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Oschwald Introductiontc \l1 "
>> DR. JEFF OSCHWALD: Hello, I am Dr. Jeffrey A. Oschwald, a member of the Exegetical Department of the faculty here at Concordia Seminary in St. Louis, Missouri.  I will be one of your lecturers for this course in New Testament Introduction.  

And let me tell you right from the outset how privileged and honored I feel to be a member of this class with you.  

My own studies in New Testament stretch back to my undergraduate days when I began study at St. John's College in Winfield, Kansas.  I focused largely on the Biblical Languages, and continued with that when I went to Concordia College in Ann Arbor, Michigan.  
From there, my path took me to Concordia Theological Seminary in Fort Wayne, Indiana, where I finished my MDiv.  

Still wanting to do more research in the field of Biblical Interpretation, especially in the area of its early history, I applied to do a doctoral degree at the University of Notre Dame.  And during the course of those years studying at Notre Dame, I also served as a parish pastor for a period of about three years. 

When it came time to look for a new position after the completion of that degree, I was asked by our own LCMS World Mission to serve as a professor on the faculty of China Lutheran Seminary in *Shin Ju, Taiwan.  There I was, for most of the period, the New Testament Department, and taught a wide range of courses. 
It was an extremely enriching experience for me.  
Since the summer of 2003, I've been serving here on the faculty in St. Louis.  I'm very eager to begin this course of New Testament Introduction.  It's always been a fascinating subject for me to ask questions about the dates, and writing -- the dates of writings, the purposes of authors, the various situations that lead to the production of our New Testament scriptures.  
This study also includes a lot of fascinating background material, from the situation of the people of Israel at this time, the impact of living in an empire controlled from Rome, the influences of Greek Culture, and the mixture of Oriental and Western influences.  All of these questions I find extremely fascinating.  
So I'm very eager to begin, and I'm happy to be able to share this time with you. 
Scaer Introductiontc \l1 "
>> DR. PETER SCAER:  Hello.  I'm Dr. Peter Scaer, and I would like to welcome you to our class on the New Testament.
First, a word about myself. Currently, I teach at Concordia Theological Seminary in Fort Wayne.  I have a wife by the name of Amy and three children.

My educational background starts with Concordia Lutheran High School, so I'm a product of the system, I suppose.  

I went to Indiana University and studied the classics.  I went to the seminary -- the seminary in Fort Wayne, and then to Notre Dame where I did my dissertation work on the Gospel of Luke, particularly the (Passion Narrative.(
I hope that this course that Professor Oschwald and I will be teaching will be enjoyable for you.  It is at once meant to be academic; that is to say, there will be considerable reading, and the lectures can be at times meaty, weighty.  Others a lot to teach, and others a lot to learn.

At the same time, I hope that you find that they are pastoral; that is to say, that they encourage you in your vocation.  For you should know that as you are studying for the ministry, you are pursuing a noble task.  

I, myself, have some background as a pastor.  I was a pastor in Arcadia, Indiana, at a little church called Emanuel.  And I know very much the strains, and the difficulties, and also the excitement of being a pastor.  And I look forward to the day when you join me as a colleague in the Holy Ministry.  And I pray that this course will be some benefit to you as you pursue that noble goal.  

ADVANCE \d12Question 1tc \l1 "
>> DAVID:  Dr. Oschwald and Dr. Scaer, I'm excited to take this class.  My name is David.  May I start with a question about Judaism?  

Judaism reaches way back into the Old Testament and is much older than Christianity.  Is it correct, therefore, to say that Christianity grew out of or developed from Judaism?  

>> DR. JEFF OSCHWALD: The more I teach New Testament Introduction, David, the more convinced I become that the question you've just raised is crucial to the entire enterprise of New Testament Introduction; that is, of reconstructing the political, social, and religious background of the New Testament and its time.  

This is a very important question, and I'm glad that we have the opportunity to talk about it here at the very beginning of our course.

The answer to your question, however, is no.  And I realize this is going to take some explaining.  

Let me begin by sharing with you some excerpts from one of my favorite reference books for New Testament background material.  Listen to these short quotations.  It would ( 

ADVANCE \d12Question 2tc \l1 "
>> NICK:  Hello, Professors.  I'm Nick.  David is right.  I think we're all excited to take this class.  I hope you can help us understand something.  
Jesus had many confrontations with the Pharisees who did not believe in his teachings.  Were there other Pharisees who did believe?  The book of Acts seems to suggest so.  Who were these Pharisees, and why do we see differing pictures of them in the New Testament?  

>> DR. JEFF OSCHWALD:  What a wonderfully multi-facetted question.  


Now, the passage from Acts that you have in mind must be Acts 15, Verse 5.  There we read that some from the party of the Pharisees had become believers.  

We might think at first glance that this means that they were former believers.  But the very same kind of construction with *a paw as a preposition is used by Luke also in Acts Chapter 12, Verse 1.  There Luke speaks of some from the church, and he certainly does not mean there former Christians.  

So there were Pharisees who that could be described by Luke as believers, and greeted by Peter at the Council in Jerusalem as brothers.

At the same time, these Christian Pharisees were the very group within the church that wanted to require circumcision and Torah obedience of gentile as well as Jewish believers.

Well, let's review what we know of the Pharisees from Biblical and extra-Biblical sources, and then ask ourselves how the situation in Acts 15 could have possibly come about.

When the people returned to Judea after the exile, there were certainly certain Godly people who banded themselves together in order to encourage one another in the study and the practice of the sacred law in the midst of what they saw as general moral and religious decline.

These Godly people were noted for their faithfulness and came to be referred to as the Hassidian, the pious or Godly ones, the people who were active in showing forth the loving kindness of God.  In the books of the Maccabbees, they're referred to as the Hassidians.  

The passionate devotion of these pious faithful ones would lead them to accept a martyr's death, and -- would lead some to accept a martyr's death, and would lead others to fight as soldiers in the armies of the Maccabbees.

Eventually, some of this group would even become outraged with the Hasmonean kings who took upon themselves the role of high priest.

This part of the group left and formed a separate community in the desert, the Community at Komran.  And they would no longer recognize the high priest in Jerusalem as the true high priest, nor would they worship in the Jerusalem Temple.

Other Hassidians, however, remained a part of Jewish society.  Although they fell from favor with the rulers, they continued to play an important role among the people.  


They urged the people to be faithful in their keeping of the law.  

In order to help them do that, they devoted themselves to interpreting the law in a way that would allow them to apply it to the everyday lives of the people.

Although this group did not cut themselves off completely from society and move to the wilderness, they did keep themselves separate from things that might cause ritual or moral impurity.

The most commonly-held understanding, in fact, of the origin of the word (Pharisee( is that it comes from the Aramaic word that means separate.  

A later rabbinical writer explained Leviticus 19, Verse 2, in a way that could stand as the central teaching of the phariseeic way of life.  (You shall, therefore, be holy, for I, the Lord your God, am holy.  As I am separate, so you must be separate.(  And the word for (separate( there comes from the Hebrew root (parash.(
Now, Ferguson describes the program of the Pharisees in this way,  (The twin pillars of the phariseeic system were Torah and tradition.  The Pharisees felt that the Torah had been given to all Israel, not just to the priests, and, therefore, was open to all who were competent to interpret it.(
Here the scribes came in.  They were not identical with the Pharisees, but there is go reason why scribes and Pharisees appear together so frequently in the gospels.  The scribes were the official scholars of the Torah.  Most of the scribes accepted the principles of the Pharisees, and the Pharisees followed the teachings derived from scribal interpretations.  


The concern for ritual purity, perhaps alluded to by their very name, was manifested in a great concern for proper food preparation, for observance of agricultural laws, and in meticulous tithing.  

I find it interesting that Ferguson also describes the picture we are given of the Pharisees in the New Testament and in the early rabbinic writings as essentially a table fellowship who kept the same laws of ritual purity and so might eat together.  Little wonder that Jesus' table fellowship practices should scandalize them.  

As I mentioned before, the Pharisees fell in and out of favor with a variety of rulers in the history of their group.  Eventually in the second century of our era, Rome would finally recognize this group as the proper governing body for the life of the Jewish people.  

The stereotype of the Pharisee as the quintessential hypocrite certainly does not correspond with late-antique evaluations of this group of lay scholars, scholars of the Torah, and of the tragedies of the elders.

Josephus numbers the membership of the group at about 6,000 during the New Testament period, and he says that they had more influence with the common people than any other group.  

As Everett Ferguson points out, although the Pharisees are often Jesus' adversaries, not every contact that Jesus has with them is hostile.  Think, for instance, of the conversation with the scribe, very likely a Pharisee, in Mark, Chapter 12, Verse 28 to 34.

Ferguson Continues, (Pharisee was not synonymous with hypocrite.  Any way of life based on authoritative teaching or law has a tendency to hypocrisy, and no doubt there were hypocrites among the Pharisees.  Yet just as Epicurus was not an Epicurean, the Pharisees were not pharisaical.  

If you disagree with Ferguson's principle, you must have never heard someone say in a very sarcastic tone, (That's very Christian of you.(
Now, please pardon me and allow me to digress for just a moment.  There are certain New Testament passages that are doubtlessly heard wrongly and misunderstood by our members today precisely because of this equation of phariseeism with hypocrisy.  

The parable of the Pharisee and the tax collector is one of the best examples.  The original hearers of this parable would not have booed and hissed as the Pharisee entered the scene.  They would not have chuckled to themselves privately waiting for the Pharisee to fail.  They would have expected the Pharisee to present them with a proper model of piety and devotion.  

The conclusion of the parable with the tax collector going home forgiven would not only have been unexpected to Jesus' first hearers, it would have been unimaginable.

The modern preacher of this parable has to be very creative in finding ways to restore to the parable its original force.  Although Jesus and the Pharisees often disagreed on how the Torah should be interpreted, they all -- that is both Jesus and the Pharisees -- upheld the Torah.

In his Exposition of Acts 15, Verse 5, F.F. Bruce suggests that a Pharisee could become Christian without relinquishing his distinctive beliefs.  At the same time, as we've already seen, these Pharisees would have to continue their training, their catechesis in the Christian faith, by learning to do *Exo-Jesus the way Jesus did it and the way that Paul was doing it.  

That, in fact, is one way of understanding what's happening in Acts Chapter 15.

These new Christian Pharisees are continuing their education in the Christian way of reading the scriptures.

Why do we have such differing pictures of the Pharisees in the New Testament?  Probably because this group was just as diverse as any other religious fellowship of the time.  

There were hypocrites, and there were very sincere followers of the Torah of God.  There were calm thinkers like *Emilio, and hot-blooded zealots like the young Saul.  And like all believers, when Pharisees came to faith in Jesus, they continued to struggle with questions concerning what we would call law and gospel.

ADVANCE \d12Question 3tc \l1 "
>> NICK:  Dr. Oschwald, we read in the New Testament about Jesus not only encountering Pharisees, but also Sadducees.  How were the Sadducees different from the Pharisees?  

>> DR. JEFF OSCHWALD: Nick, the etymology of the name Sadducee is even less certain than that of Pharisee, but many would connect the name with Zadok the high priest under King David, or perhaps with some later person named Zadok.  

In many ways the Sadducees seemed to be exactly what the Pharisees were not.  Many of the Sadducees were wealthy priests or even Jerusalem aristocracy.  They were, during the New Testament period, on friendly terms with Rome.  They had learned how to live with Helenism.  Some, in fact, even embraced it.  And they rejected the Pharisees' innovative kind of piety.  

The center of their power and influence was the temple in Jerusalem.  When it was destroyed one could almost say that not one stone of the Sadducees' way of life was left upon another.

The Sadducees' influence began to wane almost before the dust had settled.  After AD 70, they ceased to exert any real influence in Jewish religious life.  The Sadducees are also known more for what they did not believe than for what they did, and this may, in part, be due to the fact that they are known to us only from the literature of their opponents, the Pharisees and the Christians.

The Sadducees did not accept the oral traditions to which the Pharisees constantly appealed.  In fact, the *Pintituc was their only source of norm and doctrine.  

The other chief Sadduceean negative that comes to mind from the New Testament is their denial of the resurrection.  This denial, which  distinguished them from both Pharisees and Christians, plays a role in two New Testament passages, first of all Matthew 22 and its parallels in the other synoptic gospels, and, again, in Acts 23.  And it is interesting to note that when our Lord answers the question of the Sadducees about the resurrection, he does so with a passage from the *Pintituc, a passage they would have considered authoritative.

In the end, it's hard not to agree with Ferguson that the heart of the Sadducees' problem was a temporal concern that gave inadequate, if any, attention to the spiritual side of human existence.

ADVANCE \d12Question 4tc \l1 "
>> JOSHUA:  Thank you for telling us about the Sadducees and the Pharisees.  I am curious about the religious life of the common people of Israel during the time of Jesus and the Apostles.  Will you please describe it to us?  And what implications does this have for my ministry among the people of my congregation?  By the way, my name is Joshua.  

>> DR. JEFF OSCHWALD: It seems best, Joshua, to respond in two parts, with one part looking at the religious life of the non-Christian people, and with the second part looking at the religious life of the Christians, those who heard and believed the word of Jesus and the Apostles.  In an earlier question I urged you to be careful about using the term Judaism to describe the religious life of the people of this time.  My reason was that too often we simply fill that term with our experience and knowledge of 21st Century Judaism.  The word is often used, however, simply to express the religion of the Jews no matter what shape that might take.  Paul would not have used the word in that way, but many scholars today do, and, in fact, you will hear me using the word in that way from time to time. 

Though without considering the question in terms of a response to the gospel, let's ask what we know about the religious life of people like Joseph and Mary before the enunciation of Simeon, or Anna, or of Peter and James and Paul before they became Apostles of Christ, Jesus.

We must begin by saying that what we know is precious little compared with what we wish we knew.  Everett Ferguson's background of early Christianity does provide a good summary of what we do know.  And I think that you will agree with me that when you see daily devotions in the table of contents you know that you've come to the right place.  

In fact, let's ask Ferguson to get our discussion going.  His opening paragraph in the section (Beliefs and Practices of Judaism( will do just that.  Ferguson writes, at any given time, it would be possible to find Jews believing almost anything and everything.  And this is especially true at the beginning of the Christian era.  To list the elements of Jewish orthodoxy is an all by impossible task.  It could evening argued that Judaism was more a matter of *orthpoxy than orthodoxy.  Jews were not different from their Greek and Roman names in defining religion in terms of action, and not belief.  One of the quotations of the scribes was attributed to Simeon the just by three things the world is sustained:  By the study of the law, by worship, and by deeds of charity.
All three were necessary to make the religious life complete.  Judaism has traditionally emphasized ethical principles more than beliefs.  Moreover, when identified a Jew religiously not ethnically in the ancient world by his observance of male circumcision as the seal of belonging to the people, the Sabbath rest, and the other religious holy days.  Nevertheless, certain fundamental convictions and attitudes were quite general among the Jews, even among many who were not practicing Jews.  Most common were belief in the one God the God of Israel, the special status of Israel, the chosen, and separate people, and the Torah, the law given by the one God to his chosen people and read regularly in the synagogue assemblies.  
Ferguson mentions three fundamental convictions of the Jewish people, and he begins with belief in the one God.  Now, this does not surprise us, for we, too, claim the Old Testament history as our history.  We know how significant this faith was for Israel, and we also know how often Israel proved unfaithful in their love and trust of this one, true God.  Turning to the Gods of their neighbors.  Furthermore, we know the calamities Israel suffered because of this unfaithfulness.  

The daily recitation of the *Shamah, Deuteronomy 6 verse 4 unfaithfulness -- God the Lord is one should have daily called Israel back to the fear, love, and trust of the one true God, Israel's creator and redeemer.  

Secondly, the people's conviction that they were (the chosen people( had not been erased or even weakened by the exile.  In fact, in some ways it was just the opposite.  Following the exile, a clear end to the New Testament period, there was continued great emphasis placed on the facets of Jewish life that defined them and set them apart.  Sabbath observance, circumcision and the like.

Unfortunately, their understanding of their role as the chosen people was not always one based on scripture.  There are places where it is suggested that God chose Israel because of the merit of the fathers, like Abraham.

