was able to put it together. It is more as iierviewed the eyewitnesses. Matthew and Marlewer
likely eyewitnesses of some of the events of thepgts, but | would still hold to the possibilityath

Mark came first. Then Matthew could have used Msegla basis for recollecting what went on, and he
may have brought other sources in as well. We teéeé a little more careful in our analogy, but the
point is very well made that at the scene of andrtgnt event, everyone’s eyes are on the event, and
they are seeking to describe the event. They dronosed on being distinct from one another.

Because of some questions from students, | wamiake it clear that redaction criticism is not gtyic
postmodern. It came at the juncture from modernspostmodernism. Now, those of you who have
studied postmodernism will realize that there asmynconnections with modernity in postmodernism.
Thus the transition between the two is a lot ldsohite than we often recognize. One method that is
little more postmodern is narrative criticism. Afithe critiques we have mentioned of redaction
criticism are not uniquely ours. These critiquegehaccurred to many people before us, includingyman
capable scholars. This is especially true of thtegoe that the redaction critics focus so muchton
distinctions that they lose the big picture.

Another important critique of redaction criticissithat you cannot teach or preach well from the
Scripture when you approach Scripture with thisdeet. Let me give you a sample sermon from a text
that | will approach as a redaction critic. “Themsen for today is on Mark 1:9-13. ‘And it came abou

in those days that Jesus came from Nazaréths.we look at Mark, we see that there are sorsarit
features of this Gospel as compared to MatthewLakd. We realize that when he uses the phrase ‘And
it came about in those days...” as opposed to ‘Beaibe about...” as we find in Matthew and Luke, we
need to meditate on why he said ‘And.” So the faaint in my sermon is about ‘And.” This simply
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does not work. There is a sense in which approgdhia text with this mindset hinders you from being
able to preach and teach the Scripture well. Téwlity alone has caused people to say, “I need
something | can take into the pulpit.” The othaus with all this is that people have realized that
fight about the historical Jesus will go on foreveart of the reason for that are the presuppositid
people going into the historical Jesus debate, hvvie talked about before. They will constantly be a
odds about what happened in the tradition. But wireateally want to know is what it is that Matthesv
trying to tell us.

Thus a new approach is to ignore all of the commyunfluences that form criticism looks for. In
ignoring all of this, we will not even be able tmyanuch about the relationship between C and Z, the
different final forms of the text, because the tielaship between C and Z somehow goes back to a
hypothetical community X. We are not simply inteéegkin the redactional seams; we are interested in
the whole Gospel. So let us just read each Gospieély on its own. We will not compare and contras
with the others. This is known as narrative crétici The idea is that you have a narrator who yelisa
story. The narrator creates the whole world in Wwhie wants you to interact in a narrative fashidmus
you can put aside everything, as if you knew na@tather than what the narrator tells you. Just read
Matthew 1:1-28:20 and try to draw connections betweifferent parts of Matthew. It is important to
notice that in that context we speak of a narratoo tells a story. We are not vouchsafing the
authenticity of the story. That is not our goal.r@oal is to approach this as we would any othakwo
of literature—such alloby Dick, or Shakespeare’s pldylius Caesar. We want to understand the work
of literature as a work of literature, apart fromatbrical reference. We will just read it from beging to
end. That is, effectively, narrative criticism.

One example of this method is a book caRedding Luke: A Literary and Theological Commentary on
the Third Gospel. Did you hear the phrase “reading Luke”? The goalmply to read Luke, like a
simple narrative. This title also uses the terrteflry...commentary.” We are interested in Luke as a
literary figure. What does he write? Thus narratxigicism focuses on reading the Gospels as amgrot
work of literature. The length of this bodReading Luke, betrays that the amount of detail of interest in
the Gospel narratives is perhaps greater thanatiitér great works of literature. That is narrative
criticism.

Let me read you a selection from this book: “Luk&2356 and 10:1-24 not only present the theology of
world mission, they also offer guidelines to govamnssionary behavior. On the one hand, both thesLuk
9 passage and the Luke 10 passage contain a najection following the theme of universality. Two
different responses to this rejection are mentidngd you hear the word “rejection”? That is a
technical term in literary studies for “crisis.” @te is a crisis happening here. Note that in ttesalry
context James and John are simply characters itexiheThey are not historical people; they areptym
literary figures. James in the text, John in the, téesus in the text—they are simply differerdrhiry
figures. Continuing the quote: “One: in the Sanaariépisode James and John ask Jesus about the
possibility of calling down fire from heaven on #®who rejected him, reminiscent of an Elijah egéso
in 2 Kings 1:10. Jesus rejects any retaliationragjailis rejecters. Here is one guideline for degliith
rejection. It is in line with early Christian ingtition about a disciple’s response to offending-non
Christians. Two: in the section of the commissibthe 70 (or 72), the response to rejection is very
much that of 9:5.” He goes back to compare diffepassages in Luke with each other. He compares
and contrasts the literary motifs found in this @wspel. That is how you go about doing narrative
criticism.

