New Testament History and Theology Lesson 25, page 1

“I am Not Ashamed of the Gospel”: Paul and His Gosel, Toward a Theology: The Crucifixion
and Resurrection of Jesus, the Christ

Let me open us in prayer, and then we have an mubitlay ahead of us. We will see how far we can
get.

Father, it has been a joy to be with these students, and | am excited about their desire to serve You that
has brought them here to this seminary, that has brought themto a desire to study Your Word and to
study it passionately, for itsimplicationsin their lives and in the lives of the people to whom they
minister. | pray that as they open the Word of God over the next many years, that passion and that
excitement would remain and that the inspired Word of God through the working of Your Holy Spirit in
the lives of these students would avail to their knowledge of Christ and of God, to their love of Christ
and of God, and to their love of their people. | pray that You would bless their ministries, whatever the
ministerial calling that they have, beit lay or vocational. | pray that You would use them mightily to
bring Your glory into thisworld, and it isin the name of Jesus our Savior that we pray. Amen.

Here is what | want to do. | have a conclusiorh®dourse that | want to do, but for the next 50utas
we will talk about Paul. That is obviously not egbuime to do justice to Paul, but there are akew
principles that | want you to bear in mind when yapproach the apostle Paul. That is really whaartw
to do here.

You have read quite a lot about Paul; Ladd likesl R#oes he not? He has a nice long section on Paul
There is no way that | could begin to cover as mathe theological themes, certainly not in thpttle
that he covers them, so | will let Ladd cover mafgthat. You also had some readings on Paul’srife

F. F. Bruce’s book on New Testament history, and lyad a short reading on the Pastoral Epistles, |
believe, in the book by Carson, Moo, and Morriguang for the authenticity of the Pastoral Epistles
am assuming that you have read all of that, sonitwahighlight just a few things that | want yau t
bear in mind when you approach Paul.

The first thing is that | want to give you a bitabackground in terms of some of the issues in
contemporary scholarship, because, as | pointetefote, when you go to read a book in the libary
the apostle Paul, there are at least 200 yeansafskion of interpretation of Paul that lies belime

book, even if it is just a very common lay-friendigok that is written by someone with some academic
credentials. As with the Gospels, there are a nummibguestions that are asked, such as critical
techniques and so forth, and there are with Pawiedis but they are quite different in some respect
than those with regard to the Gospels. We will hggth those for a moment.

The first thing, and | believe | have mentioned thefore, has to do with the legacy of the Tubingen
school, and especially Ferdinand Christian Bauu ¥l remember his name from the very beginning
of our time together when | mentioned that this wagry important moment in New Testament studies,
when Ferdinand Christian Baur came along and stggesdifferent way of synthesizing the history of
the New Testament. | ultimately want to say th& @ highly defective way, but | do not want td ge
ahead of myself.

Basically, what Baur did is he looked especiallyhat book of Galatians. You will remember thathe t
book of Galatians, Paul is trying to oppose theuwstrcision party, the party of people who are often
called Judaizers. What they wanted to do was tdtetkhe Gentiles who had come to Christ would
undergo circumcision. Paul opposed this, becaubesimind, that meant that they would be asking the
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Gentiles to take on the whole weight of the Lawe Tanger there is that the works of the Law became
substitute for faith in Christ, so that you seekirysalvation based on what you do, and in particola
your keeping of the Law. You remember that in mesays, that is the essence of what Galatians is
about. Along the way, in the book of Galatians,|Paentions some background history to show that his
gospel is the true Gospel. What that means, in jgattat he says that he was even willing to oppos
Peter to his face when Peter withdrew from eatiitg the Gentiles because of people from the
circumcision party. Now, using that as the guidmegrristic for the history of New Testament
interpretation, Ferdinand Christian Baur said tirathe one hand there was Paul, who representad a s
of Gentile Christianity, and on the other hand ¢heas Peter, who represented Jewish Christianity.
Then, later in the church, there was a synthesifieSsaid that it was “Peter versus Paul,” if yauld.

Now I think that | briefly described this at thegirening of the course, and you will remember thi t
is predicated on a philosophical outlook that wavalent in nineteenth-century Germany, namely
Hegelianism. Without going into all the murk andendf Hegel, who was a very complex philosopher
to try to understand, | will try to give you a rduglea of some of the basics. Hegel had the corthapt
has been described as “thesis, antithesis, systh@&siose of you who have ever studied Karl Mark wi
understand that kind of progression that Marx diem Hegel and then applied to the sphere of
economics. Many people were very taken with thgra@ch. What would happen is that you would
have a thesis, an antithesis, and a synthesis. thisesynthesis itself would become a thesis, affelgt,
and there would be another antithesis, and thethansynthesis. This is how the history of human
thought has progressed over time. It also has teittothe very ways that we think, because our
categories are determined this way. So Baur wdsrgdor this. In other words, this is a philosophy
laden approach to the New Testament. He needezsss tine needed an antithesis, and he needed a
synthesis—and he found them. So in some ways, beguided more by his philosophy than by the
materials themselves.