In some places, it is even said that Israel chose to be the chosen people.  This unbiblical view of what it means to be the chosen people also lead to a false sense of security.  Israel, it was said, would never see the inside of Gahanna.

As the third major conviction, Ferguson mentions Torah tradition and scripture.  We don't need to say much here, for this is a theme very familiar to us from our reading of the New Testament.  God's greatest gift to his people was the revealed Torah.  It was both grace and duty.  It was to be kept, but it was, above all, a gift and a privilege.  

The Pharisees had the conviction that there was no problem for which the law did not have an answer.  Although finding that answer may require great scholarship and effort turn it over and over again, the fathers had said of the law, for everything is in it.  

We should also mention here the concept of the oral law.  The Jewish fathers taught that Moses had received the oral law at Sinai as well as the written.  The oral law had been passed down to Joshua, and then to the elders, and then to the Prophets, and then to the men of the great synagogue.  a succession of scholars from the 6th to the third centuries BC.  The oral law was seen as a fence or hedge around the written law.  If you never broke the oral law, you would never even be in danger of breaking the written law.

In addition to these three fundamental convictions, the calendar also gave structure to the religious life of the average person.  Most of the main festivals of the calendar are familiar to us from their celebration in the Old Testament and in the gospels.  But it never hurts to go back and review them.  Of these festivals play very important roles in the New Testament proclamation.  Days like Passover and Pentecost have shaped the way that we look at Christ and the way that we understand ourselves as the New Testament Israel. 

We've mentioned Sabbath observance, but it deserves additional comment here.  The 7-day pattern was certainly fundamental to the religious life of the people.  And it's interesting to note in passing that this is one pattern that has no basis in nature.  And like the month or the year, the week a pattern that has to be established by artificial means, and the Sabbath was established by God.

By the time of the New Testament period, the Sabbath day was not only a day of rest but it was also the day of the chief synagogue service.  It was also a day for friends and family to have a common meal together.  And, yes, I told you it would come to daily devotions.  The faithful Jew recited the *Shamah daily at home as well as in the weekly synagogue service.  In addition to this verse from Deuteronomy, Chapter 6, Deuteronomy 11, 3-21 and numbers 15, 36-41, were to be recited daily at home.  Prayer was said either twice or three times day.  And the table fellowship of the openly was also regarded as having religious significance.
Meals, Ferguson explains, were set in a religious context, a context of purification and the blessing of the creator.  Hands were washed, bread was blessed and broken, and the meal was eaten followed by a thanks giving at the close.  If wine was served, it received a separate blessing.  

Well, let me close this section by adding a few comments about the place of the synagogue in the life of the ordinary person.  The three great pilgrim festivals of the Jewish year, Passover, Festival of Weeks, or Pentecost, and Tabernacles were a time when Jews would travel from Palestine and the *Diaspora.  But the law was not understood as requiring every person to go to the temple three times every year.  Those who lived at some great distance from Jerusalem hoped they might be able to make it to Jerusalem at least once during their lifetime.

The synagogue, on the other hand, was very close and claimed -- came to play a community role that went far beyond worship facility.  Howard Key has remarked (no institution was more important in transmitting knowledge of the Torah, and in nurturing deep reverence for it than the synagogue.( 

In addition to the place where the worship service was held, the synagogue served community as schoolhouse, place of prayer, meeting house, and the house of judgment, or the court of law.  The synagogue was the center of the community, religious, and social life.  The poor and needy went to the synagogue for food.  Poor girls would even find help there in acquiring a dowry.  And the synagogue served as a Inn for travelers.  No wonder so many events in the New Testament take place in or in close proximity to the synagogue.

Now, we obviously don't have to begin from scratch to speak about the religious life of the growing Christian community.  For them, the gospel had brought only a fuller and truer expression of their previous religious life.  Old ways were not abandoned if they were good ways.  

Remember that Peter and John continue to go to the temple even after the resurrection.  With regard to the three fundamental convictions, to the extent that these were Biblical, they remain fundamental to the Christian community.  

The belief in one God was not abandoned.  In fact, it was refined, even clarified now that this one God had revealed himself, had shown his face in the face of his son.  

Notice how Paul understand the *Shamah in light of this revelation.  The Lord our God, the Lord is one now becomes, (For us there is one God, the father, from whom are all things and for whom we exist, and one Lord, Jesus Christ through whom are all things, and through whom we exist.( 

There is also no loss of the concept that God is faithful to his covenant and will deliver Israel even though that Israel is also now defined by its relationship to Jesus.  Notice the importance to Peter and the other 10 Apostles in Acts, Chapter 1, to find a replacement for Judas and restore their number to 12.  A whole host of passages come to mind from Paul and Peter and others that continue to speak of the New Testament church as the Israel of God.  Perhaps the greatest struggle was the refinement and reformation that had to take place in the early Christian community regard to the law.  And here we see, first, our Lord, himself, and then his servant Paul struggle to bring the people to a knowledge of the truth and to the obedience of faith.  
Acts also gives us a picture, as do scattered details from the letters of the worship and community life of these people.  The sharing of possessions to meet the needs of all, the maintenance of good order through established offices of leadership, and, above all, faithfulness to the word and to prayer all show that this group followed the general contours of their religious life while they were still waiting for the Savior to be revealed.  

Of course, significant new things had been added.  Baptism and the Lord's supper in particular, and slowly the entire calendar, the yearly rhythm of life modified to correspond to the way that in Christ all things had been made new.  

You also asked, Joshua, what implications does this have for my ministry among the people of my congregation?  First of all, I think that we can learn some important lessons from seeing the way that the New Testament Israel continued while also adapting the religious practices that had been part of their life even before they had to come to hear and believe the gospel.  They did not abandoned the fundamental convictions, beliefs that had already been established in God's word.  

And, yet, these convictions were now read in a new way light of the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ.  They continued in patterns that built communities, but built community in Christ for service, and for the proclamation of the gospel.  We, that is our congregations today, just like the New Testament church stand in this long line of I will Cal heritage, -- Biblical heritage, and we, too, would do well without abandoning our convictions see if we can transform and adapt these religious practices, this religious life of ours, as the community of Christ here today,  hour we can transform that to be a true and valid expression of the fact that we, too, are the chosen people, the people who believe in the one true God the people who have been given his word to form our lives and to redeem the world.

ADVANCE \d12Question 5tc \l1 "
>> JOHSUA:  Professor Oschwald, how might a Jewish person living in Jerusalem in the early part of the 1st century have thought of the Messiah?  How does my understanding of the answer to this question impact my preaching?  And do the people of today have lingering misconceptions of the Messiah?  

>> DR. JEFF OSCHWALD: You've asked a very excellent and very important question Joshua.  Let's look at each part of your question in the order in which you asked it.
How might a Jewish person living in Jerusalem in the early part of the 1st Century of our era thought of the Messiah?  

To answer this question, we first have to ask what sources we have that can provide this kind of information.  That is to say, what sources would have shaped the messianic conceptions of a Jewish person living in Jerusalem at that time.  messianic.  In varying degrees we can go to the New Testament, the Qumran Scrolls -- we can appeal to the Old Testament itself, of course.  The pseudepigraphical material, the Qumran Scrolls, and the early rabbinic writing.

It seems safe to assume, but, of course, still with caution, and the early rabbinicite would have been most familiar with the Old Testament.  Yet, though the Old Testament has a lot to say about the messianic age, it does not go into great detail with regard to the person of the Messiah.  At least it doesn't do so using that particular title.  

There is a sense of the Lord's anointed both in terms of historical figures in the Old Testament narrative, and of the anointed one par excellence, the one who would be God's chosen instrument in the deliverance of his people.  Donald Guthrie summarizes the material from the inter-testamental period from which most of the pseudepigraphical literature comes in this way.  During the inter-testamental period, the meaning of the term underwent some modifications in which the technical sense of the Lord's anointed one becomes dominant.  The hope of the coming Messiah took many different forms, but the predominant one was the idea of the Davidic King who would establish an earthly kingdom for the people of Israel, and would banish Israel's enemies.  The Messiah was to and political agent, but with a religious bias.

The concept was a curious mixture of nationalistic and spiritual hopes.  Scholars are still working on a complete understanding of the Qumran material, but the general consensus that is emerge something that the Qumran literature attests to an expectation for two Messiahs, a Messiah of Aaron, and a Messiah of Israel.  Now, it's difficult to determine what sort of impact these writings might have had on those people outside the membership of the Qumran community, Qumran community. It is a good reminder there was in the 1st Century a great deal of diversity when it came to views of the Messiah.

We have very little to go on in establishing the messianic views of the rabbi before AD 70.  And the material that we do possess there is no evidence that the Rabbis used the term at all, and neither do we find Josephus ever speaking of a Messiah.  In the case of Josephus, that's not surprising, considering his purpose in his writings.  

In the mind of the 1st Century man on the Jerusalem street, we can say that there was probably a clear idea of a coming Messiah, perhaps even a certain expectation.  But that his understanding of the origin and character of this coming anointed one was not so clear.  

Guthrie makes the following helpful point, and I encourage you to keep this in mind you read the Gospels.  Different groups tended to visualize a Messiah that would be good to their tenants.  Priestly groups like the Qumran in priestly groups,  nationalist groups in political terms.  

In determining the approach of Jesus to the term Messiah, we must bear in mind that he would be concerned with the most popular understanding of the term, and there is little-we must -- opinion gleaned heavily toward hope of a coming political leader who would deliver the Jewish people from the oppressive Roman yoke.

When seen against this prevalent notion, it is understandable why Jesus avoided the term.  

Ferguson's summary paragraph is also helpful and ends on a more positive note.  1st Century Judaism, therefore, presented a variety of expectations about an age to come.  Where a particular agent figured in this expectation there was no carefully defined view of him, and Messiah was not a particularly common designation.

Where he appeared, Jews thought more in terms of days of the Messiah rather than giving central to his functions or person. He was part of the furniture rather than the divisive factor.  From a Christian perspective, the Jews had expectations that might be called messianic, but Messiah was not the central category that it was for Christians.

When Jesus was recognized as the Messiah, the person of Jesus, himself, filled the term with the content it has come to have.  

I think we can respond to the second and third parts of your question at the same time.  If a person like Simeon with a clear conception of his coming Savior was an exception in 1st Century Judaism, I think that it's safe to assume that such a person would be an exception in 21st Century America.  

In other words, we need to guard ourselves carefully against the misconception that those who hear us preach already have a clear understanding of a term like Messiah, and a clear understanding of the person and work of our Messiah, Jesus.

And I'm not simply urging you to remind your hearers that Messiah and Christ really have the same meaning, that both mean anointed one.  It must go much deeper than that toward exploring with your members the Biblical view of what the Messiah must accomplish as the son of man as the suffering servant, as the beloved son.

And of seeing the implications of all of these things for the person and work of Christ.  Just as 1st Century groups tended to shape the Messiah into a form that was conducive to their own tenentes, 21st Century people, believers and unbelievers alike, continued to shape their concept of Messiah to fit with their own thinking, and then to judge Jesus according to whether or not he fits this concept of their own creation.

Does the Messiah just take care of my spiritual problems?  Or does he also bring deliverance from poverty, illness, hatred, loneliness and frustration?  Is his purpose to establish a messianic realm and age for us so that everything will go well for us, and we will be the recipients of unimagined blessings?  

We may not always use the religious language of 1st Century Palestine, but I think that you can see that we're still troubled by similar misconceptions. 

What is the pastor and preacher to do then?  Well, I think that Ferguson has given us our best pointer.  If the person and work of Jesus Christ final gave concrete or better incarnate meaning to this term, then our best hope of addressing current misconceptions is to constantly point people back to Jesus, the Christ.  The better that we understand his person and his work the fewer problems we will have in recognizing our Messiah, and in understanding all that he has done for us.

ADVANCE \d12Question 6tc \l1 "
>> PAUL:  Professors, my name is Paul.  I keep coming across the terms Hellenism and Hellenistic.  Do these terms refer to a particular culture, to a particular history, or something else?  How does a pastor's awareness of Hellenism enrich his understanding of the New Testament?  
>> DR. JEFF OSCHWALD: Well, we could, of course, begin with a simple check of the dictionary to see how these terms are defined.  And there we would probably find something like Hellenism, ancient Greek character, ideas, or civilization, or too, the assimilation of Greek speech, ideas, and culture as by the Romans or the Jews of the *Diaspora.  For Hellenistic Age we would probably find a definition, the period that began with the conquests of Alexander the Great and ended 300 years later.  Characterized by the spread of Greek language and culture throughout the near east.

In his classic study, Hellenistic civilization, W.W. Tarn admits knowing exactly how these terms are used is not quite so simple.  And I think that gets to the heart of your question, Paul.  

Tarn says that some authors use Hellenism to designate a new culture made up of Greek and eastern or Oriental elements.  Others use the term to designate the extension of Greek culture to Orientals, people living in the near east.  

Still, others use Hellenism to designate the continuation of that pure line of older Greek civilization.  And finally, some use the term to denote a civilization modified by these new conditions.  

Tarn concludes that all of these theories contain a truth, but that none of them represents the whole truth.  In the study of the civilization of this period, then, Hellenism becomes a convenient label for the civilization of the three centuries during which Greek culture radiated far from the homeland.  

No general definition will cover all of the phenomena that need to be taken into consideration as we look closer at these background centuries to the New Testament period.  

Although we really could properly divide this Hellenistic Age into two different periods, a beginning creative, or flourishing phase, and then a later phase when that creative impulse seems to have been exhausted.  There are certain features of the age that are true throughout.

Let me briefly summarize Tarn's description in this age, Tarn notes that the idea urges of inhabited world as a whole.  A world that is the common possession of civilized men.  For the use of this world there was developed a form of Greek that we know as Koine Greek, the common speech.  At this time, Greek might take a man from Marseilles in France all the way to India, or from the Caspian Sea clear down to the cataracts of the Nile.  Nationality falls into the background as this new-shared language, and the education that it made possible promote a new sense of a common culture in cities throughout the empire, regardless of what nation they're located in.

Particularly, the upper classes in Rome and Asia come to feel that Greek culture is a thing that a man must have at least in external behavior.  Commerce is also internationalized.  Tarn says, (Thought is as free as it was not to be again until modern times.( Now, here I suspect Tarn may be romanticizing a little bit.  Morality is a matter of science and not a question of religious or social authority.

The personality of the individual is also given free scope, and yet, it was an age when even in its most creative period it could not be said that every fruitful idea was Greek.  This culture shows significant influence from people coming from these new areas of Greek influence.  

At the same time, and so that we don't begin to think too much in modern terms of this period Tarn remind us that it was a world empty of machines, but full of slaves.  

Although this narrow definition of the Hellenistic Age would not include the New Testament period proper, the lasting effects of this age continued long after the *Solusits were replaced by the Romans.  For example in Acts 6 there is mention of Hellenistic Ages, a group of Christians who perhaps spoke only Greek and seemed to have been acculturated to Greco-Roman civilization.  

But more important than improving our ability to understand certain details of the New Testament is the way an understanding of the Hellenistic background of the New Testament shapes the thought world of many of the New Testament's characters.  Especially significant from a conceptual point of view is the idea I just mentioned of one inhabited world, and the way that New Testament authors will both use and then transform this concept.  

In addition, we can see the gracious Providence of God ways and means for the spread of the Gospel of his son who at the right time was born of a woman, born to be our redeemer.

ADVANCE \d12Question 7tc \l1 "
>> DAVID:  Dr. Oschwald, I'm right, am I not, in saying that the Gospel was not for the Jews only, but for all people?  What are some characteristics of the non-Jewish religions of the 1ST Century?  Did these characteristics make the work of evangelism easier or more difficult for the Apostles?   

>> DR. JEFF OSCHWALD: You are certainly right, David, in reminding us that the Gospel was not only to be proclaimed to the lost sheep of the house of Israel.  People who, so to speak, had a Biblical background.  The Gospel was to be proclaimed to the ends of earth.  Your question, however, asks us to try to characterize an age, and that involves making generalizations, and that is always dangerous.  
A common approach to this question is to divide Greek and Roman religions into various categories.  In my own study of the New Testament, however, I have found a approach more like that of Everett Ferguson in (Backgrounds of Early Christianity( to be more helpful.  

 Ferguson lists 12 general characteristics of religion in Hellenistic Roman times.  He, too, reminds us that there was great diverse us in thought and practice during this period.  Nevertheless, some generalizations can be made.