| am interested in what you think about that. Do gee benefits, do you see drawbacks? What do you
see? One student raised a concern that narratiies ¢docus on the story without looking at meanarg
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content. They do look for meaning and content,tbey look for the meaning and content that the
author of the story is trying to convey. Now, theijl not bring it back to Jesus. They are only netded
in Luke. What does Luke try to say in his narra®iWarrative criticism loses the historical
connectedness, which means it loses the redeeroimgrpf Jesus. A student said it seems that Jesus
becomes just a moral figure teaching about mordlityould go much further than that, to say that in
Luke the character Jesus dies on a cross. In lhekeharacter Jesus is raised again. And in Luke the
character Jesus ascends. Luke has a theology #&meldjs theology involves the death of Jesus—even
the atoning ramifications of the death of Jesus—+#serrection of Jesus, the ascension of Jesus, and
Jesus’ power that comes from these things. Allighat Luke. What you cannot then do, as a nareativ
critic, is say that all goes back to Jesus. Thixesause, as a narrative critic you do not makenigl
pronouncements as to whether or not any of thisalgthappened. It is all still within the narragiv
framework.

Another student said that, in this method, the algé the truth of Jesus is suppressed for sinpty t
subjective thing Luke thought. That is exactly tighart of the motive for that is the frustratibwat if

you want to say anything about Jesus Himself youe lb@ engage in historical Jesus scholarship dnd al
the presuppositions bound up in that debate. Sodhative critic says, “Let us ignore all that; ls not
even care about it and simply talk about Jesuschsuacter in Luke.” This seems to be in discoritynu
with how we study the rest of history. We want tmWw something about what actually happened. Here
the narrative critics are in a sense giving up.oatenot know that, so let us just study what Lukessa
The narrative critic is not concerned with the autircity of Luke’s history. He or she does not
pronounce on that. But the narrative critic doek Ifor a different truth. One way of approachinggth
from a more liberal perspective, would be to s@)éere is truth here. But it is not historical trath to
whether events happened. It is truth that speaksitgouls.”

Another question is whether they are interestdastorical context, such as when Luke wrote the
Gospel, and how it would have resonated in his @iag.answer varies. The early practitioner of the
narrative approach simply said, “All of that iselevant because the narrator provides you with the
world as you need to know it. You do not need tovkmnything outside of the narrative. When you
read a book likévioby Dick, you do not need to know about what life was yeldte for Melville (the
author).” That is the point they would make. | du agree with that point, but that is what they lgdou
say. You do not need to know about the historicatext of Shakespeare’s day. You just read the stor
and he provides you with everything you need toxkrialo not agree with that.

| have to say that many of the later narrativaagibegan to incorporate ways to speak of the sg@e
they speak of “Lukan context.” By doing this youl$bcus on Luke. You cannot go back to Jesus. But
you can talk about “how a Luke would have soundeithé first century to a first-century audience.”
There have been some narrative critics who haveghtathat in. | think that is a helpful correctitce

the approach. Another question is whether theyaaa#l about the inspiration of the Holy Spiritthre
Word. This gets at a point | wanted to make. Tiigraach does not assume a particular theological
viewpoint, in at least some sense. A very libembpn—these categories are strange; let us say
someone who does not believe Jesus’ death aton#gefosins—can approach and use this method, and
he or she could get much out of the Gospel in terhwghat Luke says. But for them, they will not dra
the broader implication that Luke is correct. Huer it is simply that this is what Luke is sayi@n the
other hand, there are a number of evangelicalshake used this method as well. They want to say,
“Luke says Jesus died as an atoning sacrifice,aga@, and ascended—all of that is what Luke is
trying to convey, and Luke is right.” They might kesthe conclusion that Luke is right outside ofithe
publication, but they would want to add that.
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Let me paint this picture for you. You are a persbavangelical convictions in a secular university
trying to get your Ph.D. You want to write aboug tBospels. If you use the redaction-critical apphoa
you will be restrained by the seams, all the sowgrgesal things, and you will end up pitting the§pels
against one another, which you do not want to dgod want to go back to the historical Jesus, wdl
have to engage in some of the scholarly presupposiaibout the historical Jesus, including theegat
of dissimilarity, etc. You do not feel that is arfalace to go—you will lose if you go back to Jesa
that context. But you really are interested in wihate and Matthew are saying. So you attempt to
simply read them as narratives. You cannot go atilk about the historical Jesus, because asa®on
you do, your doctoral supervisor will nail you. Heshe will say, “You cannot talk about Jesus witho
engaging in a full-blown, historical Jesus analydithat passage with all the pre-suppositions and
problems and a full source-critical approach trgdhre traditions back™—you will have to do all oft.
So do not talk about who Jesus was. Then you nsght“Okay, | can do that. | can play that game. |
will just talk about what Luke is trying to say,cadeep down | will know that | believe what Luke/sa
is true. But I will not say that in my dissertatibn