Some of the problems with this, and | am very idgézd that you know what some of the problems are,
have to do with just where you fit then the resthaf New Testament in this. So for instance, inbibek

of Acts, in Acts chapter 15, the council in Jerasals there to determine whether Gentiles nee@to b
circumcised. And do you know what the decisionhef touncil is? They do not think that Gentiles need
to be circumcised. Acts 15 is very early on, jusraPaul’s first missionary journey, so very eastyin

the book of Acts the decision is made. And whosigpto defend the idea that the Gentiles do ned ne

to be circumcised? Certainly Paul, but do you kndwve else? Peter, and also James, eventually. James,
the brother of Jesus, ultimately makes the finll) dgyou would, by more or less drawing a conatus
about what the sentiment of the church is. Seatlin Acts 15, Peter does not stand for Jewish
Christianity as opposed to Gentile Christianity.

When you ask Baur what he does with the book o§ Alus answer is that that is part of the synthesis
That is part of the second-century synthesis. hewivords, he says that the book of Acts was writte
long after the fact; it is of dubious historicalia, and its principal theological aim is to create
synthesis between the opposing Gentile and Jevhsistiain parties. That is where he would put that.
Well, okay, we will try a different book, then. Haatbout 1 Peter or 2 Peter? Second Peter 3:16—my
goodness, what does it say about Paul? Let me guoteyou. | will start with 2 Peter 3:15, whidays,
“And regard the patience of our Lord to be salvatjast as also our beloved™—this is Peter speaking
“brother Paul, according to the wisdom given himote to you, as also in all his letters, speaking i
them of these things, in which are some things harthderstand, which the untaught and unstable
distort, as they do also the rest of the Scriptucetheir own destruction.” Peter is saying théRaul is
the beloved brother; you need to listen to him; s books are hard to read, but the only problems
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with them come from people distorting his bookse Dooks themselves are great; in fact, they belong
with the rest of Scripture.” So Peter likes Paul!

Well, if you are Ferdinand Christian Baur, then.anddo you put 2 Peter? You say that it is pathef
synthesis also. It also has to have been writtéharsecond century. Well, there are other bookisen
Pauline corpus that speak quite highly of the Liavgome respects, and of the need for works. So for
instance, Ephesians 2:8-9 says, “For by grace woe been saved, through faith, and it is not aaagrd
to yourselves; it is the gift of God.” Then thesehe statement in 2:10 that “we are God’s workrhgms
created in Christ Jesus unto good works, that vghtwialk in them.” There is a positive view of werk
there. Works are not the vehicle of salvation,thay are a necessary corollary of salvation. Weillat
do you do with Ephesians, then, if you are Baurfd iave to put it in the synthesis also! Increasingl
then, there is less of Paul that was actually emitty Paul, none of 1 and 2 Peter were writtendigi?
and Acts is in the second century. You have to daéeything very late in order for this kind of
opposition to work!

In particular, Baur held that there are only—onlybur authentic Pauline letters. There are only four
letters that were actually written by Paul, andsthtetters are Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, and
Galatians. Those are known as Heuptbriefe, the “chief letters.” Those are the ones that are
authentically Pauline. Paul actually sat down anotevthem himself. Everything else was somebody
later. Do you see any problems with Baur’'s syngiessee a few. One is that it is very theory-laden
working more off of a philosophical presupposittban what you actually find in the text itself. ad,
it only accepts a part of the letters that aretemitoy Paul as truly Pauline, in part because thero
letters do not fit his theory. Next, it requirekate date for pretty much the rest of the New Trestat,
especially the book of Acts and certainly 1 ance®eP. Those are at least some of the issues with th

In point of fact, in the book of Galatians, althbugaul represents himself as opposing Peter tiatés

he then never talks about the resolution of thataAesult, depending on when you date the book of
Galatians, it is very likely that a high degrea@golution is expected. The book of Galatiansfitsays
that Peter used to eat with the Gentiles, but & aa# of concern for the circumcision party thatePe
separated from the Gentiles. That means that Beterot seem to have a personal problem with Gentil
Christianity, but he separated from them out okgevity to some of his Jewish colleagues who did
have problems with that. In some ways, Peter wasgito mediate between two different positiond, bu
Paul was saying, “In that mediation, Peter, youdmiag something that is incredibly dangerous.1So
would argue that the book of Galatians itself doesreally pit Paul against Peter, except only
temporarily. That is the issue of the Ferdinandistian Baur thesis.

Let me tell you about some of the ramificationstfos. Basically, there are ramifications for pyett
much every New Testament book other than the Gsspetause if you follow this theory, then
suddenly you are assigning very late dates to widsie rest of the New Testament. The ramifications
go outside of just the Pauline corpus to impacsAtd everything else. Within the Pauline corpus,
there is still a sense of this in Pauline studoeay. Everybody will agree that Galatians, Romans, 1
and 2 Corinthians were written by Paul. Everyonk aefinitely agree to that. Most people will aladd
other books, such as Philippians, 1 and 2 Thessasnand Philemon. These are also agreed upon.
Even by the most critical of scholars today, thesealso accepted as truly Pauline. People hawdadd
to Baur'sHauptbriefe, but it remains the core, and the question is ywéDo these other letters cohere
with the core?”