I will use his 12 characteristics as an outline for a brief overview.  

Number one, non-exclusive.  Worshipping a particular God even worshipping only that God did not prevent a person from acknowledging the existence of other Gods.  We can see this characteristic reflected in Paul's preaching in Athens from Acts, Chapter 17, 16, and following.  Did this make evangelism easier?  Well, yes and no.

Although the hearers of the Gospel may have been more open and tolerant, the very exclusive nature of Biblical faith was part of the scandal that accompanied its proclamation.  

Number two, identification of deities.  That is to say, when Greeks or Romans encountered the deities of their new subjects, they often identified them with deities from their own Pantheon.  This tended to reduce the total number, so to speak, of deities, and even encouraged people to think in monotheistic terms.  When Paul offers to tell the Athenians more about a God that they already know, or have heard of, he is doing nothing very surprising.  

Number three, the worship of power.  Now, this characteristic does not require a lot of explanation, for it's still with us today.  We should know, however, that this also meant that there was less and less interest in the personalities of the Gods in this time period, and an increasing interest in the power itself with little regard for its source.  Simon the sorcerer from Acts, Chapter 8, is the best New Testament example of this tendency of Hellenistic Roman religion.

The fourth characteristic follows closely from number three, and that is a deification of virtues or powers.  Abstract ideas were often personified and then worshipped, things like liberty and salvation and victory.  You might find it interesting that there were temples devoted to Concordia.  In the novel that dates from roughly the same period, Joseph and *Asaneth, repentance is personified and regarded as a minor deity.  

Perhaps the most popular of all of the deified power was fate.  Characteristics 2-4, identification of the deities, worship of power, and deification of virtues or powers would only, as you can guess, have made the work of evangelism more difficult.  

Number five, however is a tendency toward monotheism.  And this may seem like a positive step.  But it was often evident in literature but not carried through very consistently in practice.  This characteristic, no doubt, contributed to the respect shown to the believers of the Old Testament, but the Trinitarian language of the Christians would cause some confusion.  

Number six, the demonizing of religion.  By this, Ferguson means that as the Gods were regarded as more and more remote from humanity during this period, demons, or lesser deities, tended to fill the gap.  Now, demon did not at the beginning of this period have the negative connotations for pagans that it does for us today, or even for Jews and Christians during this time.  Even New Testament authors often seem to prefer the term (unclean spirit( when the evil nature of the spirit is to be emphasized.  Now, in this connection, remember how quickly the opponents of both John the Baptist, and Christ, tried to condemn them as demon possessed.  

Number seven, fate.  Ironically, the power of fate that was felt so strongly throughout the empire may have been a characteristic that benefited the Christian evangelists at times.  Although feeling the power the control of fate in their everyday lives, people at the same time longed for freedom from fate's tyranny.  Any God who offered such was guaranteed at least a hearing.  Again, very closely connected with the power of fate was astrology.  Here in the stars, one's fate to be read.  Of course, doing so was much more complicated, involving very technical mathematical and astronomical calculations, much more calculated than simply opening up the newspaper.  

The ninth characteristic is that of the immense and growing prominence of magic.  Here as well we can see the desire to take one's fate into one's own hands.  To harness the power of the deities, to make one's own destiny.

Number 10, the corporate nature of religion.  A person's religious loyalties would not have been considered a personal or even a private matter in our period.  What a few did or refused to do could have serious effects upon the many.  In later years, origin and other Christian apologists would counter the arguments of their opponents that Christians undermine society by refusing to take part in civic, public, religious events by saying that Christians are on the contrary the very best citizens, for they're constantly interceding for the nation to the one true God.

Intention to the previous characteristic is the rise of the idea of chosen relationships.  In the Roman Empire, especially, we see the rise of a variety of voluntary social associations, groups of artisans, athletes, actors, and so on.  These groups were not based on one's family or one's nationality, and this added a new dimension to the social aspect of the practice of religion.  

Faith was less and less regarded as something that a person inherited from his parents.  Look again at Jesus' conversation with the woman at the well in John, Chapter 4, and see whether or not you can discern some of the dynamics of this characteristic at play.  

Finally, Ferguson concludes his list the idea that morality was not associated with religion during this period.  Now, this, too, is somewhat self-explanatory, even if a little bit surprising to us.  But one of the strengths of the Christian message was the organic unity it presented between a person's faith and his life.  Origin in the 3rd Century mentions that this is one of the most powerful forces of attraction drawing unbelievers to the study of the scriptures.   

We may not feel that Ferguson's 12 characteristics are very clearly evident in the New Testament, but I would encourage you to think only of the words of the texts, but also of the significance of the actions described in the text.  An interesting example of what I am talking about might be Matthew's treatment of the Magi, a group with definite associations of magic.  Some readers of the Gospel both ancient and modern have suggested that in offering their gifts, the Magi were at the same time surrendering the tools of their trade.  No longer would they be practitioners of their secret arts.  What more fitting worship could they give their new Lord than to sacrifice to his use their gold, frankincense, and myrrh?   

ADVANCE \d12Question 8tc \l1 "
>> JOSHUA:  Professor Oschwald, how, then, do we finally distinguish between the Christian faith and these other religions?  They, too, speak of humanity's need for divine celebration.  In other words, what was and is unique about Christianity?  
>> DR. JEFF OSCHWALD: This is proven again and again in my experience, Joshua, to be one of the most questions that you as a student of the New Testament, as a Biblical theologian, as a pastor, teacher, and evangelist in the church, and as a child of God can ask yourself.  

It has proven to be so again and again I say, and yet again and again I have failed to learn from the asking of it and to let the answer to this question shape my preaching and witness.  

The question was first raised for me in a serious way when I was doing some work on Agustin and his confessions.  I hope that you will indulge me by letting me share this little autobiographical incident with you.  I wouldn't ask you to do so if I didn't think that it might have some value for you, too.  

In this section of the confessions, Augustin is relating back to God, of course the long and winding path along which God Lead Augustin to the truth.  Here at this point he is talking about his period of devotion to Platonism, or as we would call it, neo-Platonism.  Listen carefully to the way Augustin described what he found when he turned to the group of the neo-Platonists.  Carefully I say to what he could find there, and what he could not find.  I'm reading from Book 7, Chapter 9.  And keep in mind that when Augustin addresses someone in the second person, that is, when he says (you,( he is writing this book to God his private confession to God.  

  It says, (First you wanted to show me( -- (CD stops here.)

ADVANCE \d12Question 9tc \l1 "
>> DAVID:  To be honest, sir, I don't really remember much of my late Old Testament history.  Can you give us a brief sketch of the political developments in Israel between the return from exile and the birth of Christ?  

>> DR. JEFF OSCHWALD: Well, thank you, Nick, for that very honest confession.   Can you remember, though, who was in control of the land of the Bible at the end of the Old Testament?  

Babylon was the world power that took the remnant of Judah into captivity.  But this empire soon lost its grip in the Middle East.  When the Old Testament draws to a close, the power ruling the land of the Jews was Persia.  The Persian rulers allowed the Jews to return to Palestine, although only a small portion of the Jewish population chose to do so.

The temple in Jerusalem was rebuilt, but the Kingdom of David was not.  The high priest became more and more powerful during this period not only as a religious leader, but also as a political leader.  

Although the events that happened during the Persian period are extremely important in Jewish history, the influence of Persian culture upon that of Jewish Palestine was not very great.  This is not true of the power that was to sweep over the land of the Bible next.  
The unbelievable career of Alexander could be the subject of a course all on its own.  Vast changes that followed this young conqueror's armies play a very significant role in shaping the entire New Testament era.  

Alexander brought with him to Palestine not only Greek rule but also the Greek language and Greek culture.  He was not content to merely conquer new lands.  He wanted to unite them all by means not just of military control, but by the even greater power of a shared culture.

a look at a map showing the conquests of Alexander is impressive even today.  From Macedonia And present day Greece, to Afghanistan and Pakistan, the armies of Alexander pushed forward.  

But when Alexander, himself, died at the age of 32, there was no one to could take his place.  Alexander's great empire was divided into three sections, the land of the Bible came under the control first of the Egyptian Ptolemys, and then of the Syrian Salucids.  The rule of the Salucids was particularly difficult for the Jews to bear, and there is what often has been called a crisis in Syrian/Jewish relations under the rule of Antiochus the 4th.  Jewish feelings toward this ruler can be seen in the way that they altered his name.  Antiochus called himself Epiphanes, that is God manifest, God made visible.

The people who lived with him at that time referred to him as Antiochus the Madman, Antiochus the ruler who lost his mind.  Considering the Jewish people too rebellious and too slow in their adoption of Greek culture, Antiochus tried to bring about this change by force.  He tried to ban the practice of Judaism altogether, decreeing that keeping the Sabbath, practicing circumcision, and worship at the temple were all now forbidden.  

Copies of the scripture were destroyed, and people who resisted were sent into slavery or killed.  In the year 168 BC, Antiochus emptied the Jerusalem temples of its sacred vessels, and erected an altar inside for pagan sacrifices.  As a deliberate insult to the Jews, pigs were offered as sacrifice on this new altar.  These brutal attempts to wipe out the faith of the Bible and the culture of the Jewish people lead to a rebellion that brought about brief period of independence for the Jewish people once again.  For 100 years the Hasmonians or Maccabbes ruled over an independent Jewish nation.  The exciting story of the beginning of this rebellion is recorded in the 1st Book of Maccabees.  About 60 years before our Savior was born, the people that he would call his own once again submitted to the rule of a foreign power. 

It was from Caesar, Luke tells us, that the decree went forth.  Not from a Greek or a Hasmonian, but from a Roman.   although the culture could still be called Hellenistic or Greek, the empire would now be called Roman.

It was Rome, in fact, that gave this land the name, Palestine.  And unlike previous foreign conquerors, roam preferred to exercise its power through local rulers.  In the case of Palestine, this turned out to be Herod, the man that we know as Herod the Great.   

It is difficult to evaluate the rule of Herod.  His kingdom was, without a doubt, one difficult to rule.  His personal life was filled with scandal, but his public accomplishments certainly earned him the approval of Rome.  It is perhaps his cruel side that makes it most difficult for later history to speak of him with respect.  We are unable to excuse the slaughter of the innocent children of Bethlehem, but we must acknowledge that this Herod was certainly capable of such cruelty.   

This same man ordered the deaths of his mother-in-law, his favorite wife -- he had nine others -- and two of his own sons.  Herod took even the slightest threat to his power very seriously.  Even a child important in a tiny village was enough to arouse his terrible suspicious, especially when that child was called the newborn King of the Jews.  Although Herod would meet his death at the very beginning of the New Testament story, Rome would remain in power throughout the entire New Testament period.  And the whole empire would watch to see whether the *Pox Raman, or the *Pox Christy would turn out to be the peace that the world so desperately needed.

ADVANCE \d12Question 10tc \l1 "
>> NICK:  This is excellent(  Dr. Oschwald, Please push us a little bit further by describing the impact Roman rule had on the earliest Christians.  
>> DR. JEFF OSCHWALD: Each week, we confess, (I believe in one Lord, Jesus Christ, crucified also for us under Pontius Pilot, and each week we remind ourselves that just as the world can no longer tell its story without mentioning the kingdom of our Christ so we also cannot tell the full story of salvation without mentioning Rome.

If our knowledge of New Testament background extends only to Jewish history and Hellenistic history it will be incomplete.  It was a Roman emperor's decree that caused a young couple from Nazareth to travel to Bethlehem, setting in motion a series of events that made the world's most powerful, political machine suddenly appear to be just one more tiny cog in the outworking of the define will.   It was a centurion man on Caesar's payroll, a man who had faith exceeding anything found in the house of Israel, and it was the centurion who confessed Jesus as the son of God at the cross.  

On the other hand, it was fear of Rome and Rome's power to destroy both temple and nation, the two arenas of their -- and it was fear of Rome -- and the mind of Jesus' Jewish opponents, and set spark to the fuse in the plot to destroy him.  

Rome, home of the Christians to whom Paul would appeal for help in the last years of his min tree -- ministry.  Rome, the city that was due what was Caesar.  The home of the rulers who wielded the sword by God's leave.

Rome, the place where both Peter around Paul would give the great testimony.  Rome, the empire that rule the western world but could not shake the confidence of the faithful.  The empire that would fall like Babylon before it according to John, the seer.

Well, Pontius Pilot, the man who we could say was the face of the Roman Empire in the Gospels, who etched his names into the annals of history by the roles that he played in the trial and execution of our Lord serves in some ways as a portrait in miniature of the impact of Rome on the life of the early Christian community.

Pontius Pilot was the 5th Roman governor of Judea.  The date of his appointment is regarded to be AD 26 or 27.  But there is, however, considerable evidence that Pilot was  an influence at least if not actually in office as early as the year 19.  

As governor of Judea,  Pilot was responsible for all aspects of the Roman administration of the province.  Although his responsibilities tended more toward the political than the military side of the administration.

The governorship of Judea was not a prestigious post, and all of Pilot's predecessors, as well as most of his successors, are otherwise unknown to us.

Raymond Brown summarizes the extra Biblical references to Pilot in this way, (The picture we get from Josephus is not favorable, from *Philo hostile, from Roman sources, less than ennobling.  a quick look at a few of the incident from Pilot's 11-year career illustrate both the character of the man and the difficulties involved in being the occupying army in the promised land.

Near the very beginning of Pilot's career, around the year 26, shortly after arriving in Palestine, Pilot sent troops into Jerusalem with iconic medallions or busts of Caesar attached to their standards.  He did this, of course, as a public display of his own personal loyalty to Tiberis.  Pilot underestimated the Jewish reaction.  

Protestors came all the way to Caesarea to petition for the removal of the standards.  And the sixth day of the protest, Pilot had them surrounded with armed soldiers.  And astonished when they lay down ready to die, Pilot did not carry through with his threat, but yielded and removed the offensive standards from Jerusalem.

A second incident occurred closer to the middle of his career had to do with an aqueduct being built in Jerusalem.  To build, or perhaps just to renovate this 20 to 40-mile aqueduct that carried into the City of Jerusalem's water supply, Pilot started spending the well kept in the treasury.  This money was designated for social welfare and for public works.  But not even Pompeii had been so audacious as to appropriate these funds himself.  Protestors ringed the tribunal of Pilot in Jerusalem.  This time Pilot sent soldiers disguised as civilians to infiltrate the crowd, and on his signal, the soldiers would disperse the crowd using clubs, but not swords.  The violence exceeded Pilot's order, and many Jews died from the blows inflicted or simply from being trampled by the panicked crowd.

A final incident comes near the very end of Pilot's career.  A false Prophet announced to the Samaritans that if they would go to *Mount Garazine with them, he would show them where Moses had deposited the sacred vessels.  For some reason, Pilot blocked their ascent of the mountain, perhaps fearing fanaticism.  a violent encounter between his troops and the Samaritan crowd left some Samaritans dead, many imprisoned, and their leaders executed.

The Samaritan council protested to *Vatilus, Legit of Syria.  This appeal set in motion the process by which Pilot was removed from office.  He was suspended in the year 37, and recalled to Rome.  

Now, in some circles of Christian tradition, Pilot and his wife, *Procla as tradition names her, were later regarded in a favorable light.  Pilot appears as a baptismal name among 6th and 7th Century *copts, Christians of Egypt.   

Commemorations of pilot and *Procla appear on church calendars, some even regarding Pilot as a martyr.  For an historical fiction treatment regarding Pilot as a martyr, Pontius Pilot, a novel that responsibly and incredibly weaves together the way it happened where we know that, and the way that it could have happened, where we don't.

The career of Pilot then takes us to only the year of '37.  Still quite early in the story of the earliest Christians.  Herod Agrippa who we also know from the New Testament, ruled as king for all of Palestine from 41 to 44.  But following his death another period of Roman rule began.  

Again, Brown characterizes this period for us quite tersely.  The procurators  of the period '44 to '66 were of low caliber, vicious, and dishonest, provoking intense unrest by their injustice.  Theirs was a rule that gave rise to *Sacari, the knife-wielding terrorists, the zealots' ruthless adherence to the law, and to the major Jewish revolt against the Romans.   