That is the scholarly context. There are many $icigolars who have earned their Ph.Ds by doing Ehat.
there any problem with that? | want to say “Yestthuse these Gospels are about history. Remember
the title of this clasdNew Testament History and Theology. Luke is about real history. We want to
affirm that. | do have to say that | understandewgingelical colleagues who are trying to speakéo t
broader academic community. They realize thatytéatigo back to Jesus will invite so many questions
that it is dangerous. And they are still doing stimmg good to talk about Luke and the narrative of
Luke. But there is something dangerous about dabse suddenly the Gospel becomes a-historical,
loosed from history. That is extremely dangerousabse, to put it in Pauline terms, if Jesus didriset
from the dead, then our faith is useless. | ultetyatlo not care what Luke or Matthew thought. Buke
bones are still rotting in the grave, we should geshome. Thus we want to be able to say more than
that. There is the danger that the narrative-thgpoéd approach does not allow us to do that. Theee
tendency in most narrative approaches to not spegkmuch about even the historical context of Luke
| would want to do more. | would want to engagernheative more, both on an historical level by
rooting it in history, and also on an historicaldeby saying this is true history. | would wantdo both

of those things.

Redaction criticism and narrative criticism are tle approaches closest to what | actually warmloto

in this course. | have done a lot of narrative@sim with you in this course. You just may not bav
realized it. Early in the course | pointed out ttiere is worship in Matthew 2 and in Matthew 28] a
this shows there is a major theological emphasiwanship in Matthew. What was going on in the back
of my mind during that process is this: “This id Bmphasized as much in Mark or Luke. Matthew uses
the word.” There is a little redaction-critical gie to what | just said. Also, | drew a narrativamection
between Matthew 2 and 28, which was a little bihafrative criticism. Treating this as a work of
literature, you see the connection between thesehapters. Thus | want to say there is fruit, liene
from both of these approaches. But | also wanayotlsat the magi really showed up and wanted to
worship Jesus. When Jesus appeared to the discipBadilee, they really fell on their knees and
worshiped Him. These things happened historicalhat is what really went on. It is just that Matthe
chooses to bring that out in order to invite thedex to worship Jesus: will you worship Jesus? Ehat
one of the things Matthew really tries to produté¢hiose chapters.

Let me say that if you pull any Bible commentarfaffthe shelf that has been written in the last 20
years, its author will have been aware of all esthapproaches and may use them to varying detjrees.
you pull an older commentary, perhaps from 50 yagos people then were not even aware of narrative
criticism—they mainly had source, form, and redactriticism. This is the reality of the
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commentaries. Even the most popular commentaniek ith these terms. That is not necessarily bad. |
would invite you to not necessarily reject thagrd#iture but to read it from a critical viewpoinb

could say, “When | read this commentary, does tmeithodology get in the way of Scripture, or ddes i
assist in the understanding of Scripture?” In gn®e commentary, even within the same commentary,
both could happen. Methodology can get in the vaag, it can also produce some very helpful resllts.
would invite you to read the literature but to réactitically. Try to understand what is going and do
not just be overwhelmed by the presuppositions.

With regard to the dating of the Gospels, a latendaof the Gospels is required for many of these
approaches, especially for form criticism. A seceopdtury date is common. Sometimes the Gospels are
dated as late as the mid-second century, 100 gfi@rslesus. They are also sometimes given aitate f
century date. There are some problems with that. i©®that we have a text—it is very fragmented, but
it is a text—of the Gospel of John from 135 AD, teginning of the second century. The text does not
come from where John actually wrote. Thus theretiage been a wide distribution of John’s Gospel
by the early second century. At least the Gospdbbh, then, must predate that time. We have gsound
to say at least that John’s Gospel came beforsgbend century. Moreover, there is extensive use of
the Gospels and the Gospel’s tradition among thg elaurch fathers. There was widespread use of the
Gospels by these men in the early second centutgaen in the late first century. That shows the
Gospels (at least their traditions, but | wouldusrdor the Gospels themselves) must predate the pos
apostolic writings of the late first century ane #arly second century. There is much discussiontab
individual Gospels, whether they are before 70 APast 70 AD. Why does 70 AD matter? The fall of
Jerusalem. Thus Gospels are often dated based ethevlit seems that they anticipated or knew about
the destruction of the temple. | do not want targo the individual issues with Matthew, Mark, Lyke
and also John. If you want to investigate thisHerf Carson and Mooisitroduction to the New

Testament is a good resource. In their chapters on Mattiéark, Luke, and John, they go through
much detail about dating the traditions.