Thus, when it comes to dating Pauline letters etlaee a few issues that come up again and agae. On
has to do with stylistic affinity to the “known Hae letters.” Another has to do with theological
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vocabulary and the degree to which that coherds thé “known Pauline letters.” What we mean, by
the way, by “the known Pauline letters” is theserfespecially: Galatians, Romans, and 1 and 2
Corinthians. So to the degree to which a book siscEphesians has stylistic similarities and thaoédg
vocabulary that overlaps with these, people wiluarthat that is authentically Pauline. To the dedo
which it varies from these, people will say thathags it is not Pauline.

Well, there are some problems with this. One is Weknow, from the way that Paul will say, “Notice
that | am signing this letter with my own hand,atthe used scribes in the process of writing.
Depending on the degree to which he felt confidierat scribe, that scribe could have a broader rahge
literary techniques that he could bring to beaotimer words, Paul might tell him the gist of what
wanted to say, but individual word choice couldyslightly from scribe to scribe, because sometimes
the scribe could put in his own way of wording acept. So you can see how trying to maintain a kind
of stylistic homogeneity between all the letter&ired of working against the very process of wgtin

that we know that Paul likely employed.

Second, let me just ask you a question. You ocnalliowrite letters, although maybe you are more an
e-mail generation now. If you ever sit down andteva letter, do you write letters now the way yaii d
20 years ago? Do you use the same vocabulary? Daly@ys use the same grammatical forms? Do
you sign your letters the same way? After 20 yeaosld there not be some change? Well, given the
notion that Paul’s letters could have been writiear a period of 15 to 20 years, we might expenteso
stylistic variation. Given that some of his lettesach as Philemon and 1 and 2 Timothy and Titesew
written to individuals, whereas most of his lettesesre written to churches, we would expect some
stylistic variation, right? So stylistic variatios a problem. Moreover, to do real stylistic stydy need

a very large sample. You need a large sample gfsezure material, so that you know, for instance,
based on these 600,000 to a million words, thaela@e the standard vocabulary and stylistic device
that are used by that author. Then, if you havehandarge work of several thousand words, you can
compare that to the main database, because &lisastbasically probability and statistics. Yolede
large samples to do any good probabilistic work. Wenot have a large enough sample for Paul to say
securely, “This is his style, and he did not dothimg other than that.” We can say, “This is hidest

and he generally follows this,” but to say thatchenot vary from it, we would need a much larger
sample. So there are problems with stylistic issues

When it comes to theological vocabulary and sonth@fvords that we consider to represent the dore o
Paul’s theology, do you realize that Paul usesehesrds differently in his letters? An example wbul
be the word “flesh,” (the Greek wordsarx) in Paul. Sometimes it means the physical boditlea

have. In other places, it means the sinful flelsl,dinful nature. Because of Paul’'s theologicalafse

to mean the sinful nature, theologians generalhkibf “flesh” in Paul as an entirely negative cept

But in point of fact, if you study the Pauline tisure, you will realize that very often flesh iseutral
concept referring just literally to our bodily stdasce. Sometimes, in letters such as Colossians, fo
instance, both uses occur simultaneously. Basitadlyfirst half of the book of Colossians usessfie

to refer to the physical body substance; the sebaifdf the book of Colossians uses “flesh” tcerdb
the sinful nature. So to say that every term thatypically associate with Paul’s theology is ehtgcal
theological term is also problematic. And somehef terms that are most associated with Paul, ssich a
justification, show up very often in the book ofiRans but are almost entirely missing from, say, a
book like 2 Corinthians, which is within the vergmnseHauptbriefe, if you would. What | am basically
trying to say is that there are significant probdemith the kind of criteria that people often toyapply

to say that certain things were written by Paul atiéérs were not.
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If you want further details on that, you can coh#iué Carson, Moo, and Morris article on the Padtor
Epistles. The key issue in Paul really is the Rattepistles, because they have the greatest defjree
stylistic variation from, say, thidauptbriefe. | would argue that is because he is writing sqeal letter
to a friend, and he is writing much later in hisysiry than some of these other letters. If youlrea
through the Carson, Moo, and Morris article, kegpmmind some of those things | just mentionedj yo
will see why they discuss what they discuss in seofrauthorship issues.

One of the problems, theologically, then, thatnsraplication of this, is the core of Paul's thegjas

still invariably found in these four books. Whaatimeans with regard to books like Ephesians, or
certainly the Pastoral Epistles, is that if youetakbook that is a major scholarly work on Pauline
theology and you go to the Scripture index andvaest percentages of which books of the Pauline
corpus are quoted, you will see it is primarilyghdour books (Galatians, Romans, and 1 and 2
Corinthians). This means that some of the things fdks about in some of his later letters arecstn
entirely excluded from the discussion. This is vergblematic at times. For instance, when Pauktalk
about poverty and wealth in the Pastoral Epistiésch he does—he is very harsh at times on theissu
of wealth and being rich—that is not typically falelsewhere in the other Pauline letters. It isearte
we know elsewhere, from the Gospels, especiallyeLitks a theme that we know from the book of
James, and so it is a concern that we certaintyifirthe early church. It is a not a concern weaily
associate with Paul. Why not? Well, it is becausehave focused on one set of letters to the exxiusi
of the rest of Paul. So there are effectively thgaal implications in my vocation from this Baur
concept, and you should know that. | would sugfestthere needs to be fundamentally a corrective i
some of the approaches that have been made ovgedheto Pauline theology, because we have
focused on the wrong things.