Major Roman forces and the best generals were involved in suppressing this Jewish revolt, a somewhat uncertain tradition reports that the Christians in Jerusalem refused to join the revolt, and withdrew across the Jordan to Pella.  

Well, not every aspect of the Roman impact was negative.  We cannot cover all of the ground, note that Ferguson who covers things in a brief encyclopedia style still needs almost 400 pages to discuss the political, social, and cultural points of impact between Rome and early Christianity.

We should, however, mention a few of these contact points that we often take for granted.  It would be an oversimplification to say that Greece gave the world philosophy and Rome gave the world freeways.  But the importance of the transportation system that empire developed should not be overlooked.  

By whose roads, after all, did the Gospel travel?  Ferguson gives a good summary.  (The estimated 53,000 miles of Roman roads from Scotland to the Euphrates had a strategic and communications value for Rome and her army, but commerce and travel over these roads had an incalculable cultural impact of far greater significance.  The remains of the Roman roads testify to the permanence of their construction.  The bridges on these roads were great achievements, as well, and some of them still bear traffic.  Although the people preferred land travel to sea travel, it was not free from its own dangers.  Bad weather in winter, and robbers in the more remote districts.  As Paul himself mentions in 2nd Corinthians.  But land travel was more reliable.  All in all there was easier travel during the Roman Empire than any other period of human history before the 19th Century.

Other points of impact can be listed quickly.  The organization of the empire into cities and the rise of urban culture certainly made it easier for the Apostles to gather people together to hear the Gospel, and to form them into Christian congregations.  

The Greek and Roman love for learning Harmonized well with the Biblical love for learning.  Schools throughout the empire was voluntary, but was widely available at the lower levels for both girls and boys.

Greco-Roman approaches to education are evident in the Jewish methods of instruction used during this period.  As we can see also from the authors of the New Testament.  

Historians estimate a very high level of literacy during this period.  Also advantageous for the spread of the Gospel.  Imagine for a moment what difference it would have made for the history of the church if Paul had worked with congregations that could not read?  

The more topics that we mention, the more new topics come to mind.  From entertainment to economy, from law to literature, athletic clubs to social clubs, the impact of Rome made itself felt.  And what strikes us even more than the Omnipresence of this impact is the way that the early Christians took advantage of the opportunity provided by the empire, transforming them, baptizing them to serve the needs of the Gospel.

In conclusion, I think it's also valuable to remind ourselves at this point that Christianity's response to and attitude toward the impact of Rome was not based on experience, of weighing advantages over disadvantages, or of making peace with the people in power.  He makes this point with respect to Paul in particular in his Romans commentary.  

This is not only an important point to keep in mind when reading Paul but throughout the period when Christian and non-Christian Romans lived together under the same emperor.  Franzman writes, (Paul's words on rulers and the authorities are not the ripe fruit of his meditation on the grandeur of the Roman state.  True, his experience with Roman authorities had generally been good, and he is writing to the Romans during the first five years of Nero's reign.  That good beginning whose promise to be belied by the excesses of that emperor's later years.  But it has been observed that of all of the emperors under whom Paul lived there was hardly one who could be called by ordinary standards of political justice a legitimate possessor of his place and power.  Paul could see in titles like Augustus, which means revered, and the divine honors that the emperors accepted from their subject especially in the east, the creeping totalitarianism of the imperial state.  That totalitarianism would force upon the church the decision between Caesar is Lord, and Jesus is Lord.  Paul could know the state can become a Satanic perversion of the preserving ministry of God.  And Paul's experience with this state had not been uniformly good.  His rights as a Roman citizen had been outrageously ignored by the Magistrates of the Roman Colony of Philippi.  At the time when he wrote his second letter to the Corinthians, a few months before that he had been beaten thrice by Roman rods.  He considered suffering, persecution of and the sword an ever present possibility for the church in the Roman Empire. 

   The people of God must reckon with a real possibility of becoming sheep to be slaughtered.  And above all, it was a Roman governor who gave the order for the crucifixion of his Lord.  Whenever Paul wrote (cross,( or (crucified,( he had to think of Rome.  The ruler of this age who crucified the Lord of glory were agents of the power of Rome.

These rulers are powers only in this age.  They are doomed to pass away.  But meanwhile they are there and they are in power, and to see in these rulers and in the sword they bear the work of God even if it be but the work of God's left hand and no intrinsic part of his unworldly and eternal rule, to see that a man needs wisdom from on high he needs revelation to open his eyes to God's hidden governance of all things, for the preservation of mankind, and for the good of those who love him.  Paul is speaking what has been revealed to him by the spirit.  He walks by faith here not by seeing.  And when he calls on Christians to obey wholeheartedly these powers as ministers of God, he summons them to an act and a life of faith. 

If faith is fundamental to life in the church, it is basic also to the Christian life in the world under the state.

ADVANCE \d12Question 11tc \l1 "
>> PAUL:  Dr. Scaer, I have heard that there is some debate about the authorship of some of the books in the New Testament.  Would you, please, speak to the questions involved?  And when were the books written and codified?  
>> DR. PETER SCAER:  Thanks for the question, Paul.  First let me say that all of the scriptures are based upon the person -- codified -- called the Old Testament scriptures the prophetic scriptures written by the Prophets who pointed to the coming of the Christ.  We call the New Testament scriptures the apostolic scriptures.  The writer to the Hebrew puts it this way, (In many various ways God spoke to his people of old by the Prophets.  But now in these last days, he has spoken to us by his son.(  

That means that he speaks to us now through the incarnate one, the one who was born in Bethlehem the one who was raised in Nazareth, and lived among us.  Now, we call the New Testament the apostolic scriptures.  The word (Apostle( comes from the Greek word *Apostolis which means (Sent one.( 

In the Gospel of John, Jesus talks about it this way, (As the father sent me into the world, so I send you, so he says to his Apostles.(  In the New Testament, in the Gospels, there are 12 Apostles, that is ones who were sent by Jesus.

One of the things that I notice, and I think that you will see it, too as you read the scriptures, as you read the Gospels themselves, is how prominent a role the Apostles have in the Gospels.  One of the very first things that Jesus does after he is baptized is call men to be his followers, his disciples.

Now, among his disciples were both men and women, many followers.  But 12 special men he chose to be his representatives to the world who would be sent by him to proclaim his message of the Gospel.  

Now, one of the qualifications for being a Apostle was that you be with Christ in his earthly ministry from the very time of his baptism up until the time of his death, and then through the resurrection.  Inthat sense, these Apostles were called to be eyewitnesses of the incarnational Christ.  You might also recall at the beginning of the book of Acts, that there is a problem, namely the fact that Judas is no longer with them.  He, of course, is the one who betrayed our Lord, and he is -- is said to have committed suicide.  At the beginning of the book of Acts, we find that there are 11 Apostles.  And one of the very first things that the Apostle does is to choose a 12th man.  The Number 12 is very important. 

Why is the Number 12 important when we're talking about the Apostles?  That's because, I think, the Apostles are, in a sense, a recreation of the new Israel.  In the Old Testament, of course, we had the 12 tribes of Israel.  The 12 children of Israel.  Now in the New Testament Christ is beginning something new, and so he has 12 disciples, or 12 Apostles, who are going to be his witnesses to the world.

So that's the basis of the New Testament scriptures, apostolic authorship, those who were eyewitnesses to our Lord's street.  Of course, there are other Apostles.  One that comes immediately to mind is the Apostle Paul.  As far as we know, he was not a witness to Jesus during his earthly ministry.  He is a Apostle, as Paul puts it, one who was born out of time.  

At the same time, we do know that he was a witness to the resurrected Christ.  On the road to Damascus, Jesus, himself, appeared to Paul and commissioned him and sent him to preach to the gentiles.  So on the one hand we have the 12 Apostles, that is to say the new Israel lead by Peter and on the other hand we have Apostle to the gentiles, namely Paul.  They have the one mission that is to go to all nations, baptizing, teaching, and spreading the word.

Among the other Apostolic writers, we also have, for instance, James and Jude.  They seem to have been especially included in the outer ranks of the Apostles because they were brothers of our Lord Jesus Christ.  

Now, not all of the writers of the New Testament were Apostles, per se.  A couple of examples are in the -- among the writers of the Gospels themselves.  For instance, the person of Mark.  As best we can tell, Mark was probably a disciple of Jesus during his earthly life, and also a companion of both Peter and Paul.  Some say that Mark might have been the young man who fled away naked during the time when our Lord was being put to death.  

And then, of course, there is the person of Luke.  If Mark is a traditionally associated with Peter in his apostolicity, Luke is usually associated with Paul.  Luke is a companion, we know, of Paul during his missionary endeavors.

And so we have New Testament is written by the Apostles, those who were either with Jesus during his earthly ministry, like the 12 in the case of Matthew and John, or those who were specially chosen by Jesus after the resurrection, for instance Paul.  Or those who were associated with the Apostles, namely Mark and Luke.  

In that sense, Mark and Luke receive the apostolic character, or Imprimatur from the Apostles who were their leaders.  Now, what I have said so far certainly has been disputed.  If you take -- if you open any, or most books on the New Testament introduction, you will find that many critical scholars believe that the Gospels and the rest of the New Testament was not written by, in fact, the Apostles, but by a third generation of scholars.  So we have the time of Christ, 30-33.  We have presumably the life of the Apostles, 33-60, 70.  And then we have, perhaps, another generation after that.

Now, one of the reasons that many critical scholars believe that the New Testament was not written by the Apostles, by people who were eyewitnesses and who walked and lived, ate, drank, and slept with Jesus Christ, was that they believed that the New Testament is a highly-developed document.  They believe that it was written by those -- by those who lived after especially the fall of the temple in the year -- the destruction of the temple in the year 70 AD.  

And one of the reasons that they hold that the year 70 is so important as a date -- as a date for dating the New Testament, is that in the New Testament itself, and in the Gospels, we find that Jesus predicts the fall of Jerusalem a number of times.  

Critical scholars, many of them, do not believe that Jesus has the power of prediction.  That is to say, they disbelieve the fact that Jesus could predict the fall of the temple in 70 AD.  So they say that the New Testament was written quite a bit later in 80 or 90.  That's one of the reaps, the fall of the temple and the prediction.  

The other is that if you look at the New Testament documents, you find a highly-developed church structure.  As you will see in the pastoral epistles, the offices of bishop, and we see the offices of the holy ministry already quite well laid out.

But even in the Gospel of Matthew, we see church, church rules, we see that -- the very ecclesiastical character for the Gospel is there for us to see.  But it all depends on your presuppositions.  If you believe that Jesus Christ was, in fact, the son of God, is, in fact, the son of God, then there is no problem in seeing Jesus as predicting what would follow.  

And, indeed, that's the very nature of the reason why Jesus chose Apostles, because it was not enough simply for Jesus to come down to earth, to die for our sins, and to rise again.  He recognized early on in his ministry the need for the church.  For it was not enough simply to bring salvation for us.  He had to teach us the way of life and the way of truth.  And so these Apostles were explicitly sent by our Lord to not only spread the Gospel, but to establish church.

I would recommend one good reading for you concerning the dating of the New Testament, and that would be JAT Robinson's (The Dating of the New Testament.( Now, one other note here about the apostolic scriptures.  It should be said that Apostles were chosen by Jesus to remember his words.  And this comes out very explicitly, very well in the Gospel of John.  Jesus explains it this way.  He says, the Holy Spirit, I will send you the gift of the Holy Spirit.  And the Holy Spirit will cause you to remember the things that I have said.  

So in that sense, the Gospels, which are the foundation of the New Testament, are, in fact, memoirs of the Apostles.  But we should not think of them as a type of Stenographic notes.  For, in fact, they are post-resurrection documents.  That to say, the holy Apostles remembered what Jesus said to them during his earthly life.  And, yet, as they recalled the words of Jesus, they recalled them through the event of their resurrection, so that they began -- when Jesus first spoke his words to the Apostles, they did not readily understand everything that Jesus said.  But it was only in light of the death and resurrection that the Apostles were able to put two and two together.   They were able to understand what Jesus was talking about when he talked about his death, and we talked about the meaning of his life.

And so, in summary, we call the New Testament the apostolic scriptures because they were written by those sent by Jesus, himself, and written by those who lived and heard the words of Jesus.  
ADVANCE \d12Question 12tc \l1 "
>> JOSHUA:  How is it that we have 27 books in the New Testament?  Who decided which books to include, Professor Scaer, and what do you mean when you talk about the New Testament canon?  
>> DR. PETER SCAER:  In some ways we do talk about the Bible as the Good Book, and that is true.  At the same time, the Bible is not like, for instance, the book of Mormon, or the Qur'an.  The New Testament itself consists of 27 different pieces of work written by any number of people, by the Apostles, and assembled over time, attested to by the church.  

The term (canon,( as we generally use it refers to that collection of books that we have in our New Testament.  What books are included in the New Testament?  We might review.  First, of course, there are the four Gospels, Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John.  What follows are generally the epistles, or the letters of Paul.  The letter, of course, to the Hebrews, or the sermon.  And letters by James, Jude, Peter, and also the Apocalypse -- the Apocalypse of John.

Now, how are these books assembled, and why were they included in the canon?  First of all, a matter of definition.  What does the word (canon( mean?  Its essence, canon can refer to a reed, a rod, or a plumb line, a kind of measuring stick.  a canon can also be used to refer to a list, an official list.  Or it can also be a standard, or a rule.  

The New Testament actually does contain the word (canon( in Galatians Chapter 6, verse 16, Paul writes in this way, (Peace and mercy to all who follow the rule or canon even to the Israel of God.( 

Here the word (canon( is used in much the same way as faith is used in the pastoral epistles.  That is to say, it is a set of objective criterion, or a set of doctrine, or we might call it the rule of faith.

Now, how did the books which we now know as the New Testament become scripture?  *Franzman, in his New Testament introduction, divides this process somewhat arbitrarily into three stages.  Stage one of course, is Jesus.  The canonization of the New Testament begins with the words of Jesus and with his preaching, and, of course, his life, his death, and his resurrection.

The next stage would be that of the Apostles.  They were the ones who were chosen by Jesus to write down his words, and to interpret them, and thus we have that early stage.  

As time went on, these books, which were written by the Apostles and by the apostolic circle, came to be used by the church.  They're quoted in the apostolic fathers.  We should remember that the church owns the New Testament writings, and at the same time the church is shaped by the New Testament writings.  From the very beginning, the Gospels and the letters of Paul were read -- were read and heard within the church.  And we know this because even the heretics appealed to the New Testament writings, which shows from very early on that, for instance, the Gospel of Matthew was considered to be  authoritative as were the letters of Paul.     In a later stage, which *Franzman refers to as the years between 170 and 220, we have an example from the -- from Ambrose's library in Milan, that is the Muratorian Canon, and in that assemblage of books there is unanimity concerning what books should be included except for Hebrew, James, Second Peter, Second and Third John, Jude, and Revelation, all of the books which we now know as the New Testament were assembled together.

Between the years 220 and 400, granted a rather extended period of time, we have the various witnesses of the church fathers.  Origin, for instance, uses all 27 books of the New Testament, which shows that they were authoritative at that time.  *Dionisis of Alexandria doesn't seem to include Second Peter or Jude, and he posits different authors for the Book of Revelation, but other than that he seems to use the entire New Testament canon.  

Now, one thing that should be emphasized here is that the canon of the New Testament was not made, it was not voted upon, but, instead, it was a growing process and it was a matter, really, of recognizing which books were authoritative.  

Eusebius in the year 325 helps us to categorize the books, or at least gives us an example of how the early church fathers understood the books of the New Testament.  And he divides the books of the New Testament into three basic categories.  Category one, *homolagumila, and you will find the spelling in your textbook.  Category number two, *antilagumila, and category number 3, *notha.  Let's consider *homolagumila, those Greek for those books agreed upon by the entire church.  And it seems from very early on the church accepted these books within the New Testament canon as scripture, and they include the four Gospels, the Book of Acts the 13 letters of Paul, First Peter, and First John is from these letters there is -- there seems to be no agreement.

And then there are the second category of books according to Eusebius, that is the *antilagumila, these were books at one time or another spoken against during the early church by various church fathers.  These include the books of Hebrews, James, Second peter, Second and Third Jude, and Revelation.  Sometimes these books were disagreed upon due to their misunderstanding concerning their content, or at other times because their authorship was unknown, or doubted.

