New Testament History and Theology Lesson 21, page 1

“All that Jesus Began to do and Teach”: Theologicalhemes in Luke-Acts

Let us begin with a word of prayer.

Father, as we approach You today, | am well awhet we are coming to the end of the semester. This
is a time when people feel overloaded and hel@etimes. We get so overwhelmed with what we have
to do at times that we so easily forget that irudds our rest. For He said, “Come to me all whe ar
weary, and | will give you rest for your souls.” Weget that Jesus is our peace. You have no clause
enmity against us, for Christ has broken down theaks of enmity. There should be peace even among
us in the church for the same reason—for Christrieasnciled us into one body. All these things &hou
give us peace and joy, even in the midst of difficues. Lord, | pray for these students, that Vimwuld
give them wisdom in these last few weeks of scGog. them discipline as well, to accomplish theksa
before them. But especially, give them an overwinglsense of peace and joy in Christ in the mifist o
all we have to do. Lord, thank You that Jesusde@d our Savior and our Lord. We desire to honor
Him as such in this class hour and throughout owed. In His wonderful name we pray. Amen.

Last time we talked about Mark. | did some samp&mngs, going through the beginning of Mark. |
pointed out the very brief prologue, the one setgdhat brings us in, “The beginning of the gosygel
Jesus Christ, the Son of God.” This sentence i®itapt because it immediately sets out what Mark
wants us to think about this Jesus. (Many manuscdp not include this verse, but the earliest
manuscripts do). “The beginning of the gospel sideChrist, the Son of God.” This is the sayinguabo
who Jesus is. Then as we go through the Gospeakeagnize that these are characteristics of Jesus.

The recurring theme of Mark is “they were amazddhéy are amazed at His authority in teaching, they
are amazed at His miracles, they are amazed atlliy to cast out demons, to heal paralytics, end
forgive sins. All those things cause great constigon among the people. By the way, as you read
through the Gospels, if you are trying to find botv you should respond to this Gospel, chances are
you are supposed to read it in light of some ofdin@racters in the Gospel itself. Thus when theleeo
are amazed, that should be our response as wellpibiblem is that we become dulled to this because
many of us have heard and read these storiesrdives. We approach the story of the paralytic, fo
example, and say, “Oh yeah, he was paralyzed,dtayped him through the roof...I know this story.”
We need to recapture that sense of amazement. fdaveeen anyone heal a paralytic? Do you know
anyone whom you have met in the last few days vasothe authority to forgive sins? These are the
kinds of things that really should provoke amazenirens as well. That is effectively the feel yoant

to get at the beginning of Mark.

The Gospel of Mark is known for being faster pad&@ll, obviously it is shorter—by almost 10
chapters in comparison to Luke and a littler obat in comparison to Matthew. It is shorter. Bug th
fast pace helps to focus us more on Jesus, insg s€here are fewer characters that stand out lk.Ma
You do not have Joseph and Mary at the beginniog. jMst leap right in and see Jesus in front of, you
and you are trying to figure out who this Man ikaTis the feel you should get as you go through th
Gospel of Mark.

Let me point out one other theme in Mark, talk alibe ending of Mark, and then we will move into
Luke. Because of time constraints, that is whatwliehave to do.

The other theme that comes out in Mark very eamnljsdhe theme of conflict. It is such a shocking
thing, in a way. Here is this Man who is able toatldhese amazing feats, and slowly and incre&gsing
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there becomes a very adamant opposition to HimreTiseconflict that goes on in Mark, as in the st
the Gospels. This comes out when Jesus heals @atiteth, for example. It seems to come out
especially in response to Jesus’ statement in eh@ptlet us look at 2:5b-9: “And Jesus, seeing the
faith, said to the paralytic, ‘Son, your sins avegiven.’ But some of the scribes were sitting ¢hand
reasoning in their hearts, ‘Why does this man spleakway? He is blaspheming; who can forgive sins
but God alone?’ Immediately Jesus, aware in Histgpat they were reasoning that way within
themselves, said to them, ‘Why are you reasoningiaihese things in your hearts? Which is easier, t
say to the paralytic, “Your sins are forgiven”;torsay, “Get up, and pick up your pallet and walk”?
The scribes were of course right in this—no onefoagive sins but God alone. Then Jesus heals the
man to demonstrate His authority. This is a foteta$ the conflict that is going to go on. It staout
muted, but it increases as things go on. By the tia come to 3:6, while He is healing on the Sdhbat
“The Pharisees went out and immediately began ¢ongpvith the Herodians against him, as to how
they might destroy him.”