One last little story: this is kind of cute litilkkustration. There is a New Testament scholar riame
Harold Hoehner, who works at Dallas Theological Beamy, and a few years ago he came up with the
idea of using these very same criteria to arguaagthe authenticity of the book of Galatians. Yuaill
find distinct theological vocabulary in Galatiaii$iere are also distinct structural elements inbihek

of Galatians. There is no thanksgiving. Usuallgathe introduction—"“Paul, an apostle to the
Gentiles,” etc.—the next thing that comes up igitle thanks to my God,” and then he goes on and
gives a long thanksgiving. There is no thanksgivmthe book of Galatians. There is a very strong
tenor against the church in Galatians that youatdind in many of the other letters, and there are
stylistic variations, as well, in some of the wdlyat Paul writes Galatians. So Hoehner argued again
Galatians as being authentically Pauline. Now bistovas—he is an evangelical scholar and he was
not really trying to say that Galatians was nottten by Paul—but he was trying to say that if yse u
the very same criteria that are used against,1Smgthy, and you apply them to Galatians, the
conclusion is that there is nothing written by P#éelcause there is such a range of stylistic vanand
theological vocabulary variation between the déférPauline books. | think the point should be very
well taken. What we need to do is to broaden oaps@nd simply allow Paul to be Paul in all the
diversity of his letters.

That will connect with something | will say latds@ut the diversity of Paul’s letters, because wedrte
understand that Paul was not a systematic thealdgiang to write out a coherent systematic theglog
Certainly, he thought in theological terms, butparily he wrote to crisis situations in the churahd

he addressed each crisis as it came along. Thatsntieat the letters are much more, to use a teghnic
word, “occasional.” That means that Galatians igt&m to a particular occasion in the church, Rosnan
to a particular set of issues that Paul thoughtleé¢o be addressed in Rome, and the same witd 2 an
Corinthians and so forth. This accounts for theedsity that you find in Paul, because there isvardie
set of situations going on in these different chesc | will stop there and address some questions.
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To what degree does Paul quote the Gospels? Wetdamow for sure, because when Paul quotes Jesus
it is as if he is quoting his Lord. We do not knidwt is from the Gospels per se. There are celgain
passages where Paul quotes Jesus, which then soéléreth the Gospels. For instance, Paul’'s actoun
of the Lord’s Supper coheres very well with Lukatzount of the Lord’s Supper. There is significant
overlap.

In the readings, there was the suggestion that uigat have been one of the scribes that Paul used.
think that is very possible. Again, we do not knfmwvsure, because Paul does not always name his
scribes. There are a few places where he seerilsetat the end of the book of Romans, but it isyve
possible that Luke might have been one of the esnithom Paul used. By the way, | meant to mention
this when we talked about the book of Acts: onthefreasons that Luke is associated with Paubis th
there are parts in the book of Acts where, instdatescribing the events in the third person—“the
this"—he suddenly switches to the first person g@lland says “we did this.” These are known as the
“we” passages in Acts, because Luke uses the weoed ‘So | think we have every reason to believe
that Luke was in the Pauline train. He was onéefgeople who followed Paul.

The discussion of Baur has to do with our firstnoihe legacy of the Tubingen school and soméef t
guestions with regard to the authenticity of Paldtsers. We will move on now to our second paihé
legacy of the historical Jesus quest and ninetesgnitury German liberalism. When | use the word
“liberalism,” | am using a technical term that heen in use for years; | do not mean “liberalisméai
pejorative sense, but that is the name that isgioehis movement. Basically what you need to ki®w
this: nineteenth-century German liberalism, anah tieentually American liberalism, as well, in that
period, typically drew a distinction between Jeand Paul. The idea was that Jesus taught about the
kingdom, he was interested in poverty, and he wiseasted in the brotherhood of mankind. The three
main phrases for nineteenth-century German liberalre “the fatherhood of God, the brotherhood of
man, and the infinite value of the human soul.” §dwere the main theological points that came but o
German liberalism. You will note no major mentidrsm, certainly no mention of dealing with sinjst
just saying that we are all basically good peoBled is our father, and we need to act as brotHera®
another because we are all worth something.

Obviously, that is not Paul, because Paul likasltoabout sin. He talks about it a lot. And cerhai
there was the awareness among the more sophidtigatple within liberalism that the church had
principally discussed Christianity in differentie—the holiness of God, the sinfulness of man eckat
in God’s image, and the death of Jesus and Hignexgion to produce atonement for our sin. There
might be other propositions that you would wanpad in there, but you will notice that those three
propositions are very different from the liberabpositions. You will also note that those proposis
can be easily defended in Paul.