This is a broader point that | suggest you take @ansideration. How does the book of Acts end? Pau
is in prison Rome. There is an expectation, | ththit he will be released because they do not aave
good case against him. But he is still in prisomistering and such, at the end of Acts. Why would
Acts end that way? That is an odd way to end. Ul Reas freed from prison in Rome, as church
tradition indicates fairly universally, then whytmoention his release from prison? It does not sieem
serve any purpose to leave him under Roman housst at the end of the book. Luke would want to
mention it if he was released. If he was executethrding that might also serve a purpose because o
of the themes of Acts is people martyred for theisTian religion, as we see in the persecution Paul
suffers, the death of Stephen, etc. So Luke mag hanted to talk about that. And certainly his
readership would have known of Paul’'s executiothat was the outcome. Therefore it is possible tha
Acts was written while Paul was still in prisorthink that is very likely. Paul was in prison iniRe in
roughly 58 or 60 AD. That would indicate that Aetas written sometime around 60 AD. Acts is a
sequel to Luke. That means the Gospel of Luke wbaige been written before 60 AD. Making a
hypothetical possibility, if Luke used Mark—or evéiyou say Luke used Matthew—then you have a
case for at least one of the other two synopticp@8issalso predating 60 AD. Then the Gospels would
have been written within 30 years of Jesus’ lifee{f would have been written in the same generation,
from the apostolic authors, and all of that.

That is a very short argument that would need tlidsted out in more detail and supplemented by the

details from each Gospel such as in Carson and Blaiol would suggest that as a possibility. If thgat
a possibility, then there was simply not enougtetior all these communities to so change the it
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that they could become manipulated beyond recagnifiherefore | would critique form criticism on
that point.

There is an article by R. T. France in Lad@feol ogy of the New Testament. He indicates some
theological themes that are emphasized in the Gmdpeould largely affirm the conclusions of this
article. 1 think he helpfully identifies some ofetluinique contributions each Gospel makes. | wolsidl a
say France is careful in his article to acknowlettget these are just distinctives in light of timaty
between the Gospels highlighted elsewhere in Laololék. In other words, he indicates this is not all
you would want to say about Matthew, Mark, LukeJohn. This is just what is distinct. In his aeitie
assumes you have read the rest of Ladd’s bookderatand the unity. | would also note that he does
not just say what scholars have done, but he aislo&es them. He does not just imbibe at the faant
of redaction criticism.

| also have some critiques of this article as wailance, in ways he does not fully acknowledge, is
dependent on scholarly studies, and as a resdlbée not produce a balanced theology of Matthew. He
is so dependent in some ways on the work of replactitics that he is, by default—though he does no
intend this—only emphasizing the redactional sedrasconnect the material in the Gospels. He does
not sufficiently emphasize the areas of unity tir@talso part of the distinct theology of Matthéw.
would also critique this article because he raiBedlistinctions between the Gospels to the lelvel o
theological points, as if these were theologicahisoto be made. He does this sometimes to thd pbin
almost raising a disagreement between certaineoGibspels. He will say, “The Christology in Matthew
is higher than that of Mark and Luke. He has a nowext emphasis on the deity of Christ.” | thinlath

is a little too strong. It is going a little ovedal. These may be emphases, but to say they are
distinctives that can be pitted against one anathatittle dangerous. (We have already engagdidan
discussion in this lesson).

Finally, nearly every distinctive is demonstrabhggent in all the Gospels; they are simply empleadsiz

in one Gospel more than the others. Jesus cerfailfils the Law in Matthew, but that is not toysbie
does not fulfill the Law in Mark and Luke, they judo not use the word “fulfill.” Jesus is, in many

ways, like the new Moses in Matthew. But thereMaosaic elements of Jesus’ ministry in Mark and
Luke. Luke is interested in the Holy Spirit. BuetHoly Spirit is not lacking in Matthew and Mark.

Luke does show a great deal of interest in the t@emission, but so does Mark. Thus, even though
these are emphases, we can say maybe that a ieergteare heightened in these different Gospets, bu
we cannot say they are missing in the others. Thoseome pros and cons about the R. T. France
article.

In our next lesson, we will briefly talk throughrse issues in Matthew, Mark, and Luke. Then we will
look at Acts a bit. By the following lesson | hojeebe in the Gospel of John.
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