What is so striking in Mark is that as you go trghuhe first four chapters there is an escalataine
miracles Jesus does. Thus His authority and theament at His status increase, and at the same time
the conflict against Him increases. Eventually &lishority will be maintained but the conflict will
continue to rise. The conflict will overwhelm thieuation, and eventually He will be put to deatt. O
course, the thing you see throughout Mark is Jesug’ self-awareness of His coming death. Do you
remember the passion predictions? Matthew, Mar#t,Larke all record these predictions where Jesus
says, “The Son of Man will be given over to the @es and will be scourged and beaten and put to
death.” You have that awareness of the trajectbryi®life coming from the very Son of Man Himself
until He is in fact crucified.

Now let us move to the very end of Mark. At leastny version (the New American Standard (NAS)
Bible), when you get to 16:9 in Mark, suddenly thex a bracket and a footnote. Other versions will
actually set the text off and have a little sayatghe top that says something like, “Many of thdiest
manuscripts do not contain this passage.” Thisglsrirs into some of the issues of what is calletlitéx
criticism. It is actually more complicated than tbetnote tends to allow. In particular, the tekiMark
through 16:8 is very secure. All the manuscripts tre not fragmentary have this text. With Mark-1:
16:8, everyone is confident that was in the origiBat it is the case that the earliest manuscuptsiot
have 16:9-20, which is called the longer ending. tBare is also the short ending. The NAS puts this
short ending at the very end of chapter 16, incgand brackets. Some editions put it in with @riote;
others do not even include it. Let me read youstimt ending. This is added in late manuscriper aft
verse 8 (which everyone agrees is original), smietstart by reading verse 8: “They went out aad fl
from the tomb, for trembling and astonishment happgd them; and they said nothing to anyone, for
they were afraid.” Then the short ending readolevis: “And they promptly reported all these
instructions to Peter and his companions. And dlftet; Jesus Himself sent out through them fronh eas
to west the sacred and imperishable proclamatiatevhal salvation.” That is the short ending.

The complexity of all this is as follows: some macnipts have no ending after verse 8. Many
manuscripts have the long ending after verse 8e#9-20. But these tend to be later manuscripts.
Some manuscripts only have the short ending thet Fead to you. And some manuscripts have the
long and short endings. That is the complexityhefissue before us. Now, what do you do with that?
Well, there are, I think, three possible solutibmshis. The question is which is the most probafiee
short ending is represented, for the most parfjuch later manuscripts. Thus the short ending does
seem to be original. Therefore, your possibiliaes that the long ending is original, represented i
verses 9-20, or Mark ends with 16:18. The long egd found in the medieval manuscripts that were
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preserved in the monasteries of Europe. Therebafere the earliest manuscripts were found (just in
the past 100 years or so), the earlier versiotiseoBible (like the King James Version and Luther’s
German translation) included 16:9-20 because thsthe textual tradition found in Europe. It is
possible that this was the original ending that s@sehow lost in all the earlier manuscripts.

Another possibility is that the earlier manuscrigte simply correct. There was no other ending;kMar
really ends with 16:8: “...trembling and astonishmiead gripped them; and they said nothing to
anyone, for they were afraid.” This is not impogsifWhat is the beginning of Mark? People are
constantly amazed by what Jesus does. They anmeigtstd, if you would. And sometimes fear grips
them, especially after Jesus walks on water. Whtita disciples’ reaction to this? Fear and
astonishment, because they are thinking, “Oh wowbVW¢ this?” Jesus’ actions completely explode all
their categories. Thus it is possible that is hosvare supposed to end in this Gospel. Reading tihem
perspective of the characters, then, we too shoeilsb amazed with this figure whom we are called to
ask, “What do we do with this Man?” Thus it is pbssthat is how it ends.

Now, there is a little bit of awkwardness in thee€k, because verse 8 literally ends with a two-word
sentence: “for they were afraid.” The Greek worm™f(gar) is always the second word in a sentence. It
is rather like the English word “therefore.” Youncsay, “Therefore | say to you...” or “l, therefosay

to you...” The wordgar in Greek always shows up as the second word. dldvioe like “I, therefore,

say to you...” Literally, then, the Greek reads: “Yheere afraid, for.” That is how it is. It is atl¢ odd

to end with that particle wordar. It is not impossible, there have been some msdibund in Greek
writings of that time period, but it is still odd.

To review, our first possibility is that 6:9-20asiginal. The second possibility is that Mark adiyia
ended his Gospel with verse 8, to kind of bringnis the amazement, fear, and astonishment. A third
possibility is that there was a further ending tark] but the folio was lost. What | mean by that is
ancient manuscripts were written on scrolls. Yoghhihink of a long scroll that can be unwound. Wel
the scrolls were made of papyrus, and they wer@ruatuced in very long pieces. After all, how would
you crush and glue together a sheet of papyrustreithes 24 feet? So what they did instead was
produce smaller pieces of papyrus and then weara thgether. Thus you would have some stitching
periodically along the scroll. Therefore one potisyhis that the last folio fell off—the stitchingame
undone or tore, and it was lost. Thus effectivhig theory says that the ending of Mark was losy ve
early on so that the earliest copiers in the third fourth century did not have it. And then lateose
copying Mark thought, “This is a strange endingo’tBey came up with a summary statement of the
kinds of things that could be deduced based owotther Gospels and on Acts and came up with 16:9-20.