Now, the final category which Eusebius uses is that of *notha.  That's Greek for spurious.  These writings were not included within the New Testament.  Now, under this category of *notha, there are really two sub categories.  There are some writings under *notha that were actually fine and good spiritual works, works which I would commend to you read today.  For instance, the apostolic fathers, the *Didakay, and the Shepherd of Barnabas.  These were excellent writings I would commend to you for your edification.  At the same time, they were thought to be sub-apostolic, or post-apostolic that is to say that they did not have the apostolic Imprimatur and, therefore, should be considered early church writings rather than as New Testament writings.

But along with those, there were other more spurious works that claimed to be written by the Apostles themselves.  For instance we have the Gospel of Thomas, and the Gospel of Peter.  Though they claim to have apostolic -- though they claim to have apostolic authorship, very early on they were rejected.  They were not read in the churches.  Not because they -- not because of their claim to apostolicity, but the theology and teaching did not  fit from what we know from the other valid New Testament documents.

So now let's review, I think, it would be a good time, what were the basic criterion, if we might talk in that way, for canonicity.  What brought a book out in the New Testament?  What made the people consider it to be feature?  

I guess the number one criteria I believe is apostolicity, the apostolic character of the scriptures so that everyone when Matthew wrote his Gospel knew Matthew, knew he was a follower of Jesus, and, therefore, also accepted his account, and it was read in the churches from very early on.

Paul, by the way his letters were also accepted as authoritative very early on.  And one of the interesting points in Paul's ministry is again and again he has to defend the fact that he is, in fact, a Apostle, a witness of the resurrected Christ sent out to proclaim his message in an authoritative way.  The second criteria would that be of that the *regula fita, and that is the rule of faith.  And here for instance, there was some doubt in the early church concerning the Book of Revelation.  

We know that during Luther's own time, he had some doubt about the book of James.  And the question for the early church was how do the books and the content within the book -- of the books within the New Testament, how do they fit with what we know about Jesus?  

Here consider the early church father *Iranais, a 2nd Century teacher and father, and he compared doctrine to a puzzle, or to a mosaic.  

And he says, what happens if you have a piece of the puzzle, or tessera, that is a little rock, and you wonder whether it fits into the entire mosaic, whether it fits into the puzzle.  If it fits into the puzzle, then it belongs.  If it does not fit, then you dispense with it, and you throw it away.

So also that is the way that the holy church received the documents that were written concerning the person of Christ.  They asked does this fit with what we know from the other scriptures?  In this way scriptures interpret scriptures.

There are other criteria also, probably the number three criteria, certainly a very important one was use in the church.  That is to say, those documents were considered scripture which were actually used in the churches from the very beginning.  In 1st Corinthians 11:16, for instance, St. Paul when questioned about a teaching says, (We have no other practice in the church.  This is the Catholic principle that which is believed at all times and at all places.( And these scriptures were used in churches throughout the Mediterranean, throughout  all of early *Crisendon.  They have this piece of advice for would-be pastors when they come across a document, which claims to be about Christ.  He says, (Do not read for yourself what is not read in the churches.(  That is to say that there seems to have been a commonly-accepted group of documents.  

Also, there is the matter of inspiration of the Holy Spirit.  That is to say that these documents claim to be inspired by the Holy Spirit, and, in that sense, the documents, themselves, are self-authenticating.  That is to say that they breathe the life of Jesus.

At the same time, I would like to at least issue one slight caveat, or let you think about this in another way.  That is to say, it is to be sure that the church is based upon the word of God.  The church is based upon the word of Jesus so the word become as foundation upon which church is raised.  

At the same time, the church was prior to the scriptures as we know them.  Jesus' word came first and created the church.  Here I think of, for instance, the parables of the growth of the kingdom in Matthew, Chapter 13.  

However, the church was alive and thriving, consider the years 33 to perhaps when the first New Testament was -- document was written, let's say, perhaps the year 48, the church was alive and thriving for 15 years under apostolic leadership.  So church was already in place, and they were communicating with one another.  John evidently knew Peter, of course, who knew Matthew who knew St.Paul.  So it was very unlikely that writing would arise up out of know where, and that the other members of the church and the other leaders would not know about it be able to authenticate it. 

So the scriptures, themselves are a product of the church, and a product of the living spirit which -- who comes -- which comes from Christ.

Finally let me say that, again, we should not think of the canon as being something that's voted upon, something that is artificially constructed.  But I *Franzman says it well when he says, (The canon was not made, but it was recognized.( 

ADVANCE \d12Question 13tc \l1 "
>> I believe that everything in the Bible is true, but there are some who think differently.  For instance, this is true regarding The Jesus Seminar.  What do you think about statements from groups like this?  How should young pastors approach such debates?  
>> DR. PETER SCAER:  Yes, The Jesus Seminar lead by the likes of *Dominick Crawson has become famous.  Some of us might say infamous for their methods and for their marketing.  Perhaps, David, you might have read about them in the many newspaper articles, and magazine articles, which they generate.  

The Jesus Seminar is famous, for instance, for their well-known voting method.  That is to say that they vote annually at their societal meetings on which sayings of Jesus are likely to be true.  A green ball means yes.  A yellow ball means maybe, we're not sure.  And a red ball means certainly this was not an authentic statement of Jesus.  

Of course, this is a bit silly, and I think that they probably would admit that, too, a little bit of marketing.  And most Biblical scholarship does not follow the way of The Jesus Seminar.  Yet, at the same time, much of Biblical scholarship even today is shaped by higher criticism.  That is, namely, in short, the placing -- it's placing reason over and above scripture.  

Perhaps here we would do well to give a little bit of a history the use of higher criticism, especially as it pertains to the Bible.  

Higher criticism was first used in the Old Testament by Herman Gunkel, who used source criticism, that is to say that he determined at least according to his own methods, which parts of the book of Moses were written by certain groups of people.  That is to say, he said that the Pentateuch was not written by Moses, but actually as a product, or a stitching together of four different strands known as (J,( (E,( (P,( and (D.(  That is the Yaway source where  God Is called Yaway, the Elohem, the priestly sort, and the Deuteronomistic course, Deuteronomy, that is to say those who finally compiled the books of Moses together.

Now that kind of thinking was destructive for the Old Testament.  It turned, for instance, the creation account and the story of Noah, into myths.  They were no longer considered part of history.  Even the person of Abraham was considered to be legend.  Now, the application of higher critical methods for the New Testament did not come in the way -- by the way of form -- by the way of source criticism, but came by the way of form criticism.  

Form criticism essentially had two pioneers, two founding fathers, if you will.  The first was Martin Debelius, and the second was Rudolph Boltman.  Martin Debelius first argued that the New Testament a rose out of missionary preaching.  That is to say that the need for preaching about Christ to the nations.  And he divided up the New Testament and the Gospels especially into various literary forms, based upon preaching.

For instance, he divided the New Testament into paradigms, that is to say that these are short stories, and they are told for the purpose of the wise saying that they might have after them.  Also told of Novella, or tales.  That is to say Even As preachers today use stories sometimes to illustrate what they want to say, supposedly the Gospel writers also told tales about Jesus.  For instance, the cleansing of the leper, or the stilling of the storm in order to create excitement about Jesus, to show his power.  Thus, for instance, according to Debelius, Jesus may have never spilled the storm, but the story was shown in order to show his great power.  Likewise, there are simple sayings, the kind of proverbs that Jesus would tell. 

And then there were legends.  Even as we have, for instance, legends of our own founder father of our nation, George Washington.  George Washington was said to be an honest man, so presumably this legend as created that he chopped down the cherry tree, and when asked about it, he said, of course, I did it.  I cannot tell a lie.  That probably never happened.  It was a legend created n order to she that George Washington was, in fact, an honest man, an honest president.

So, according to Debelius, preachers also told legends about Jesus, and this is, for instance, in the story of his birth.  He had a miraculous birth with angels surrounding him.  This was simply, for Debelius, a legend.  Likewise, Debelius pointed to myths in the ancient world where stories that told about a person, and somehow related him to divinity.  I am now reminded of the Greek and Roman Gods, and the stories that we have of them.  Now, according to Debelius, a story, for instance, like the transfiguration, did not necessarily happen.  But it was a story or myth meant to show Jesus was divine.  Debelius was the first of the form critics.  However,  he was not the one who popularized it.  That honor, if you want to say it that way, goes to Rudolph Boltman. 

Now, Rudolph Boltman, for him, all that matters -- by the way, he was a Lutheran theologian.  He wrote influential commentaries on Biblical Books like John, was an expert on Paul, and in many ways was worth reading, but also in many other ways his work is problematic.

For Boltman, all that matters concerning Jesus is the (thatness( of Jesus' death and resurrection.  It doesn't really matter how it happened, it only matters that it happened.  Boltman emphasized the community's role in forming Gospel tradition.  And for Boltman, history itself is irrelevant.  What really matters is our existential encounter with God.  It mattered for Boltman that the modern man would meet Jesus.

In this sense, form criticism goes hand in hand with Boltman's own theology of de-mythologizing the New Testament.  That is to say as a 20th Century scholar, Boltman saw it as his task to bring Jesus to the modern world.  The world of Jesus, at least according to Boltman, was full of myths and misunderstandings.  Boltman saw it as a primitive world, a 3-tiered universe where heaven lie below -- or heaven was above, earth was below heaven, and hell was below earth.  

This world was a primitive world in which demons roamed the landscape, and miracles were considered commonplace.  Boltman contended that such a world view would not be compatible with the modern mind.  a world in which technology was rapidly advancing.  

For instance, the ancients might have actually believed in demon possession as Boltman thought of it.  But we know -- we know as modern people that what they called demon possession, we know as epilepsy.  So science had replaced any kind of spirituality.

Therefore, he felt that the Gospel needed to be de-mythologized for a more, if you will, adult world.  Thus, an event like Jesus' birth was considered, again, by Boltman as well as by Debelius, to be simply a legend, to explain Jesus' greatness, his roots.

For instance, also the story of Jesus as boy entering into the temple at age 12 was considered to be a folk kind of tale which told about Jesus' early wisdom and explained how he would become so great.  

Events like the transfiguration, as well as the resurrection were, according to Boltman, simply myths to put into picture language Christ's divinity.  And it's not surprising, therefore, that the form critics on a whole took Mark to be the first Gospel, because Mark was the primitive Gospel which began with the proclamation of Jesus and the empty tomb.  

Stories of the resurrection, stories about Jesus on the road to Emmaus, these were later church theologizings, explanations.  Stories of Thomas are legends added to explain what kind of resurrection.  But what mattered to Boltman was not what the church thought about Jesus.  What mattered to Boltman was the very fact that Jesus had, indeed, risen from the dead.

Now, part of the second part or prong of Boltman's theology or presuppositions which lead him to form criticism, was the fact that Boltman thought that the miracles or the actions of Jesus really are secondary to his words.  What mattered most is what Jesus said.  

The miracle stories, according to Boltman, arose of the missionary needs of the church.  That is to say, the church, according to Boltman, was trying to translate the Jesus of Nazareth to a Greco-Roman community who was acquainted with all of the great Greco-Roman Gods and Goddesses.  Therefore, according to Boltman, the Gospel writers and communities that formed the Gospels told stories about Jesus which would make him seem appealing to a Greco-Roman world that was used to miracle workers.  

For Boltman, it was all words of Jesus, not the deeds of Jesus, that were important.  As he put emphasis on the sayings of Jesus and sought to determine which of the sayings were authentic.  And this is of what's going on today in the Jesus seminar.  Boltman did it many years ago.

Well, how did he divide the sayings up?  Interestingly, even though it's called form criticism, really I think when you look at it, Boltman divides up the sayings of Jesus more according to content, than to form.  He divides them into wisdom sayings, for instance, in which Jesus talks as the wise man like Solomon.  Or I statements, I am the bread of life.  I am the way, the truth, and the light.

The third category are prophetic and apocalyptic sayings, how Jesus spoke about the end of the world and the need for commitment.  He talks about rules.  And finally the category of parables.

Well if you are going to determine, for instance, if a saying of Jesus is authentic, how are you going to do it?  Well, Jesus, of course, could have used an existing saying.  He may have created his own saying in which both cases Jesus would have spoken the words attributed to him.  Or, as Boltman and The Jesus Seminar contend, the church may have used a secular saying and attributed it to Jesus in order to solve a controversy that occurred not during the life of Jesus, but during the life of the early church.

For instance, when Jesus is challenged for preaching and teaching and healing on the Sabbath, Jesus says that the Sabbath was made for man.  Man was not made for the Sabbath.  This is an example of a wisdom saying attributed to Jesus.

Boltman and now the -- and now modern-day scholars as well will say, well, that had nothing to do with Jesus.   that was not a controversy during the life of Jesus, but it was actually a controversy during the life of the church.

Therefore, they put their own words into Jesus' mouth during -- in order to settle a controversy with the Jews concerning the nature of the Sabbath.  

Now, what criteria we have, finally, for the authenticity of the statements of Jesus.  Well one commonly given by The Jesus Seminar, for instance, is that the sayings of Jesus have a strong eschatology.  Albert Schweitzer said he was that kind of a Prophet.  The Jesus scholars see him as not predicting the future, but more generally predicting woe and doom, if the people of God would not repent, which is the number two criteria.

Jesus often summoned his people to repentance.  He speaks to the future, and he summons them to repentance.  And he finally requires a change in people.  

Of course, you see what happens with these kinds of criteria.  Jesus is no longer the Savior of the world who died for our sins.  He in essence comes a Prophet, an eschatological Prophet, and a moral teacher.  The other difficulty, of course, when you create this type of criteria for authenticity is that you end up creating Jesus in your own image.  That is to say authentic sayings of Jesus are deemed authentic because they fit into your own preconceived notions or world view.

The Jesus of the scripture may no longer speak to you because you feel that it is not appropriate to what you already believe.  

The danger of form criticism, as well, is this.  It separates the Christian faith from the person of Christ.  It assumes that the real Jesus is not to be found in the pages of scripture, but that in order to find Jesus, you have to perform a type of intellectual archaeology.  That is to say, you have to find Jesus under the layers and additions of scripture.

And it's really finally in the end quite arbitrary.  

Now, there are, of course, many people who have criticized Boltman for his assumptions.  The Jesus Seminar, as I said before is not prevalent, and you should know this, especially as a young pastor.  The Jesus Seminar is not dominant in Biblical scholarship today, in mainstream Biblical scholarship.  Even those who hold to the higher critical views of Boltman do not follow him in all of his criticism of the New Testament.  

Now, for form criticism to work, there are a number of assumptions that have to come into play.  First, you have to assume that before the Gospels were written, there was a period of oral tradition, a long period.  You have to ask yourself, where did all of these stories come from?  

It also assumes that these narratives and sayings circulated as self-contained units.  That is to say they were not simply from the mind or the genius of one man, but they were simply floating around.  We have no -- we have no evidence for this.  Again, form criticism assumes the nature of the Gospels as folk literature.  

I asked myself what great work -- what great literary work was ever written by a community, or by a committee?  But form criticism assumes that the stories of Jesus were circulating around and sort of developed in a type of evolutionary way.  

Now, also, form criticism assumes again that the stories of Jesus have no chronological or geographical value.  Remember, Boltman was concerned only with the (thatness( of Jesus' death, and resurrection.  For him, history seems to matter very little.  However, to early Christians, history seems to have mattered quite a bit.  Luke, himself, deems himself to be a historian.  He wants us to know not simply that Jesus was born, but that he was born in Bethlehem, in the city of David, during the time of Caesar Augustus.  Luke wants us to know, as do the other Gospel writers, that Jesus is from Nazareth, that this is not simply a fairy tale or a myth, but this is a person who lived in our time.

This fact is captured in our creeds when we say that Jesus suffered under Pilot that is to say Christ Jesus was not man of myth, but he was a man of history.  

It also assumes, strangely enough, that people really did not care that much about the deeds of Jesus, simply the words.  And I, myself, find it very difficult to separate the two arbitrarily.  