So the idea was that Paul took the Jesus movemerdifferent direction from the way that Jesus
actually went. And so Paul became—and this isra tbat they actually used—"the founder of
Christianity.” That is not a good thing, if you aadiberal, because Christianity is different frarhat

the historical Jesus taught. So the historicalslgsiest was trying to find out what Jesus taught, a
distinct from Paul’s distortion of that. What themnted to find was that Jesus taught about the
brotherhood of man and Paul stood in the way, sospmke of Paul as the founder of Christianity who
ultimately obscured what Jesus was trying to telglou want to see a good representation of this,
Adolf von Harnack’s book\hat is Christianity?, from that period, discards Paul very quickly onsthe
very bases. There are people teaching today iretsities who basically argue the same thing, aackth
is a very nice book by David Wenham to argue agéinat. The name of the bookRaul: Follower of
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Christ or Founder of Christianity? His point is that Paul followed Christ insteadadinding this new
religion, but you need to know that that is als@maasumption that many people have when they
approach Paul.

Moving to our third point, a new movement in thstl80 or 40 years is the New Perspectives on Paul
movement. This requires a lot of development, larljust going to give you a short take on the New
Perspectives on Paul. The New Perspectives onrlaliy started with the new perspective on Judaism.
The view of Ed Sanders, E. P. Sanders, is that Nestament scholarship has typically disparaged
ancient Judaism. It has done so by saying thatsinda the first century was largely a legalistic
religion. The idea is that if you keep the Law, \gmi to go into the world to come. Sanders argoais t
if you go back to the Jewish sources especiallyftoe Palestinian vicinity that are pertinent te finst
century, you do not have this kind of legalism irci@nt Judaism. Instead, you have what he calls
“covenantal nomism,” which has two aspects toiistFthe covenant is a relationship created,
effectively, by grace, where God chooses His petgpéel. The idea is that if you were to correctly
synthesize the functioning of Jewish religion ie fhist century, if you asked a Jewish person, “Vilby
you anticipate going into the world to come?” hewdaosay, first of all, “Well, | was born into the
covenant that God established with His people,udtichately it is God’s work there. Now to stay imet
covenant, | have followed the Law.” So there isfeetence between getting into the covenant and
staying in. You get in through being born into towenant or being accepted as a Gentile proselyte.
You stay in by keeping the Law. This is known agez@mntal nomism. Sanders’ take on this, then, is
that this is fundamentally a gracious view. It &t a legalistic view; it is a gracious view. As Jgw
people in the first century, we would say that saivation is not fundamentally predicated on us
keeping the Law; it is fundamentally that we ar¢hi@ covenant, and that is something God did with H
people. Now Sanders’ point was, if this is how Jsias properly understood in the first centuryrth
when you come to Christianity and Paul, Paul cowldhave been fundamentally concerned about
opposing the legalism in his Jewish youth. He nmast been concerned about something else, because
the Jewish religious system was not legalism, atingrto Sanders. That is basically what is being
taught with regard to the New Perspectives on Ratrdryone who follows the New Perspective would
agree with that perspective on Judaism. They nagtta few more details, but that is basically teai

The outworking of this is that there are three mdjtierent approaches that assume this view of
Judaism and then talk about Paul. The first is 8emyénd Sanders basically says—I will have to
oversimplify here, just for the sake of time—"“Wheds Paul’s problem with the Jewish people? His
problem was that they were not Christians. Theyndidaccept the Messiah, so because they missed the
Messiah, that is their problem. That is what Pawldncerned about.”

The next viewpoint is that of Jimmy Dunn, Jame$sDDunn, and the idea of Jewish identity markers.
Dunn, I think, is much more nuanced when he appre@®aul, and he agrees with Sanders about
Judaism. It is much more gracious than we have &l@red before. So Paul could not have been
concerned about legalism in Judaism, but he ddesgpeatedly about the works of the Law and how
these are not salvific. So what are the works eflthw? For Dunn, they are the items in the Law that
separate Jew from Gentile—circumcision, food laave] keeping the Sabbath being the principal issues,
especially circumcision. These constituted Jewdgmiity markers. How did you know that you were
Jewish in the ancient world? Well, you were circised, you did not eat the same foods that the
Gentiles ate, and you kept the Sabbath. Dunn’s 18etvat Paul was concerned about that. And so what
was Paul concerned about? He was trying to saytibaBentiles should be accepted without having to
keep the Jewish identity markers.
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The last perspective is that of N. T. Wright, whasla much more evangelical approach to it. | have t
tell you that it is just too complex to go into \Yhi at this stage, so | am not going to talk atbout We
have to do other things with this time. But itnggortant that you know Dunn and Sanders.