Those are the various possibilities: Mark 16:920riginal, Mark ends with verse 8, or the foliosva
lost. | have to say that, of all these possib#itiewould lean toward one of the last two. | do thdnk it
likely or most probable that verses 9-20 are oabbecause of the lack of awareness of these verses
the earliest manuscripts. | do not see why theyeagdnuscripts would intentionally omit them. Andd
not think it likely that they would accidentally a@nthem, especially because not all these manuscrip
appear to copy each other and thus several peaplEliiave had to make the same mistake. It is
possible that there is a variation on this, thasee 9-20 were original. Perhaps the folio theyevwer

fell off one of the copies and thus the earliegtiers missed it and then the folio was recoveraat lan.

What | want to ask you in all of this is how thdrmald you think through these matters? How do you
deal with this? If words or verses do not appedh@earliest manuscripts, do you immediately dssmi
them? No, you have to think it through much monmeftdly than that. The issue for me is not simply
that verses 9-20 are not found in the early maiptsciRather, the issue for me is that you haweng |
ending in some manuscripts, a shorter ending iarsettand then a mixed ending in others. Thus the
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tradition is very complex and quite awkward. Texwr#icism is the discipline that goes through and
examines manuscripts in order to arrive at thdylikeiginal reading, the reading that came from K&r
hand. We have roughly 5000 Greek manuscripts oNthe Testament and about 15,000 early
translations of the Greek New Testament in Latymig8, and more obscure dialects like Armenian and
Gothic. Thus we have this huge textual base to diranv for understanding how the original of the New
Testament likely read in all its parts. That israredible help. The originals of all the worksriro
antiquity, unless they just happen to be discoveremme hole in a desert, have decayed and fallen
away. Think of any major ancient author: Homer, dydides, Lucian, Seneca, etc. For any ancient
author, we do not have the original manuscriptmftbeir hand. We just do not. Thus with every work
from antiquity we are left to copyists who copiéeé priginal, and then copyists who copied the cpie
the copyists who copied the copies of the copyt Ehtne reality with any ancient work.

There are two ways to deal with things like thiseOs to almost arbitrarily determine one copy yoll

say is original and then remove any variance froat. tThis is the process Muslims use with the Quran
They have a text they deem to be the original,amdvariation from that is immediately burned. Tisat
putting much weight on whether or not they haveritjet one. They just hope that after 1400 years of
transmission they still have the original. We artually in a better situation because the procass h
been more democratic, if you would. We have als¢hmanuscripts that have some variations from one
another, and so we can develop techniques forrdateng the original. These techniques are based on
the antiquity of the manuscripts, the widespreaagaphic distribution—if the same readings show up
in Egypt, Europe, and Palestine, that is more awing than a reading that only shows up in Europe.
Thus geographic distribution is important. And thare other ways of thinking through all of this.

The result, 1 think, is that we actually have a ensecure text of the New Testament than of anyrothe
document from antiquity because we have more cagigsif you were to pull Homer off the shelf, a
really good critical edition of Homer (which is sl®to being the second best testified work), ydu wi
find there are several very good long manuscriptdamer that date from about 800 to 1000 years afte
the time Homer wrote. Then we have some papyri saipts that have been discovered recently that
move the time frame into within about 100 yeartheftime when the lliad was originally written. And
that is just a great help. The result is that nomwHomer we have hundreds of manuscripts, which is
great. That is much better than we have for Joseplvie have about 12 good manuscripts from
Josephus. When we get to the New Testament, weaimee 5000 good manuscripts. And that is
leaving off all the early translations that also\pde a textual basis. Thus we have a much better
knowledge of the New Testament than of any otheresuh document.

Bruce Metzger is not someone you could descritanassangelical, per se. He has respect for the
Scripture, but he would not necessarily worshipun churches. He is a good man. He has said (the
figures are rough) that 99.66% of the New Testartettis secure. No doctrine, no major doctrine of
Christianity, rests on a textual issue. This isdose, for the most part, individual words are dathadnd
these words are fairly innocuous.