Now, the other assumption, I think, that needs to be challenged is Boltman too strongly distinguishes, too sharply distinguishes between Jewish Palestine, the place of Jesus, and the Greco-Roman world in which the Gospels were written.  I think that we have to remember that even at the time of Jesus, Nazareth, for instance, was already a Hellenized city.  Jesus was born into a carpenter's house, carpenters who might have actually been working for King Herod on Greek and Roman buildings.  Jesus was quite familiar with the Greco-Roman world, and was born into it as were his Apostles.  And for further reading on this, I would encourage you to read the works of Martin Hingle, who shows how intertwined the Jewish and Greco-Roman worlds were at the time of Jesus.

Again, think that we need to challenge Boltman's assertion that the Gospel are community product.  Scholars have come to see, especially with the advent of redaction criticism, that the Gospels are works of literary and theological skill.  They're great works of literature.  These are not the products of communities, which of individual genius.  And here we need to think of the genius both of the Gospel writers, and, of course, finally the genius of Christ, himself, who inspires these writings to be written.

Now, finally, concerning the message of the Bible's truth, and what this means for our ministry as young pastors and pastors in the church, I think that it behooves us that we recognize the presuppositions of those who cast falsehood and doubt upon the New Testament scriptures.  

I think that we should actually read the works of The Jesus Seminar because at first they have scholarly very near, and they come across that they know more than we do, or we might feel awed by that.  But as we read through the literature, we find that they make up simply a small minority of Biblical scholars.  There is much more to read that is more sober-minded in this matter.  

ADVANCE \d12Question 14tc \l1 "
>> NICK:  Here's something that's occurred to me.  Christians today have ready and easy access to the Bible.  But what was it like during the 1st Century?  

>> DR. PETER SCAER: It's hard to imagine how things were so different in older times.  Now in many of our houses you will find three, four, or even five Bibles.  But at the time of Jesus, Nick, things were quite a bit different.  
At that time, the common mode of reading and writing was the scroll.  Each synagogue or house of prayer would presumably have had a number of scrolls kept in a cabinet containing what we know now as the Old Testament.  

We know that Jesus, as was his custom, would enter into the synagogue on the Sabbath, pick up one of the scrolls, unroll it, and read from it.  Now, these scrolls were expensive, and Synagogues would probably have had a chest of scrolls which would have been precious to them.  

In that sense, these scriptures were not individually owned as much as they were community owned.  Likewise at first we may think of the New Testament scriptures as ecclesial documents.  That is to say, they are books that belong to the church.  They are community-owned.  

But at the same time with the New Testament came the impetus for the *Codex, that is the form of the book basically that we have now.  Also from early on, many copies of the New Testament were made for widespread distribution throughout the church.  Thus, for instance, when you take a class on textual criticism, or read a book on textual criticism, you will see that there are very many different copies of the New Testament, and often the scribe or the write letter miss a word or two here or there, usually the mistake is a spelling one, or dropping of a word, and you wonder how could there have been so many (mistakes( in the early New Testament documents?  

And, again, these mistakes are minor.  But the reason that they were made is because the New Testament documents were so quickly distributed throughout the world.  You can imagine the excitement of early Christians when Matthew, for instance, wrote his Gospel, or how quickly the letters of Paul have been spread.

Now, a word here, then, about the audience of the scriptures.  In much of the New Testament literature that you read, there will be a heavy emphasis on the writer writing to a certain audience.  For instance, Matthew is said to have wrote primarily for the Jews.  Luke, primarily for the gentiles.  And John it is said wrote for a sectarian community, a community that was off by itself.   

Again, we have the same sort of questions concerning the letter of Paul's.  Paul wrote, for instance, the letter to the church, to a very specific place.  At the same time we might ask, were not these letters spread very quickly to the other churches?  And were the Gospels simply written for one community over and against another?  

Well, here I think that we need to remember, especially in terms of the Gospels, that they were self-consciously written as scriptures.  Here, I would point you to the work, for instance of Richard Balcom, who wrote (the Gospel For All Christians.(  

According to scholars today, and in much of what I have read, the Gospels were self-consciously a continuation of the Old Testament.  In that sense, they recognized the Gospel writers, as well as Paul, that their writings were not simply for one community but they were for all Christians in all times and in all places.  

Matthew, for instance, understood that his Gospel would be read not only in his generation, I think, but like the scriptures before for generations to come.  

The other thing to keep in mind concerning the scriptures at this time, nut testament documents, is that the Christian communities were not isolated.  They were not off by themselves.  The Greco-Roman world was very much interconnected.  There is a type of Internet highway in the Greco-Roman world of roads, and of shipping, and commerce which link the Greco-Roman world together.  Paul's own missionary endeavors show how one could influence so many different congregations, and so many different places.  

In his greetings, which accompanied many of his letters, we see that Paul's own members would transfer from one community to another.  Likewise, we have evidence that the Apostles not only knew each other, but they were very familiar with each other's work.  

Peter, for instance, can say the letters of Paul are sometimes hard to understand.  In sum, we should think of the New Testament writings as scripture written for all people.  People probably did not own their own copies of these works, at least except for maybe the wealthiest of them.  But churches probably did.  

And here I should say that in the early church it seems that much of the church structure was either based upon the synagogue or upon the house churches.  That is to say, church would meet in the home often of a wealthy patron who presumably could afford to have the scriptures copied, and that wealthy patron might hold the scriptures for the rest of the congregation.  

Now, another point here, and this really touches upon your ministry today, and that is the fact that these scriptures -- scriptures means, of course, the written documents -- are essentially also oral documents.  Since not everybody owned scriptures like they do today, they were written not to be read primarily but to be read out loud.  They were written to be heard the Christian communities.  

In that regard, I don't think that it's a coincidence that St. Paul says, (Faith comes by hearing.( Therefore, we should encourage our people in the church who have good hearing to come to church and to simply sit and listen to the -- and hear the word as it is being read into the assembly.  

I know that in many of our bulletins, for instance, we have a little sheet in which we have the Bible passages written out.  Well, I would encourage you and your people that if you are able to hear well put the sheet down and read it later.  This is the time for hearing the word of Jesus directly from the mouth to the ear 

And in that regard, too I think that it's important to note your role as pastor.  And one of the most important roles that you have as pastor is the reading of the scriptures.  I know that sometimes this is done callously or carelessly in the congregation, and this should not be.  We do hell to heed Paul's word to Timothy, (Take care in the reading of the scriptures.  Be diligent in it.( That is to say not simply read them at home, but take care the pronunciation, speaking out loud, so that the people can hear the voice of the Lord.

ADVANCE \d12Question 15tc \l1 "
>> Dr. Scaer, what do we mean when we say that the scriptures were inspired by the Holy Spirit?  And how does verbal inspiration differ from other theological statements about inspiration?  Is it opinion for a pastor to teach verbal inspiration to his members?  
>> DR. PETER SCAER: According to St. Paul, all scripture is inspired by the Holy Spirit.  That's 2nd Timothy, Chapter 3, as you well know Paul, and it's useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting, and training, and righteousness.

As Lutherans, and particularly as Missouri Senate Lutherans, we take this issue of inspiration very seriously.  we say that not only does the Bible contain the word of God, but it actually is the word of God.  

As you most probably know, we battled over this issue as a church body in the late 1960s, and early 70s.  We concluded happily that, indeed, the Bible is not simply inspiring or spirit-filled, but that the words of the New Testament have been authored by the Holy Spirit, himself, so that it is without error and completely trustworthy.

It's very important that we teach this to our people, or else we end up turning the holy scriptures into -- we end up judging them by our own opinions.  

Now, that having been said, we have to also keep in mind that the scriptures are not like book of Mormon.  They did not descend from heaven as in one piece.  But that the inspiration of the holy scriptures and the New Testament begins not simply with the Holy Spirit, but with Jesus himself, and with the incarnation in history.

We remember that Apostles were chosen, and that the Holy Spirit helped these Apostles to remember their words.  And we remember that the holy scriptures were written for the sake of the church, and come from the very heart of the church.  

We do not want to think, therefore, that the Holy Spirit's work, and the inspiration of scriptures as being entirely vertical.  That is to say, we remember -- do well to remember that the Holy Spirit works horizontally.  That is to say, the Holy Spirit comes out having been breathed by Christ, works through the church, and works through the Apostles.  

The spirit was, therefore, not simply whispering into the ears of the Apostles words that they had never heard.  The writer should not be thought about as stenographers.  In fact, to be sure, the scriptures are fully divine, fully spirit-filled, and they are also human.  We see very much the human characteristics of each the authors.

We remember that the spirit is working through the very words which Jesus had spoken and taught his Apostles.  The spirit was working through the words that were in the Apostles' memories, and in their hearts.  And so we may that scriptures are fully the word of God, and yet they also exhibit the personal characteristics of their individual authors.

One other word here.  In a different way the Holy Spirit still does work among us.  Not so that words are infallible or without error, but truly the Holy Spirit does continue to work with us and to speak through us.  I think of the time that Jesus warned his Apostles about times of persecution.  He told them that they would be put on trial, called to give an account for what they believed.  At the same time, he offered them a word of comfort.  He told them not to worry about what they would say, reassuring them.

But when they arrest you, do not worry about what to say or how to say it.  At that time you will be given what to say.  For it will not be you speaking, but the spirit of your father speaking through you.  

And so it is the same spirit that spoke through the Apostles speaks through our preaching from the pulpit.  The difference is, of course, that our word needs to be judged.  Our word needs to be put beside the words of the Apostles, to be based upon the words of the Apostles.

So the spirit will continue to work in the church.

Now, what does this mean for you as pastors?  One, I think that it means that you should -- it doesn't mean simply that you should not prepare to speak the Gospels before others.  Of course not.  It means that we should so fill ourselves with the words of God, and the words of Christ that the words become part of us.  

Here, I think, especially in the Old Testament of the Prophet who eats the scroll.  That is to say, the scroll is bitter, the words of God are bitter, and yet they are sweet to us and become part of us.  And so in courses like these and in your further studies, let the word of God become apart of you.  Trust in it as the infallible word without error.  And put your faith in that.

And then the Holy Spirit will work through you to give you what you need to say.  This is a word of encouragement.  

ADVANCE \d12Question 16tc \l1 "
>> JOSHUA: I understand and appreciate very much what you have said about the Holy Spirit's inspiration of all of scripture.  
On the other hand, we do treat four of the Bibles books quite differently.  The four Gospels, I mean.  For instance, Professor Scaer, we stand when they are read in worship.  What makes a Gospel a Gospel?  

>> DR. PETER SCAER:  Well, you ask a very basic question on one level, and yet also a significant one that, frankly, is not settled.  Certainly not in New Testament scholarship.

At its very core the term (Gospel( as you well know means the good news.  So we can talk about the preaching of the Gospel, the preaching of the great news that God is at peace with the world because of what Christ has done.  

But then the question arises, what genre, or what type of writing do we find when we read the four Gospels, Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John?  

In the early 20th Century, form critics such as bolt man and Debelius, tended to see the Gospels as collections of traditions, as community products rather than the works of individual authors.  

They saw that the Gospel was actually -- the Gospels were actually divided into small stories with scenes between them that talked about the time and place and events in Jesus' life that happened.

But more recent scholarship, especially the redaction critics, have recognized the Gospels are not simply collections of sayings or community products put together by unlearned, or unskilled authors.  They're the products of authors who tell the stories of Jesus in a way is both theologically and literally coherent.  

Now, as time goes on, the term (Gospel( became a genre designation.  I think that we see this also -- already in the Gospel of Mark.  Many scholars would hold that to be the first Gospel.  I hold it to be perhaps the third or the fourth.  

And right from the very beginning, Mark designates his work in this way.  The beginning of the Gospel of Jesus Christ.   I think already at this point he understands his work as a Gospel.  That is, a work centered upon Jesus Christ.  a work that is charismatic, that is, it proclaims the good news.  It is a preaching document.  But it also integrates into it the life of Jesus.  That is, it includes both the words and deeds of Jesus.

Now, in recent scholarship, there is some question as to whether we might also call the Gospels in some sense of the word as biographies.  Now, they're not biographies in the modern sense.  They are a continuous account of the life of the -- of one man, Jesus.  

They tell of his birth, at least two of the Gospels tell of his birth.  They tell of his life, and of his death, and resurrection.  Unlike modern biographies, the Gospels seem to demonstrate little interest in the psychological development of its subject, which is quite different from a modern biography which, for the most part, strives to find what is it that makes a person tick.

At the same time, they have many similarities to the ancient biographies, to the writings of Plutarch, and his lives.  at the same time, there are differences as well.

Others have sought when they look at the Gospels, see the Gospels as primarily a form of catechesis, that is, teaching.  And certainly this would bear well if we look at the Gospel of Matthew, which is primarily a teaching document.  That is to say, it's divided up into five discrete sections in which we have five discourses about life within the church.

Presumably, those who are already in the church knew about the teachings of Jesus.  These documents were meant to catechize or bring newcomers into the church and teach them about the life of Jesus Christ.  In that sense they're evangelistic documents, and we can certainly look at the Gospel of Luke as an example of that.  Luke seems to consciously reach out not only to those who knew about Christ, but to those who did not yet know about him.  

And finally, we might say that they are -- the Gospels are sui genres.  That is, they're of their own genre, perhaps created by Matthew, perhaps based on his own study of the Old Testament.  They are scriptures, that is to say the Gospels themselves are self-consciously recreating -- I shouldn't say recreating, but continuing the story of the Old Testament.  So if we consider their genre as scripture that is true, because Matthew begins with a genealogy, an old testament type that we find not only prominently in the book of genesis, but throughout the entire Old Testament.  He is continuing the story and telling, finally, the last chapter on the Old Testament telling us of the promised Messiah.

We should also, finally, say that the Gospel does have a special place in the New Testament.  We consider the entire Bible to be scripture.  We consider of the New Testament documents to be authoritative.  And yet the Gospel does hold a special place, though all scripture is, indeed, inspired by the Holy Spirit, as you well said it is only for the Gospels in the church service that we stand, that we rise.  We offer them special respect.

Because the Gospels, finally, are what the scriptures are all about.  The Old Testament pointed to the day when Christ would come.  What the Old Testament Prophets saw in shadows we now see gloriously in the incarnation of our Lord, Jesus Christ.  What they saw in types and in figures we see in the Gospels as reality.  We think of the writings of St. Paul, among the most theologically profound in all of scripture.  And yet in some ways they're commentaries upon the Gospels and upon the life and work of Jesus Christ.

Therefore, the Gospels hold a special place our worship, and in our liturgy, and in our thinking.  And as you might want to note, the place of the Gospels is not always -- is not always recognized in Christian circles today.  

Even those among our Lutheran brethren who hold the writings of St. Paul as being the highest and the pinnacle of theology.  Likewise, many New Testament commentaries begin not with the person of Jesus, but with the preaching of Paul.  Here I think that we do well to follow the chronicle order.  The Gospels come first because they do, in fact, record the deeds and the very words of God incarnate.

ADVANCE \d12Question 17tc \l1 "
>> DAVID:  I've been reading up on the gospels, and I wonder if you can tell me about the synoptic problem.  
>> DR. PETER SCAER: David that is a large issue, even today, in Biblical scholarship.  As we know, there are four Gospels, Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John.  But the first three in particular, Matthew, Mark, and Luke, are called the synoptic gospels.  The term synoptic comes from the Greek for (with one eye.( That is to say that the gospels tell essentially the same story.  They follow the same format.  They tell the story of Jesus beginning his ministry with his baptism all wait through to his death and resurrection.

Now, even though there are three stories, there are both differences and similarities.  The orderings of time shifts and changes, and the particular words in any given *parigopy are different.  So the synoptic problem, if we want to call it that, is the question of how are these three gospels, Matthew, Mark, and Luke, related to one another?  Which Gospel came first?  And does it matter?  What were the sources upon which the Gospel writers drew?  

As we see in many of the textbooks in contemporary scholarship, probably in both liberal and conservative alike, Mark is considered to be the first Gospel.  Mainly because it has no birth story and no resurrection.  According to early form critics, this was because the birth was -- the birth story was, in fact, a legend, and the story of the resurrection was made up by the church to express their belief in the fact that Christ was no longer in the tomb.

Conservatives, though, who believe in the accounts in both Matthew and Luke concerning the birth of Jesus still put Mark often as the first Gospel because it is the first -- because it is the shortest Gospel.  

Conservatives and liberals alike will ask if you already have the Gospel, for instance of Matthew and Luke, what would be the purpose of writing Mark?  