Now, let me tell you about the problems, in my miwith this. You will certainly not find the
terminology “covenantal nomism” in ancient Judaigmpoint of fact, ancient Jewish people did not
write systematic theologies. That is not how thHeyught, and so when Sanders explains covenantal
nomism, he cannot go to a systematic theologydgt that the covenant comes first and then yoa hav
to stay in the covenant by keeping the Law. What fyad is that some texts in ancient Judaism talk
about the covenant as the gracious work of Godfaemn some texts—I would argue a lot of texts—
talk about the need to keep the Law. Sanders $a§st is the logical order to put these in?” He \Wwbu
say that the gracious texts come first and thestalzbut law-keeping are a response to that.

The problem is that you will not find ancient Jeweuthors talking about that logical order, andiso,
short, | want to question whether this synthesewgolly accurate understanding of what was goimg
in ancient Judaism. There was a tendency to semctid to keep the Law as a requirement for entering
into the world to come. Even in, say, Protestamd, @ertainly in non-Protestant churches todayou y
talk repeatedly about how it is important that \eep these rules and these commandments and so
forth, and you say these things again and agairagath, and you only rarely talk about grace, vduat
the people understand? Keeping the Law. How amaddsal keep the Law. | want to at least hold out
the possibility that something analogous to thad g@ing on in Judaism in the first century. Nowni
oversimplifying greatly. | would have to supporathl am teaching a whole class, a research abass,
this next year with ThM students. However, | ththlat Sanders is oversimplifying to a point of dange
and lack of clarity.

Second, while | would agree with Dunn that Pawadscerned with these Jewish identity markers, it
seems like he is concerned more than that. Hetigisbconcerned that you do not have to keep the
identity markers; he is fundamentally concerned tih@ Law is not what saves. The Law cannot save.
This seems to be part and parcel of the whole aegtiof Galatians and Romans, and certainly thetpoin
is made very clearly in the passage | quoted edrben book of Ephesians—"For by grace you have
been saved”—and so therefore the Law cannot sawés talking about more than just circumcision and
food laws. He is saying that the Law cannot sa\@v he practical concern is that Gentiles do neeha
to be circumcised, but the broader concern isgalation comes by faith. | think we need to emyaeas
that when we approach Paul.

| have covered that too quickly, but it is stillprtant. We will move on now to discussing theobadi
themes in Paul. Here is what | want you to writgonir notes under the heading of theological themes
in Paul: “See Ladd.” Ladd writes well over 100 page this, and | think he does an excellent job of
drawing out the theological themes in Paul.

Now | want to talk about the book of Galatians #melbook of Romans, especially. There is an issue
with regard to the dating of Galatians. | will tbuan a few key points here. Galatians is a lighgsriod
of Pauline scholarship because everyone beliewasttivas written by Paul and because it was very
much a part of the Baur synthesis. Galatians resnany prominent in Pauline studies, and it sholald.
is a very important book. | would say that we neetring in more of Paul than just Galatians, Ihatrée
is at least that. One of the issues has to dotiwéldating and location of Galatians.

If you looked at a map of Asia Minor, there is athern part of Galatia and a southern part of Gal#t
you remember Paul’s first missionary journey, yali member that Paul went to an island called
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Cyprus, then up into southern Galatia, then he daawck out and returned home. That is the first
missionary journey of the apostle Paul. He didmake it up into northern Galatia on that journegeO
of the issues with dating Galatians is which pébalatia it was written to—the northern Galatiams
the southern Galatians. An issue related to thiieiglegree to which Galatians corresponds to ehapt
15 of the book of Acts. | have mentioned Acts Tueber of times. It talks about the Jerusalem
council, where there is ultimately an agreemenuabwcumcision. Gentiles do not have to be
circumcised. Yet in the book of Galatians, Pawascerned about Gentiles not having to be
circumcised, and he does not simply mention, aswauwid think would be possible, that they decided
this back in Jerusalem. On that basis, many evarafjscholars, especially, would date the book of
Galatians to the time in or after Paul’s first nessry journey, before the Jerusalem council. So he
wrote Galatians before Acts 15, in which case istine written to the southern Galatians. In other
words, it must be Paul’s first book, before he wrahything else, because he had not been anywhere
else—Corinth, Ephesus, Philippi. He had not evenlde those places, so Galatians is his first book.

On the other hand, if you hold the view that thelbwas written to the northern Galatians, then g
inevitably saying that the book was written to tlwethern Galatian church after the Jerusalem caunci
am simplifying somewhat; you could still hold thne was writing to the southern Galatians somewhat
later in his ministry, but usually if somebody ment the “southern Galatian theory,” they are sgyin
that the book was written to the southern Galatisisre Acts 15. That provides a means of
synthesizing Acts 15 with Galatians. In GalatidPaul has to get really harsh on the issue of
circumcision, because it had not yet been offigidcided by the church. Then it was officially died
by the church, and although it cropped up agaiaunl’'s ministry, it did not crop up with the same
fervor in his other letters. So one possibilitygagdate and locate Galatians in south Galatia poior
Paul’s ministry to the other churches and priathi Acts council.

| am going to leave the question of the prevaifigpose of Galatians and just move to Romans fibr ha
a second, because | want to illustrate basicaleytbimg by looking at Romans. It is the dangersiirag
the question, “What ithe purpose of the book?” It is a dangerous questi@aulse of the word “the”

and because of the singular nature of the wordppse.” What ighe purpose of the book?