Now, | actually have just finished training my N@wstament in Exegesis class, over about three hours
in textual criticism. And that is just a start. Yoould do much more than | am able to do in thas<l |
think the result of that time with my exegesis slasthat as they learn the process and are able to
actually look at apparati that get you into the osamipts and label and date the manuscripts for you
their confidence in the New Testament actuallyeases greatly. This is because we actually have the
advantage of not having a single copy with evenglelse burned. We actually have the advantage of
having many manuscripts. But this does producecaasional issue like this one. Let me just mention
the two other major issues, in terms of things #ratomitted in the early manuscripts that | thané
surprising to Christians who have not heard of biefore.
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Aside from the ending of Mark, there is also thewam caught in adultery in the Gospel of John. The
issues there are not only is it not found in thdiest manuscripts, but Eusebius of the early dhurc
refers to this as a separate tradition he doekmaw from the Gospels. Thus it seems that in g fi
century this account was circulated separately flohm’s Gospel. Therefore | would not consider the
woman caught in adultery to be original to Johms Hn edifying story, but it is not original tohlo The
last thing that is a shock to some people is tlieaérthe Lord’s Prayer: “For yours is the kingdonda
the power and the glory.” That is not in the eatlmanuscripts either. That makes sense to melgs we
because otherwise the ending of the Lord’s Pragy¢'and lead us not into temptation, but deliver us
from evil.” Well, that is just not exciting, is it? does not pump you up the way the phrase, “leoiry

is the kingdom and the power and the glory foreret ever,” does, does it? In its liturgical use—and
the Lord’s Prayer was widely used in liturgies frgary ancient times—people added a sort of long
amen to it, a long way to end it. | think that ipassible origin for that ending. It is also a vedjfying
ending, by the way. | would say that, for instannegshurch—*“For yours is the kingdom and the power
and the glory forever and ever'—because all of ith&tue. God’s kingdom is forever and ever.
Therefore | can say amen to that. However, | pettpwould not preach Mark 16:9-20 or the woman
caught in adultery because | am not confidentttieyg constitute true Scripture. What we hold to be
inspired is that which is in the original manustsjghat which actually came from the pen of Mark o
John or the scribe writing for them. So there imsthing to say about all that.

Before | end that discussion, in my undergraduatey, | was a religious studies major at Rice
University, and we had a very interesting arrap@bple coming through from a variety of theological
viewpoints. One semester we had a man named Hamg. ISoéme of you may know of Hans Kiing,
especially if you know anything about contempor@atholic theology. Hans Kiing is a very famous
Catholic theologian from this century, and he mdais, in part, for breaking with the traditional
Catholic doctrine in a variety of ways. He tauggdiast the infallibility of the pope, and that Idsm

his chair of Catholic studies at the Universitylalbingen. He has taken some very interesting stands
and also stands that have cost him quite a lotsldéso very interested in inter-religious dialoguok
a class from him on monotheistic religions and hogre should be dialogue between the religions. It
was a very interesting class, but one of the thiregried to do in it was to show that Christiariigs
changed so radically over the ages that we shatlgresume that what we hold to be traditional
Christian doctrine should stand in the way of irredigious dialogue. That was basically one of his
points. One of his illustrations in this regard was Gospels. He said that there was a development
the Gospel tradition where if you were to view rblygthe story of the Gospels, all the Gospels,
including Mark and Matthew and Luke and John (aadchligrouping them that way because he did), will
tell the story leading up to the cross, but Matttzewl Luke have an infancy narrative. They talk abou
where Jesus came from, and he came from the Haly. $md they also clearly have a resurrection
narrative, and Luke has an ascension narrativen dak no infancy narrative, but he has an incanati
narrative and a resurrection narrative. Mark hasfamcy narrative and, on Kiing’s terms, if you say
that the ending of Mark 16 is not original, thesenot a resurrection narrative either. His poing wa
basically that the concept of Jesus having been, laoxd especially of the resurrection, was a later
teaching in the church and then the incarnationavasven later teaching still. How would you react
this?

Someone might point out that before the disputetingnin Mark 16, the angel does appear to the
disciples, and he declares that Jesus has risé¢imatsis somewhat of a resurrection narrative thEne
angel comes and announces the resurrection of, Jsiligven more than that, the text says, stairing
Mark 16:3, “And they were saying to one anotherhtvill roll away the stone for us from the
entrance of the tomb?’ And looking up, they saw tha stone had been rolled away, although it was
extremely large. And entering the tomb, they say@ung man sitting at the right, wearing a whiteapb
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and they were amazed.”—ByY the way, Mark often dbssrangels as “men wearing white."—“And he
said to them, ‘Do not be amazed; you are lookinglésus the Nazarene, who has been crucified. He
has risen; he is not here; behold, hetthésplace where they laid him.” | mean, it is et like, “Oh,

he has risen.” It is much more emphatic than thide has risen; he is not here; here is the plabere
they laid him. But go, tell His disciples and Petéte is going before you into Galilee; there yoill w
see him, just as he said to you.” And they weritand fled from the tomb.” The angel describes, this
certainly, so there is a clear understanding wleenget to the Gospel of Mark that there is a
resurrection, so | do not agree with what Kiing sdbyaut there being no resurrection in Mark.