It's also often noted that Mark seems to be written in a rougher style of Greek, and for this reason perhaps the Gospel of Mark was not used very often in the early church.  And also, yet again, the Gospel of Mark is said at times to have a more primitive theology.  For instance, it is only in the Gospel of Mark that we're told that Jesus could not perform miracles at a given time because of the people -- because of the fact that the people had faith.

Now, as I would argue elsewhere, I don't believe that this means that Mark was, in fact, the first Gospel, but I do believe that he is close to the source.  That is to say he is recording the words of Peter.  

Now, be that as it may, Mark is generally considered to be first Gospel.  There is another document also that many scholars hold to as being part of the original corigma, the primitive teaching of Jesus, and this is the (Q( source, or *quella, which means source.  So scholars posit that there was a (Q( document, a source document, which consisted largely of the sayings of Jesus.  Now, it was only recently in the past couple of years that Fortress Press published the (Q( documents, a critical addition, and I believe in two volumes, very thick volumes, in which they tried to recreate this (Q( document of the sayings of Jesus.

Now, there is a problem, of course, with the (Q( document.  There are reasons for thinking that perhaps the (Q( document never did exist.  And one reason, of course, for thinking of that is that we have no (Q( document.  No such document has ever been found.  It's posited by the scholars as a necessary source for the teachings of Jesus, but there is no such document that has ever been found.

The closest parallel that we have to the (Q( document is the Gospel of Thomas.  That is largely a saying source.  At the same time, the Gospel of Thomas also includes stories about Jesus and the life that he lead and the miracles that he did.  

Now, where did the idea for this (Q( document come from?  Well, I think that it was back -- you'll have to go back to bolt man and Debelius early form critics, who held that the most primitive and important things about the Christian faith were the teachings of Jesus.  So it is assumed that early Christians gathered these things into one document.  

Mark, on the other hand, is essentially a document tells about what Jesus did.  Although Jesus is called in the Gospel of mark, ironically enough (teacher( more than he is in any other Gospel, at the same time, in the Gospel of Mark you have remarkably very little teaching.  The Gospel of Mark, for instance, does not have a sermon on the mount, or any of the parables like you would find in Matthew 13, the discourses are largely lost.  Instead you have -- instead you have the miracles of Jesus and, of course, eschatological sayings which are prominent in the Book of Mark.

This is the dominant theory that you have on the one hand queue, which is the document that concludes the sayings of Jesus.  You have the most primitive Gospel, Mark, Which doesn't have at the beginning the birth, or at the end the resurrection, or the sayings of Jesus.  And then you have, possibly, Matthew.  Matthew is said to have taken (Q,( the sayings of Jesus, which would include I suppose the Sermon on the Mount and the parables and all of that, and combined that with the action of mark, the story of Jesus' life and his miracles and all of that, combined it to make the Gospel of Matthew.

So (Q( plus mark equals Matthew.  And then what do you do with Luke?  Well, at least many scholars would hold that Luke uses (Q(, or some of the teachings of (Q.(  He does not include, for instance, the Sermon on the Mount in its entirety.  But he includes some of that material.  

He also includes much of the market material.  And scholars think he must have had another source which they conveniently label (L.(
so Luke would according to this mathematical equation would consist of (Q,( plus I suppose Mark and the (L( source.  

Now, it gets to be pretty complicated, and you won't find a lot of scholars in agreement over this, although some the textbooks might make it seem more simple than it is.  Or might make it seem as if there is more unanimity about these matters than there actually is.

There have been those who have challenged the (Q( document, and the necessity for that.  Among the most prominent was Berger Gerhardson who's famous book (Memory And Manuscript( challenged Boltman's theory.

In that book he compares Jesus to a rabbi who is running a rabbinic school.  And in this rabbinic school that Jesus was running, and, indeed, Jesus is often called a rabbi, he would encourage his disciples to remember and to memorize actually his words, his sayings, his teachings, and his sermons.  

Now, for many of us living today in the world that we live in, such a task might seem daunting.  But in the largely oral culture of the 1st Century, such memorization was quite common.  It also should be remembered that Jesus' teachings, although recorded perhaps once, in the Gospels, might have actually been said by him any number of times.  

For instance, we don't have to think about the Sermon on the Mount the only time the one time where Jesus said blessed are the peacemakers.  He might well have had a set of sermons, or stock sermons which he would have altered as he went from town to town.

That would have aided in the memorization of these documents.  

Now, according to Gerhardson, therefore, you have a school of disciples memorizing the words of Jesus, and then each of the disciples, we can think of Matthew and John in this instance, the Apostles, go to their own place and they write in their own memoirs the sayings of Jesus.  And I think that this book has much to commend itself for.

I do think, though, that the scholars are on to something when they see that there is actually a literary relationship between the Gospels.  That is to say, at least when I read the Gospels, I have to think that they had read one another, that they actually knew one another, and they were writing over and against one another.  And here we should not think in terms of contradiction.  Is Matthew right?  Is Luke right?  

I kind of think of it as a couple, perhaps a married couple who has been married for 20 years, and a man is telling the story of something that he did the other day, or something that he saw, and every once in awhile his wife chimes in and says, oh, yes, but you forgot this, and you want to emphasize that.

I think that sort of thing is going on in the Gospels.  

Now, from the earliest times, the early church fathers almost unanimously thought that Matthew was first Gospel, the most complete Gospel.  According to Augustin, he thought that the order was Matthew, Mark, and Luke.

More recently among the early critical scholars was *Gersbach, and he posited the *Gersbach theory, Matthew is first, Luke is second, and Mark is third.  Matthew is the most complete Gospel written specifically for the Jews.  Luke is the one that adds on and makes the Gospel more beautiful, adds songs and adds stories that Jesus had told that Matthew did not record, it makes the Gospel palatable and expands on Matthew's teachings.

Then comes Mark.  There is a question why Mark?  We'll address that at another time.  Now, you might finally say in the end does all of this matter?  Can we simply not just take each Gospel on its own and ax knowledge that each one is true ** and they have different points of view?  And I think that there is a lot to be said for that.  That is to say, there is a sense in which we have four Gospels, and yet there is only one Gospel.  At the same time, I think it's good to see the Gospel writers in conversation with one another.  For most of how will be preaching soon or are preaching, you'll be preaching from what we call the 3-year series.  And that is a series of *parigopy and Gospel readings which largely follows Matthew for one year, Mark for another, Luke for a third, with John interspersed in all three years.

And as you are preaching, you will no doubt want to bring out the particular emphases of each Gospel.   

The other thing to note is that although there's nothing wrong with having a difference of opinion which Gospel came first, in fact it can be kind of an enjoyable conversation as you put the *parigopies beside one another.  And if you don't own a synopsis, that is to say a book of the Gospels in which Matthew, Mark, and Luke are placed beside one another, you should purchase one and use that for your Bible study, and your preaching.  And that way you will better be able to understand the particular emphases of each gospel.   

We're going back to what you said about does it matter?  Well, the critical scholars whole to a Mark in priority not simply because it's simply the most logical, but because it actually supports their world view.  A world view which states that what matters most about Jesus were his moral teachings.  Hence, (Q.(
they believe that he was a eschatological Prophet that spoke of the times.  By doing that, they privilege the teachings of Jesus over and against his actions and his miracles, and they relegate the birth story to myth and -- or to legend, and they relegate the resurrection to myth.

So whatever decisions that you come, or whatever position you come as to which the first Gospel is, know that the presuppositions for many of the liberal scholars are there, and you will want to recognize that you are reading New Testament commentaries on the Gospels.  

ADVANCE \d12Question 18tc \l1 "
>> PAUL:  Is there any reason why Matthew is the first book in the New Testament?  Does its position suggest that it is the most important of the Gospels?  And was it written first?  Thank you for responding to these questions, Dr. Scaer.  
>> DR. PETER SCAER:  There's a lot to say on this issue, Paul.  I think you've brought up a good question here.  

Now, first of all, we should speak about the Gospels themselves.  And their place within the New Testament canon.  Most scholars today would argue for Mark priority.  They would argue that Mark was the first Gospel to be written.  There are also many scholars in their discussion of the New Testament that begin not with mark, but with Paul and the preaching of Paul.  And as you know, you've been assigned for this course word of the Lord grows by Martin Franzman.

I find it to be a wonderful book, a very Gospel-oriented, a good read.  But frankly, one of the problems with this book is that it's not until the 8th chapter, Page 168, that Professor Franzman even begins to discuss the Gospels, the first three Gospels, and the Book of Acts.  

So what happens in this sort of a scheme is that the Gospels are no longer foundational for you New Testament, but are seen as kind of an add-on to the preaching of Paul.  

I would ask that you consider the Gospels a little bit differently, that is, canonically.  And the first book is necessarily the most important book.  It's the foundational book for the New Testament, namely the Gospel of Matthew.

Now, why is it that the early church fathers placed Matthew First in the canon?  I, for one, think that Matthew Was among the very first books written in the New Testament along with James.

But even if you did not hold that Matthew was among the very first books written, there is still a good reason for it being first in cat Nan.  Namely, the Gospel of Matthew, in its present form is a continuation of the Old Testament.  It continues the Old Testament In its form, in its content, in its tenor, and in its audience.  Consider the audience for Matthew.  It is certainly the most Jewish of the Gospels.  

And then when you begin reading the book of Matthew, notice that it begins with a genealogy, which tells us of the ancestors of Jesus.  Namely, Jesus Christ is said to be the son of Abraham, the father of the Jewish people, and the son of David, her greatest king.  

And then the genealogy lists the ancestors of Jesus in three groupings of 14.  Frankly, most modern readers when they begin reading the New Testament are bored by this genealogy.  But for those familiar with the Old Testament, for those who study Matthew in light of the Old Testament, this genealogy is pregnant with meaning.  Because it shows that Jesus is truly the cap stone, the fulfillment of all Old Testament hopes.  I think of the way that the genealogy works, for instance, in the Book of Genesis.  In which we're told that he begat, and he begat, and he begat, and he begat.  Why all of the genealogies?  Is it simply a record of the fast?  

No, it's expression of the Jewish longing and expectation, for the one who would be born of eve, for the one who would become the Messiah, the new king of Israel.  And that's why Matthew begins with a Jewish genealogy.  Finally we come to the completion and fulfillment of all of the Old Testament hoped for and promised.

Now, along with Jesus -- with Jesus being the fulfillment of the Old Testament, another point is important here.  Matthew, of all of the Gospels, contains the most Old Testament quotations.  In fact, in the infancy narrative alone, they're tellingly five quotes from the Old Testament fulfilled in the person of Christ.

Here, Matthew as a writer might be compared to a scribe bringing treasures of the old into the new.  Five is also an important number here.  We note that Matthew includes five Old Testament quotes, reminding us of Moses who wrote the first five books of the Old Testament, the Pentateuch.  

And Jesus is, in fact, for Matthew the new Moses.  Like baby Moses, he is hunted by an evil king who wants to kill all of the young boys.  Here, Matthew likens the story of King Herod to the evil Pharaoh.  Like Moses, he, too, had to seek -- Jesus, too, had to seek refuge in Egypt.  

Jesus is the new Moses.  Consider, for instance, his Sermon on the Mount.  That reminds us of Moses and Mount Sinai.  But whereas Moses brought down a law from the mountain, Jesus brings us the Gospel.  

It's also interesting to note that after the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus is said to perform 10 miracles.  As we remember, Moses also brought down 10 plagues upon the people of Egypt.  Jesus, the new Moses, does 10 wondrous miracles showing that the kingdom of God is at hand.

Along with this general theme of Jesus being the new Moses, we might also consider the fact that Matthew is organized his Gospels into, you might guess, five sections.  

Section one, the Sermon on the Mount, Chapters 5-7.  Section 2, the Missionary Sermon, Chapter 10.  Section or discourse 3, the parables, which tell us about the growth of the Kingdom of God in Chapter 13.  Jesus' fourth discourse, the church and its administration found in Matthew, Chapter 18.  And finally, Jesus' eschatological course, that is, when he tell us about the end times, about his own death and resurrection, and about the final end when he will come again in judgment of the world.

After each one of these sections, Matthew leaves a type of note.  In each one of these sections Matthew writes, and when Jesus had finished saying these things, then there follow as narrative section.  

At the end of the eschatological discourse in Matthew, Chapter 26, Verse 1, Matthew writes this, (After Jesus had finished saying all these things.  At this point, at the end of the five discourses, Jesus is no longer teacher, but he comes to do that which he had taught.  He comes to offer himself as a sacrifice, as a ransom for the sins of the world.

So Jesus is the new Moses, both in the way that he is born, and in the way that he teaches.  We might also say at this point that Matthew wants to emphasize the continuation of the Old Testament in the fact that Jesus is also the new David.

Remember, he is called in the genealogy the very son of David.  Matthew makes it a point that he is born, of course, in Bethlehem, which is the city of David.  

His message, again and again, is repent and be baptized for the Kingdom of God is at hand.  The Kingdom of God at hand because the king has arrived.  The new king is like David, but still greater, the one who has come to bring a kingdom which will have end.  

Other examples of Jesus as the fulfillment of the Old Testament abound in the Gospel of Matthew.  For those who have ears to hear, for instance, when the Pharisees asked Jesus for a sign, Jesus gives them this remark.  Says, I will give them only the sign of Jonah.  For those who understood and read the Old Testament, they would know, in fact, that Jonah was the one who was in the belly of the fish for three days, after which he arose out onto new land.  So also Jesus depicts his own death and resurrection as in terms of Jonah.  

So there are many Old Testament themes which run through the Gospel of Matthew.  In a sense, I think that when Matthew was writing his Gospel, he saw in some ways, perhaps, as the first book of the New Testament.  But I think even more Matthew understood himself to be writing the final chapter, or the final book of the Old Testament.  

Another thing that we might add here, one of the reasons that Matthew, I believe, is first is that Matthew is the most complete Gospel.  It's the Gospel necessary for living in the church today.  

It is only in Matthew that we have a complete version of the Lord's prayer.  Luke, for instance, gives us a Lord's prayer, but it is a abbreviated form.  Matthew gives us the full prayer.

It's only in Matthew also that we get the full baptismal formula.  If you wanted to know how to baptize children and adults, you learn it from Matthew.  Baptizing them in the name of the father, the son, and the Holy Spirit.

Matthew, along with Mark and Luke, but not John gives us the words of institution.  Take eat, take drink, this is my body, this is my blood.  Matthew is truly the teaching Gospel.  It is spent for catechesis for the church, and I think that crystal was right when he called Matthew in a sense a church manual.  Matthew teaches us how to be Christian, and how to be the church, drawing upon the treasures of the Old Testament, and bringing us into the new.  

ADVANCE \d12tc \l1 "Question 19tc \l1 "
>> NICK:  It is said you can tell a lot about a book by the way it begins.  What can you tell about the Gospels, Professor Scaer, from the way each Gospel begins?  

>> DR. PETER SCAER: I think you are on to something, Nick.  I know when I many reading, for instance, a magazine article.  I'll often read -- especially if it's a complicated one or a long one, or a scholarly article, I'll often read the opening or the preface, the opening paragraph, and then also read the summary of that article.  And by doing that I get an idea of where the author is going.  What major points he wants to make.

I think the same sort of thing can be done when you're reading the Gospels.  It's not a bad idea, for instance, to take the Gospel of Matthew, Mark, Luke, John and read, say, the first couple of chapters of each one.

Often when people begin to read the New Testament, for instance, the Gospel of Matthew, they quickly skip over that first part, the genealogy because it makes for a tough read.  It's meant to be a tough read, at least for us gentiles, because it's a continuation of the Old Testament.  It's meant and written for insiders.  That is to say, people that know the code of the genealogy and know how to read it.

Matthew includes in his genealogy of Jesus the great 

>>  He us leaders, including Abraham, and David.  But he also notes that these Jewish leaders were full of their sins and foibles.  And so, for instance, he mentions the fact that Solomon was the son of David, and also the son of Uriah's wife.  There is no reason he has to tell us this, Matthew.  But it does it in order to emphasize the fact that if the Jews Were relying on their pedigree, certainly their genealogy for their salvation, for instance, those said I will be saved because I am a son of Abe Abraham, if they were doing that, among their own pedigree, among their own ancestor, among their greatest king, there was sin.  In the case of David, the greatest king, he was of course a murderer and adulterer.  And Matthew puts that into the genealogy. 