There have been a lot of debates over the lastredngtars over the purpose of the book of Romans.
Basically, over the last hundred years, this issthié that has occurred. Chapters 1 through 5 are
principally about salvation, especially justifi@ati So, coming out of the Protestant Reformatidmatw
do people say the book of Romans is about? Jwtdit by faith alone. What is the key section & th
book of Romans? Chapters 1 through 5. As we mavedhe twentieth century, people started saying,
“You know, Paul did not stop with chapter 5, scaclg he was concerned about something else.” Some
people suggested that he was really concerned #iemtunderstanding justification by faith alonet b
then living out a life that brings glory to Chrisspecially by dying to sin and being a slave afisth

That is Romans 6, especially 6 through 8. So ghathat Romans is about. But still, that stops short
mean, we are only halfway through the book of Raratrthat point. Some people, especially those
coming out of the discussion of Judaism (which aliagpart because of the Holocaust), have said, “No
what really matters is chapters 9 through 11,” heedaul is trying to wrestle through why it istthat

all of Israel will be saved. Well, he says thatlsthel will be saved, but why it is that not every
individual in Israel seems to be following the Lawaljowing Christ. Paul is concerned about whysit i
that Jewish people are not flocking to Christ—ckep® through 11. Finally, some people have most
recently argued, “No, what he is really interestets the end of the book,” where he is talking @tbihe
relationships between Jew and Gentile. He is tryangring a sense of the unity of Jew and Gentile i
the church. One last option is that what he wallyratter was a ticket to Spain, because if youwno
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the end of the book of Romans, what he is talkinguais, essentially, “Here are my plans: | wangdo
into Spain. Please receive me and send me on.”

So what is the purpose of the book of Romans?ddidket to Spain? Is he interested in Jew-Gentile
relationships? Or is it primarily justification bgith? | have a suggestion. It is not new with g, it is
fairly radical suggestion: maybe he is interestedli of that. By trying to ask the question as ‘s
the purpose?” we have unduly constrained the variouggses that he may have had in writing the
book. Be careful when you ask that question, anchbeh more inductive: let Paul tell you what his
purposes are in terms of what he covers.

What | have basically argued up to now is thatehem diversity within Paul, and the diversity @sm
because each letter is written to a particularessuset of issues that are going on in the chiach
whom he is writing. Thus, it is very important théten you read the book of Ephesians, or let us say
Philippians, that you understand why he wrote thekias a whole before you try to interpret each and
every passage in the book. Therefore, | want ydantw the diversity of occasions—the things that
have called forth the books—and therefore the warmurposes for which these were written. | want
you to understand the diversity of the lettershef apostle Paul.

There is one thing | want to do in the last few mt@s. | want to try to bring this course togetimealbout
five or six minutes. We have covered a whole rasfgepics, and again, as | mentioned the very first
day of class, | am assuming that you have readllédve Testament before many, many times so that you
know, in general, the contents of the New Testanepbu do not, this was the wrong course. This is
not a content course. Really what have tried tsdo frame the ways that we approach Scripture. |
want you to approach Scripture certainly interesteddividual interpretations of passages and with
some confidence that you can do that—even in bfjlypur preunderstanding. Do you remember some
of the hermeneutical issues that we talked aboot®eder, | especially also want to help you frame
Scripture in two major ways: in terms of the higttrat we find in Scripture and in terms of the
theology that we find in Scripture. So | have répddnere some of the course objectives, and you can
see that these were some of the purposes andidwats had here.

| want to end with two concluding questions: Whytignportant to study the New Testament through
the lens of history? Well, first of all, becauseutrports to discuss history. The book of Actssadkout
the history of the church. The Gospels talk abbatlistory of Jesus the Messiah. Paul talks to
particular historical circumstances: when he igingito the people in Corinth, he is interestethia
issues of the people in Corinth. They are histbigsaies, and so we need to see that he has wiatten
historical events. Another reason, aside from #ue that they purport to be historical books, &t ih
the history is untrue then our faith is uselesatT$ Paul's argument in 1 Corinthians 15 with rega
the resurrection. If the resurrection is not a,thistorical event, then we are wasting our tinuglging
these things. We need to understand it as repiegartl history. Another reason that you need to
understand the New Testament through the lensstidryiis that it then allows us to interpret Saript
correctly.