Someone else might say that if the question isroi@tas much as it is textual, then what aboutaice
that Christ’s birth and resurrection were both jreged in the Old Testament? That is a part of the
whole story. Another point is that Kiing is basing drgument on what is not in the text rather than
what is in the text. And even what he says is ndhée text actually is in the text! There is the
assumption of the resurrection in the text, sarlktlyou have to say, “I am sorry, but the resuioects
there in Mark.” Finally, this assumption discredhs authors of the Gospels and says they are not
authoritative or inspired by the Holy Spirit. Itrgply dismisses them as not being credible sources.

The suggestion that Mark 16 is not original maybmorising to some of you, and certainly to some of
the people in your congregations. What | am trymdo is to ask the question, “What is inspired?”
What is inspired is that which originally goes baskMark, and if there is a strong case to be nthde
this ending may not go back to Mark, then | am gdmback off on it a little. At the same time, owd
caution all of you in sharing this with people iouy churches, because your goal should not beacksh
people or to hurt people’s faith. Nevertheleshjrk our faith needs to be founded on an accurate
understanding of what Scripture actually says. Wistrwalk a very fine line here, which is also why |
have taken 15 minutes to talk about just a fewesets try to say two things to you.

The first thing is that there is some evidence thigtis not original, and so there are some raaiifdns

for that. On the other hand, frankly, what | amndpwith this is to say that Mark describes the
resurrection, so there is no doctrine that is igpthby saying that the end of Mark is not origivghat

| am really interested is that which is truly ingal, which is that which we can show to go bacth&

first century and to Mark himself. | think it is gd to warn you that you should be very careful abou
how you convey this to others, and whether or wot will do that depends on your particular
congregation and the circumstances there. Youingrighould not just blurt out, “Oh, the endingist
original.” You need to provide enough context sat fpeople understand what you mean by that and so
that you do not damage their faith in mentioning it

If I can mention one last thing with regard to Markd the resurrection, it is not merely that youthis
strong hint or even a pronouncement on the lignadngel that the resurrection has occurred—which
obviously we should take seriously in and of itselbut remember, again, that there are these passion
predictions throughout Mark as there are throughtatthew and Luke. For instance, in Mark 10:33,
Jesus says, “Behold, we are going up to Jerusaedithe Son of Man will be delivered to the chief
priests and the scribes; and they will condemntoiteath, and will deliver him to the Gentiles. And
they will mock him and spit upon him, and scourga,land kill him, and three days later he will rise
again.”That is not the only place that idea appears inkMasus specifically predicts His resurrection
multiple times. So what | would say about the Gogp&lark is, even if you do not accept verses 9
through 20—and therefore you are standing in batwa® | am, whether the book actually ended in
verse 8, “for they were greatly afraid,” or whetlteere was an original ending that was at sometpoin
lost in the transmission process—in either casecamesay there was a resurrection in Mark. There wa
a resurrection both in the sense that it was gratied and Jesus taught that He was going to be
resurrected, and there is the clear pronouncenié¢hé @esurrection on the lips of the angel. So you
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have a resurrection throughout. The issue of tfanay narrative, | think, is fairly innocuous. The
reason Mark has no infancy narrative is that Mamkds us immediately in to the ministry and timés o
Jesus. He is not concerned with what came befexguse he really wants you to meet the Man and be
amazed at the Man, as the crowds were amazed Btathevhen He just appeared and started teaching.
Then, immediately, they were amazed at His teachimbamazed at His miracles. So he did not see a
need to mention the birth of Jesus. Did he thimit desus was born? Well, yes, and so | think all of
Kiing’s allegations there are not accurate.

Finally, this idea of the incarnation occurringliohn but not in the other Gospels: what reallyiisg
behind that? The concern that could be raised ibaxether the other Gospels think that Jesus was
God incarnate. Certainly John does. He begins bip€él with “In the beginning was the Word, and the
Word was with God and the Woweas God. (Emphasis added). Then he has the incarnationd“the
Word became flesh.” What about the other Gospelef, Wiis is why Mark 12:35 says, “And Jesus,
answering, begato say, as he taught in the temple, ‘How is it thatscribes say that the Christ is the
son of David?”” The Messiah is the Son of Davianast by definition, and that is certainly pronouhce
about Jesus as well, elsewhere in the Gospelsatalrdy in the early church. But what Jesus is\gy
to do is create a dilemma here. | will read fron862 “David himself said in the Holy Spirit, “Theokd
said to my Lord, “Sit at My right hand until | pybur enemies beneath your feet.” David himselfscall
him “Lord,” and san what sense is he his son?’ And the great cravalyed listening to him.”

Can you name a figure in Judaism greater than DaRabssibly Moses, but in terms of what David is
saying, how is it that one Lord can talk to anotherd and they are both the Lord over David? There
something going on there that takes you out ofgystire human expression. There is a very strong
indication of the deity of Christ there; it is evieeightened in the account in Matthew. There dre al
those little hints throughout the Gospels just tikat. All you need to do is just pull out a goodriwon
Christology. If you take Millard Erickson'Systematic Theolognd look at the section on Christology,
he will give you verse after verse after versenm Gospels that show the deity of Christ. An evettel
book would be, say, Klaas Runid@se Present-Day Christological DebaieDavid Wells’'The Person

of Christ.What you will see there is that there is this serfs#eity in a number of places in the synoptic
Gospels. Although they do not explicitly talk ab@autarnation per se, instead they talk about thiy Ho
Spirit coming into Mary (that is not just your tgai birth). Working out what that means in lighttbé
deity teaching that happens elsewhere means thatgwe incarnation in the synoptic Gospels. | would
encourage you in that regard as well.

Someone might ask what Hans Kiing was trying toydtaking out the incarnation and resurrection. His
basic objective was this: if you take those outntlgou have something a lot closer to what hisabric
Jesus research asserts. Historical Jesus resegscthat Jesus was just a man who taught somg reall
good things, and we need to figure out what it thas He actually taught as opposed to what the
Gospels say He taught. Once we work all that thmpugp learn that He founded a good religion, taught
a lot about love and charity and things like tlaat if we bring those principles to bear and say ith

the core of what Christianity is, then it becomasier to dialogue with another faith. By contrésgpu
start with John and you have an incarnate Son ofv@w says that He is the way and the truth and the
life and no one can come to the Father except girdlim, then inter-religious dialogue becomes a lot
more difficult. Kiing was trying to make it easier.

Another question, related to the end of Mark amdsttory in John 8, is whether there is anything in
those passages that is contrary to the rest gbtBeel In other words, is there anything that weudth
worry about that is taught in those passages tigtitriead people astray? It really depends on Huay t
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are interpreted. | do not see much to be conceahedt in the story of the woman caught in adultery,
although frankly, there have been some who hawentdlkand have pushed it a little farther thanirkh

it should go. What | mean is certainly forgivenessffered in Jesus Christ and any sin can be Yergi
except for the unforgivable sin, and so | wouldraffthat. It is also the case that Jesus says,Ho
and sin no more,” which | would also affirm. Whataften done with the woman caught in adultery is
that people forget to add the sentence, “Go nowsando more.” So there is a slight danger in
misinterpreting that passage.

| think, in a similar way, there is a slight dangemisinterpreting Mark 16, specifically the signs

verse 17—"and these signs will accompany those lvdlieve: in my name they will cast out demons,
they will speak with new tongues, they will pick s@rpents, and if they drink any deadly poisomatls
not hurt them. They will lay hands on the sick, #mely will recover.” There have been some excesses
of that, of course. There are a few churches, éslpem the southern United States, that take iy
seriously.

Here is just a quick story off to the side. My wérd | were on staff with Campus Crusade for Christ
which is a wonderful college ministry, and priordor coming on staff, | heard the story of a summer
project that was held in Florida. The students Waubrk during the week, they would do evangelism
and discipleship in the community, and they wous @o to different churches and speak in them.
Well, this group was invited to a church, and th#ygave their testimonies, and the people becasng v
excited and pulled out the poisonous snakes amngdtpassing them around to engage in true worship
of God. That, | think, is fairly excessive.

If I were to understand Mark 16 in terms of thereot interpretation of what is going on there, gan
think of any biblical instance of someone handingnake? Paul, in the book of Acts, is bitten by a
poisonous snake and does not die. So this pass&dark 16 is specifically focused on the early afur
and the amazing miraculous ministry of the earlyrch that you see recorded in the book of Acta In
sense, it is a summary of the very kinds of miragieu find recorded in the book of Acts, which
provides a nice transition into our next segmemng hisut | think, properly interpreted, it is fine.
However, there are some congregations that, badedlg on this verse, have a view that worship
involves reptiles, and | would not endorse thatwiEffectively, what | would say is that, properly
interpreted, |1 do not have any problems (in thessasf theological issues) with those passages, and
there have been similar misinterpretations with ynather undisputed passages.

The issue came up that this makes us feel uncoablertbecause we are saying that the Bible
potentially has errors in it if Mark 16 is not dngl, and that makes us uncomfortable with regarithé
doctrine of inerrancy. My point was to say that Erglish Bible is, to state things extremely, not
inerrant, because what is inerrant is the Bibldheoriginal autographs, the original Greek andrdeb
as it originally came from the hands of the peaph® first wrote the documents of which we now have
copies. That is what is inerrant—what Matthew, Mankd Luke and the others actually wrote. Now |
said that was a bit of an overstatement. It is\@rsiatement in that one of the things that wersgreg

to do with the doctrine of inerrancy is not simfbystate some kind of abstract doctrine about ththgt
were written 2000 years ago, but to state a strateve as Christians should have in approachiag th
reading of our Bibles. In that sense, | want tatttbis English Bible as inerrant, because if Irapph it
as “this is true,” then that is the correct waypproach Scripture. So | would say that there is an
objective issue in the doctrine of inerrancy, dmer¢ is also a subjective issue. The objectivesissto
state what exactly is without error, and that esdhiginal autographs. The subjective issue is to
approach how we actually ought to approach oump&mes, and we ought to approach them as true.
However, in between those, it allows us to havedibeussion of whether the end of Mark was in the
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original autograph. If it was, then it is, in theeBk form, inerrant. If it was not, then it is mo¢rrant—
it does not partake of that doctrine—and therefaveuld not have the same respect for the English
translation of it that | would have for the firsglet verses of the English translation of the Gbspe
Mark.