You will remember my diagram about the author deaudience and the background in which they
wrote and the Old Testament, which they drew onthadeachings of Jesus that they drew on
explicitly. All of this is under the inspiration ¢fie Holy Spirit. Of course, we then apply thisitotoday

in our own cultural framework. We need first of tllunderstand the New Testament historically in
terms of the questions that were being framedertithe of Paul and Jesus. When Paul addresses the
issue of circumcision, it is because it was a igale in the first century. When Paul, at the \a1g of

the book of Ephesians, talks about relationship&éden husbands and wives, fathers and children, and
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slaves and masters, there is a reason that thiogs thre all in place. It is because in the anaes,

in the ancient house, you had husbands and wiateers and children, and you had slaves in theeghous
We need to understand all of that in terms ofiitg-Century referent. For us, slavery was a herib
socioeconomic thing that had to do with the markegy but in the ancient world it was a widely
accepted way of conducting your household, ancosionged to understand Ephesians from that lens
and judge it on those bases and understand whatsaging on those bases. When he talks, in the
beginning of the book of Ephesians, about the mtadag hand of God, we need to understand that
when he brings up predestination, he is bringingitn a context where, remember, the Pharisees and
the Sadducees and the Essenes all disagreed ossties It was a live issue within Judaism. It was

live issue within Greco-Roman contexts, becausétbes disagreed with the Epicureans on this. When
we understand it in that framework, then we armgyo see what Paul says about predestinatiorirwith
his first-century context instead of immediatelyplmg it to the twenty-first century. So anotheason
we need to understand the New Testament througlertiseof history is that it helps us interpret it
correctly.

So here are some rationales for seeing the Nevahesit books through the lens of history: firstlgf a
they are historical books, and they purport to repistory; second, if that history is false, thar faith
is useless; third, in order to interpret them atliye we need to understand the historical isshasthey
themselves are addressing before we apply it tgpadicular contexts today. Those are at leasethre
reasons.

The next question is “Why is it important to engagéhe activity of New Testament theology?”
Because in seeing the diversity of emphases idiffexrent authors, we can expand our horizons
theologically. Also, because in seeing the synthasd the unity that is in the New Testament, we ca
understand what the church fundamentally needar®about in terms of its theology. So the divgrsit
of emphases adds to our sense of the theologyedfi¢ghv Testament, and then we can synthesize it and
come back to kind of a sense of the core of thgolog

Then there is a third reason, which is that if néuictively approach the New Testament and ask, tWha
are the theological purposes going on here?” thenewognize that there might be areas where our own
theology is lacking. | made this point several weago when | talked about the resurrection and inow
most Western systematic theologies, the resurredfidesus gets just a handful of pages, and yetst
obviously much more important than that in the Nieagtament itself. If we approach it inductively,
instead of taking our systematic theology and atagyproaching the New Testament as proof-texts for
the theology we already have, if we go to the Nestdment itself and allow the theology that it
presents to bubble to the surface, we will find @wn systematic theology confirmed but also
expanded. That is what | would suggest as ano#lerth doing New Testament theology. So there are
at least three reasons: the diversity helps ustesiheology more, the synthesis helps us dewelop

core, and by inductively approaching the New Testaimwe can again test our own systematic
syntheses that we have been working with for hutsloé years.

Now as an approach to that, the very end of tisisde is basically to say that if you look at thessrin
New Testament writers, you will see a diversityeonfphases. You will see that some works will
emphasize, as Paul does, the justification thatesoinom the cross. If you approach the Gospels
themselves, they will talk of the cross and Jebimdd poured out to create a covenant, so it isiehm
more covenantal discussion. If you look at the @bspJohn, one of the things that comes out of the
Gospel of John is that Jesus’ glory is when Hétesd up. His very suffering on the cross is gltoy
Jesus, and through that He draws all men to HimSelfyou see these kinds of different emphases that
occur. Obviously, they all cohere very well, butytare different emphases. If you approach the lodok
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Hebrews, you see that Jesus becomes the High Rhegpresents Himself as an offering. That is
another picture of the cross, and of course, yme Istudied 1 Peter and some of the diversity there.

However, while we can see distinct emphases, walsansee synthesis across the variety of New
Testament authors that we can synthesize at thd ghae you four propositions. The first is thassdis’
death produces salvation. That is given a variéfigares throughout the New Testament, whethey it
the priest presenting himself as an offering in té@ls or justification as in Paul, etc., but it Isadvific
importance. It provides an example to us. Mostaf lave seen very well in 1 Peter that the sufferin
of Jesus on the cross provides us an examplefersig, so that we as Christians are willing to @ned
suffering. Therefore, the cross has exemplary ftwaes, and you see that as well in Jesus whemlke t
in Mark 10:45. The sense is that Christians shaoldexalt themselves over others but should be
humble, because “...even the Son of Man did not clante served, but to serve, and to give his life as
a ransom for many.” So His death serves as an dedopothers. Jesus’ death is inseparable from His
resurrection, and it is also inseparable from Hispn. He is the Son of God who came to die. He is
God incarnate who came to die, and that is whyddegh is particularly important.

What | am trying to illustrate there, although Vaalone it very briefly, is that there is a divergind

yet there is a synthetic unity to the New Testanmetérms of theology. That is what we should expec
when we study the New Testament from a theologiealpoint. That was quick, but there is some
sense of where | wanted us to go: that you nesdeédhe New Testament through the lens of history
and that you also need to understand the New Tesitaas theological, with the distinct emphases of
the different authors and yet the ultimate synth#sat comes throughout. If you have that, that is
basically really what | wanted you to get out c# ttourse.
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