You may wonder why the end of Mark 16 is in youblBs at all, if the translators find it so dubious,
and the real reason that it is there is that it wvdke King James Version. There is only so minct t
you can do as a translator, and if you do not ohelsomething in your translation that was in thiegi
James Version, then people in many of our congi@uatvould become very upset. The other thing,
apart from that, is that including it in the traatgdn permits us to have the discussion of whathsr
original or not. The translators, by putting ittdén brackets, are signaling that they do notkliins
original, but they want you to have it there sd @ can have this discussion. | think that iglyai
reasonable.

At this point | want to move into a discussion loé¢ tGospel of Luke, and actually Luke and Acts. In
keeping with the purpose of this class to do bagkohy and theology, | am going to move quicklyoint

the book of Acts. We will spend less time on thesg@ of Luke. We have spent a lot of time on the
Gospel of Matthew, by the way, not that we exdlyditad a class on Matthew, but do you remember the
devotionals that we have done through Matthew®lllfike we have signaled a lot of the key issuas th
come up with Matthew. Mark has been brief; | reangrhat.

| guess the last thing | should say about Mark, amglof the Gospels, is this: | hope you notice@mvh
came to interpret Mark, while | certainly emphasditiee beginning, and we talked about the ending,
there is a sense in which you have to read theenirhg through. One of the good things about thg w
that we approach Scripture is that we hold evétig Iparagraph to be valuable to us and edifyingsto
and that is true. One of the downsides to thdiaswe get so used to reading the Gospels, or any
narrative work in Scripture, in these little tiniepes. We say, “| am going to read this parabled a
then next week in our Bible study we read the paxable, and the week after that we read the neiracl
story that comes after that, and so you do nothgesense of starting in chapter 1, verse 1, aading

all the way to the end of chapter 16. You just doread all the way through. The problem is that
probably is not how it was intended to be readame respects, so that occasionally—not always, but
occasionally—it does us great good just to stadtraad all the way through and get a feel for the
whole, to get the big picture. That is what | wasng to give you with the beginning of Mark, aats.
The big picture is “Oh, my goodness, look at thiam¥1 That is the big picture, and once you seebilge
picture, then you can go back and look at the iddial miracle stories and the individual parabled a
see how they fit in the whole flow.

A quick piece of advice that was given to me by sone when | was in seminary, especially having to
do with preaching Old Testament narratives, bublilg say also having to do with New Testament
narratives such as the Gospels, is that, agaire thehis tendency to preach individual parts. Wita

you do with that? Do you go to the other extremenshyou preach a single sermon on the entire Gospel
of Mark in 30 minutes? And you can only preach tigto all 50 chapters of Genesis in one shot, all the
way through? No, you cannot do that either, antighaot appropriate to the inerrancy and insporati

of Scripture, because every little part mattersyals as the whole. So what this person suggested w
that you should see the preaching of narrativestsray of pearls, where you have the individuanse

all along, and you look at the individual pearlsl gou appreciate each one, but you also needo ste
back and see the whole in order to see the be#&dte avhole string. The result is that while yoe ar
preaching through the narrative—and obviously, idhepplicable in Bible study and counseling
sessions and in whatever context you are workinguthh the Bible—that you constantly see both the
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forest and the trees. You bring people out anaithat you get the big picture as well as the imflial
contributions. | think that is a very helpful waythink through how we should approach the nareativ
of Scripture. That would certainly refer to the @els as well as to Luke-Acts.

Moving to our discussion of Luke, then, the fitsihg | want to cover has to do with the unity ofkieu

and Acts. This probably can best be seen by lockirge prologue to Acts—Acts chapter 1, starting a
the very beginning of the chapter. Acts 1:1 saybg‘first account | composed, Theophilus, about all
that Jesus began to do and teach, until the day Wheas taken up to heaven, after he had by the Holy
Spirit given orders to the apostles whom he hadehoTo these he also presented Himself alive after
His suffering, by many convincing proofs, appeatimghem over a period of forty days and speaking o
the things concerning the kingdom of God. Gathetivegn together, He commanded them not to leave
Jerusalem, but to wait for what the Father had ged..” Thus in the very beginning of Acts, Luke
refers back to this account that he calls his &cstount, which is clearly about the life of JeArds is

the sequel to Luke. Itis as if this is Luke 1 amdke 2. Acts is the sequel to the Gospel.

The connectedness of Luke-Acts can also be sethe ibeginning of the Gospel of Luke. He says the
following: “Inasmuch as many have undertaken to gibegran account of the things accomplished
among us,”—we have already gone through this neadtevhich is why | am breezing through it. | do
not mean to trivialize the Scripture—"it seemedirig for me as well, having investigated everything
carefully from the beginning, to write it out fooy in consecutive order, most excellent Theophilus...
Thus we have Theophilus in the beginning of Lukeé Ants. That alone sets up a natural connection
between the Gospel and Acts.

Another feature that sets up a fairly natural catioae between Luke and Acts is at the end of Lirke,
chapter 24. Luke 24:50 says, “And he led them sdainas Bethany, and he lifted up his hands and
blessed them. While he was blessing them, he padedthem and was carried up into heaven. And
they, after worshiping him, returned to Jerusaleith great joy, and were continually in the temple
praising God.” This parting from them is not deled in great detail in Luke, but it is a partingttis
different than the sequence of resurrection appeara This is a final parting. Well, at the very
beginning of Acts you have the ascension of Jékmis.is something that is distinctively part of leuk
and Acts. Certainly Matthew, Mark, and John allidethe resurrection, but Luke is also particularly
interested in the ascension, when Jesus goesaithmtlouds. Thus you have these different elesnent
to show that Luke and Acts were written by the santdor.

There are other elements we will not discuss nowh &s theological themes, which we will discuss
next time. These elements show that Luke and Aetsake part one and Luke part two. This is so
evident that in the last 30 or 40 years scholave lspoken increasingly of the unity of Luke andsAdt
think in this regard they are quite correct. Onamegle is a book by Robert O’'Toole entitlede Unity

of Luke’s theologyThus he is believes there is this unified aspétuke and Acts. He believes this so
strongly that the subtitle is “An analysis of Lukets.” Many modern scholars do not speak of simply
Luke or Acts, but of Luke-Acts, as if there is thntinuous narrative in Luke 1 and Luke 2, thgioal
and its sequel, if you would. Now, | think theres@me great help there. At the same time, we dd nee
to realize these are autonomous works, written witleginning and ending trajectory. Thus | think th
idea of a sequel is more helpful. Acts is a setuélke with similar themes, some of the same
characters, the same God doing the same kind &, Wwe same emphases—but each has its own
beginning and end. They form their own coherentlaho

Let us begin with some of the themes of Luke-Acid where the theology is, if you would, unifiedtLe
us return to the beginning of Acts, chapter 1.dndo the things he highlights about the thingsides
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began to do and teach. It is not just the teachifidesus, it is what He did. And it is not justavliesus
did, it is what He taught. That is very consisteith what Luke says in his Gospel. There is thig/ve
interesting phrase that Jesus “began to do anti.tedaoes that mean He is still doing and teachmg i
our day? Many have studied this, and I think therteuth in this conclusion: through His apostles H
continues to do and teach. Thus the acts of thstlgscare even the continuation of the story ofiges
He began to do and teach in Luke, He continue® tandl teach through the apostles in Acts. Acts 1:2
continues, “...until the day when he was taken upeaven, after he had by the Holy Spirit given asder
to the apostles whom he had chosen.” There we th@vascension of Jesus as a theological Lukan
distinction.

We also have the theme of the Holy Spirit. The H&ybyrit shows up many, many times in Luke and in
Acts. Some say it shows up in Luke more often thahe other Gospels, but | have not done the study
to confirm that. But He shows up often. And the yH8pirit shows up very often in Acts. The Holy
Spirit is part of this theological unity of Luke dwcts. And here we have the apostles, who will
obviously figure very prominently in this accourfittioe acts of the apostles. The apostles are p#neo
unity because these are the people Jesus “hadrch@$en 1:3 says, “To these he also presented
himself alive after his suffering, by many convimgiproofs, appearing to them over a period of forty
days and speaking of the things concerning theckingof God.” Here we have the resurrection (“He
presented himself alive...”). The phrase “by manywocing proofs” shows that Luke was concerned
with evidences. Certainly he was concerned withl@wvtes for the resurrection, but also for the
Christian faith, which is a theme that continuestighout Acts. Acts provides continuing evidenae fo
the Christian faith. Here we also have the kingadr&od, or the rule of God over all of life asst i
shown in Luke and Acts. Acts 1:4 continues, “Gatigethem together, he commanded them not to
leave Jerusalem...” Then He promises the Holy Sairit ultimately commissions them in their
mission, which links them into His mission in Luk&hat | am trying to say is if you want to see some
of the themes that are most highlighted in Luke ian&icts, these first few verses lead you into trexty
well.
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