If you weren't looking for it, you might just skip over it.  But Matthew knows his readers.

Now, Luke knows, on the other hand, that starting with the genealogy simply will not do.  Luke does not start as a Jewish writer, but as a Greco-Roman writer, as a Hellenist.  In fact, opening, the preface, Chapter 1, Verses 1-4, contain the most highly-polished Greek in the New Testament.  It's a historical literary preface with a very elegant sentence.  You might compare the English to that, for instance today found in (Nashua Review,( or that written by William.  If Buckley, or some other such stylist of the English language.  Luke found he could write in highly stylized Greek because he was writing to a cosmopolitan audience.

Now, there is some debate.  Was Luke writing for Jews, or for gentiles?  That's probably a false dichotomy.  In any case, if he is writing to simply Jews, he is writing to Jews who are spread out throughout the Greco-Roman world.  Jews who not only know the story of the Old Testament, but are quite familiar with the classical Greek authors, with the stories of Socrates, and the writing of Plutarch.  It seems this is a much more cosmopolitan undertaking, and it's meant to show that Christianity can, indeed, take the world stage that Christianity will not simply be a Palestinian religion, but is ready for, indeed, to take over even Rome.

After the first four verses, Verse 5, Luke plunges into a gentle Greek.  That is to say perhaps you've seen writing where writers will try to imitate, for instance, King James English, in order to make it sound like it's -- you're back in the old times.  I believe that's what Luke does when he starts writing in Verse 5.  It sounds like he takes the language, an archaic language, of the Old Testament.  So we have those beautiful phrases, not necessary, but they add to the beauty and the feel.  And so it came to pass.  And in those days.  It gives us a feeling now that we're stepping back into time.

While Matthew is antagonistic toward the Old Testament, Luke is very loving.  He's almost sentimental about the Old Testament.  He wants Christians to see the beautiful pictures of faith from the Old Testament, and to recognize that Christianity comes out of the very rich fabric of the Old Testament.  Therefore, they should be proud of their Jewish heritage.

Now we move on to Mark.  Mark is the third of the synoptic, and it starts the most abruptly.  Now, it does have a title in the way that the others do not.  For instance, Mark does begin, this is the beginning of the Gospel of Jesus Christ.  So it is by its own self-titling it is a Gospel.  At the same time, Mark dispenses with the story of the telling of the birth.  As I would like to think of it, I think Mark had the story of both Luke and Matthew at hand, and he chose to simply disregard it and to go directly to the witness of Peter.

It is interesting when you look at Peter's speeches in the Book of Acts, Peter claims to be one who is with Jesus from his baptism.  And that seems to be the beginning of the ministry, and that's where Peter and then Mark begins his account.

And Mark is much more abrupt in other ways.  The story of John the Baptist is truncated, and then we go also quickly into the baptism of Jesus which is very short, and then we go to the temptation of Jesus, and, again, there we're not told what the three temptations were.  It's as if Mark is on a mission.  If Luke is literary style, and Luke can add a literary flourishes filler words, as it were, like (it came to pass,( and (those days,( and he tells a story, Mark is a little bit different.  He writes like a preacher, like a preaching of Peter.  At times.  It's jarring.  At times it moves very quickly.  The classic word you might notice when you are reading the Gospel of Mark is straightaway, and right away. 

Jesus is always on the move.  Jesus is not teaching that much because he has a goal, and that goal is the cross.  I think that's why we have such an abrupt beginning in Mark.  We begin right in the middle of things.  

Well, that tells us about Matthew, Mark, and Luke, the synoptic Gospels. 

But what about John?  John certainly is a different kind of a bird.  What do we have?  Do we have a birth story?  Well, yes, in fact, we do.  Do we have a linkage to the Old Testament like we do in Matthew, and Luke 1, 5, and following?  Yes, we do.  In fact, what we have in the first 18 verses which are the prologue of the Gospel of John, what you have is a type of hymn to Christ, or a hymn about Christ.  It's among the most beautiful poetry that there is in all of the New Testament.  

In the beginning was the word and the word was with God, and the word was God.  At once this calls us back to Genesis where we remember that God created the world through his word.  He said, let there be light.  And there was light.  God created through his word.

Who was that word?  That word was Jesus Christ, himself.  Now, for the philosophers of that time, for those who would have been familiar with middle-Platonism they would have recognized that the word or the logos, is that which would connect the deity to mankind.  There may be some play in there in which John is actually addressing the issue of the philosophers and saying that the word, which connects mankind to the logos, which is the reason, which fills the universe is not simply a concept or a abstraction, but that reason that word is actually the flesh and blood incarnate Christ, himself.

Now, one other note here, and that's about place.  When you read Matthew, you have the idea, especially at the beginning, that Jesus is a Jew, Messiah, who came to be the king and deliverer of the Jewish people.  
Luke is a little bit different.  He places Jesus' birth upon the world stage.  So not only was he born in Bethlehem, but he was born during the time of Caesar Augustus.  That is to say, Luke has in mind the entire world when he looks at Jesus' birth.  Not simply Israel, but the entire Roman Empire.  And it's his message that Christ came to be Savior of all the lands.  

But John does something remarkable.  He widens our lens even more so that we see Jesus not only as the Savior of the nations, but the Savior of the cosmos.  We see Jesus entering into this world as if from another place.

When you read the Gospel of John in the beginning, it's almost like you're standing on the planet Mars or Jupiter, and you're standing from the outside, and you are seeing a world that's in darkness, and in chaos, and in comes this Savior from on high, this Savior from heaven who comes and is almost invades the earth.  He comes to be one of us from the outside.  And then the question, the Gospel of John from here on out be do you recognize who this Jesus is?  This one who looks ordinary, of course, is not ordinary.  This one who looks like he came from simply from Mary, or who people think is the son of Joseph is actually truly the son of God who came from another world and, again, will leave into another world.  He is a visitor from on high.  Will you recognize him as the son of God? 

I think that's the question John poses for us in his prologue.  

ADVANCE \d12Question 20tc \l1 "
>> JOSHUA:  John the Baptist is mentioned in each of the Gospels.  Why is he so important?  What relevance does he have to our congregational ministry today?  

>> DR. PETER SCAER: It's hard to overestimate, Joshua, the significance of John the Baptist and the role he plays in the Gospels.  Jesus, himself, says that he was the greatest of all men born of a woman.  

John the Baptist is the link between the Old Testament and the New Testament.  He is the last of the Old Testament Prophets, and he is the first of the new.  As we know from the Gospel of Luke in particular, he was a cousin of Jesus, born into a priestly family.  He was an insider.  In fact, some of Jesus' own disciples we find out later on were actually first disciples of John the Baptist.  
Now, who was John the Baptist?  He is the one who in the words of Isaiah prepares the way of the Lord.  Is the voice of one calling in the wilderness, (Prepare the way of the Lord.  Make straight in the wilderness a highway for our God,( Isaiah, Chapter 40.  As such as the one who prepares the way, he preaches a message of repentance.

He is the Old Testament bulldozer who makes high the low places and fills in the Valleys.  Now, part of his message of repentance is not simply in his words but in his lifestyle.  He not only preaches it, he lives it.  Dresses like an Old Testament man.  He wears camel's hair, and he eats wild locusts.

Now, John's lifestyle can be seen in contrast to that of our Lord Jesus Christ.  Jesus comes in and joins society.  He eats and drinks with tax collectors and sinners.  John, on the other hand, stands outside of society, on the outside as a Prophet.  Jesus put it this way, (John came, and he did not eat and he did not drink, and yet you did not mourn.  Did you not repent.  I came eating and drinking and did you not rejoice.  You did not dance.(  Thus, John and Jesus proclaimed the same message, but in different ways.

John is the one who points towards Jesus who is the fulfillment of John's preaching.  John must come first so that Jesus may come later and may become the greater one, for he is the very son of God.

Now, one of the greatest moments -- the greatest moment of John the Baptist's life is certainly one that he was not prepared for.  That was the moment when Jesus at the age of 30 to John order to be advertised.  

That baptism of Jesus marked the beginning of his ministry.  And you will recall the words of John saying, (I'm not worthy even to tie your shoes.(  And yet he was baptized by John, and there began his ministry.

We see the importance and the Gospel writers acknowledge John the Baptist.  For instance, think of the way Luke handles the person of the Baptist.  In the birth narratives, Luke uses what the scholars call a form of step-parallelism.  It's a rhetorical trick.  Everything that happens to John the Baptist then happens to Jesus.  We are introduced to John's parents, then we're introduced to Jesus' parents.  There is a miraculous announcement by an angel of John's birth, which is miraculous because Elizabeth At a ripe old age is going to give birth to a child.  And there's an even greater miracle in the birth of Jesus, the virgin birth.  

The conception of each child is named.  Then there is a song of response.  There is a song of Zachariah, and the even greater song, the (Magnificant of Mary,( and then the growth of each child is told by Luke.

In every way, John the Baptist is shown to be great, to be a Prophet from the most high, but also in every way, Jesus is shown to be the greater one, the very Messiah.  

We see, again, John the Baptist's prominence in the Gospel of John.  John, as you know, begins with a most beautiful and poetic prologue, Verse 1-18, which is a hymn to the son of God who comes down to earth.  Yet in the middle of that hymn there is a interruption, it seems, in which the writer of the Gospel, John, tells us about John the Baptist.  And he says that he is not the light.  Jesus is the light who came into the world.  John the Baptist was not the light, but he was a witness to the light.  

That very little -- that phrase inserted into the prologue shows us that very early on in the Christian church John the Baptist loomed as a very large figure.  And it was part of the Gospel writer's duty, they felt, to show that John the Baptist, as great of a Prophet as he was, was not finally the Messiah.  The Messiah, of course, was the one to whom John the Baptist pointed.

Now, like an Old Testament Prophet, John days because of his prophetic word.  He declared it was unlawful for Herod's brother Philip to take Herodias for a wife.  And for that he was arrested and imprisoned.  When Herodias' daughter danced at a banquet for Herod, Herod promised to give her anything she wanted.  As you know, she asked for John the Baptist's head on a platter.  And so ended the life of John the Baptist.

And his death in the Gospels serve as a type of signal or a foreshadowing.  Even as John the Baptist died for his prophetic word, so also now would Jesus go about the task even more earnestly of preaching the Gospel of repentance, and he, too, like John the Baptist would pay for that message with his life.

Now, as to the final question of the second part, what relevance does the person and the ministry of John the Baptist have for us today in how we function as a church?  And I think that's a good one.  I think that John the Baptist can be very instructive for us.

As Christians, we really do have two duties.  In the one sense we have to be like Christ, that is to be incarnational, that is as pastors we have to live the lives of our people.  We need to eat in their homes.  We need to walk in their shoes.  We need to be with them to enjoy with them life's wonderful blessings, to be with them at their weddings, and also to mourn with them at their funerals.  We need to be part of their lives as pastors and as church members we need to -- that's the missionary approach.  That's the -- that's the incarnational aspect of ministry.

But there is also a prophetic aspect of our ministry that's very much embodied in the life of John the Baptist.  Because he was not able -- and it reminds me of some other Old Testament Prophets -- he was not able to enjoy the life of Jerusalem.  He did not eat and drink with the people.  Instead he was off to the side he was in the desert.  And what was he doing in the desert?  He was not a solitary person.  No.  He was calling the people of God to repentance.  

And sometimes as a church and as pastors we need to step back, step back from society and instead of participating in what society and what the world is doing, we need to say, no.  What's happening here is wrong.  We need to turn around.  It's John the Baptist and the prophetic voice which caused him to have his head slain -- excuse me, to have his head lopped off.

It's that kind of prophetic voice that we need as a church when we address such needs as abortion.  We need to speak forcefully even though the world does not want to hear us, we need to stand apart from society and say, (This is wrong and it must be stopped.( 

So it's the moral character of John the Baptist and his willingness to stand up for what is right which can be very instructive for us today.  All the while remembering that John the Baptist was a preacher of the Gospel, the one who pointed us to the lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world.

ADVANCE \d12Question 21tc \l1 "
>> NICK:  I ran across a passage in Matthew that has confused me.  A Canaanite woman comes up to Jesus and asks for his help.  And he says, (I was sent only to the lost sheep of the house of Israel.( What did Jesus mean by that?  
>> DR. PETER SCAER: Nick, I think that you've hit upon a very difficult passage.  And I think that it's worth exploring a little bit.  That passage which you quote comes from the Gospel of Matthew.  Excuse me.  And Matthew you find that there is a tension, a tension between the universal and the particular.

Matthew is at once the most Jewish of Gospels, and yet it ends with Jesus' great commission to teach all nations.  Well, what are we to make of this seeming contradiction?  

Indeed, Matthew does begin with a genealogy, a Jewish genealogy.  And many of us find it difficult to read.  It also says at the very beginning who is Jesus?  He is the very son of Abraham, the son of David.  Again, we're told by Matthew that Jesus has come not to abolish the law but to fulfill the law.

In that sense, it's a very Jewish Gospel.  See this again in Matthew Chapter 10 in a kind of striking way.  In Matthew 10 he sends out the 12, and yet he tells them to only go to the towns of Israel, not to the towns of the gentiles.  

Now, why is that, if the Gospel is for all people?  Well, all along the line when you read the Gospel of Matthew, you find that there are hints that Jesus, in fact, is preparing this Gospel for all people.  In fact, when you look at the Gospel of Matthew, the greatest faith is often exhibited by those who are not Jews.

For instance, in the infancy narrative, it is the three wise men from the east who come to worship the baby Jesus.  While it is Herod, the Jewish king, who seeks to kill him.

Within the genealogy itself, which is a very Jewish form of writing, and which we find the Patriarchs who are the father of Jesus, we also find some other figures that we do not expect.  For instance, the genealogy speaks of Ruth, and Rahab, the prostitute, and Uriah.  All of these people are non-Jews, gentiles, and their story of faith fills the Old Testament.  So already although he is a Jewish writer. He is recognizing that within the Old Testament itself are the seeds of the spread of the Gospel to all peoples.

Consider also the story of the centurion who comes to Jesus to have him heal one of his servants.  He says to Jesus, he doesn't consider himself worthy to have Jesus enter his house.  But he says this remarkable word.  (Just say the word and my servant will be healed.( To which Jesus says remarkably, (I have not found such faith in all of Israel.( That's the sad irony of the Gospel of Matthew, that the Christ who has come to be the king of the Jews finds his greatest acceptance at times by the gentiles.  

Consider also the way in which the Gospel reaches its climatic end.  The great declaration of faith, (Truly this man was the son of God( comes not from one of Jesus' own disciples, but comes from a Roman centurion, one who should be an enemy of Christ and of his people.

So back to the story of the Canaanite woman who asked for a favor.  Jesus, indeed, seems to be standoffish.  He seems to be saying no.  But behind that no is a yes.  That is to say he tests her faith.  And her faith actually grows in the conversation with Jesus.  He says no, but at the same time he invites her to come to him her problem.  And, of course, finally, she does what the Canaanite woman has asked for.   

I might add in this context and a bit of a side note that there is in contemporary scholarship a question raised from time to time about whether the Gospel of Matthew, or the other Gospels, for instance, John, aren't, in fact, anti-Semitic.  Are they, in fact, anti-Jewish.  Certainly, we must admit that as Christians throughout our history we have had those within our ranks who were, indeed, anti-Semitic, or anti-Jewish.  And the specter of the Holocaust admittedly hangs over much of the 20th and now 21st Century.  But it should also be remembered that the Gospels themselves are for the most part Jewish documents written by Jews, and first for Jews.

Matthew was written during a particular time of change and of turbulence, a time in which synagogues were being divided, and families were being divided over the question of Jesus, and his identity.  Thus in Matthew there is no anti-Semitism, but there is a desire by Matthew as a Jew that all Jews would, indeed, follow Jesus.  The most poignant appeal by a Jew to Jews is that of Paul, Romans, Chapters 9-11, where he speaks extensively about how Christianity is grafted on to the Old Testament and is an extension of the teaching found therein.
So, yes, at times, Jesus can appear to be saying no, when, in fact, he is saying yes.  And Matthew is a very Jewish Gospel, but it is meant for all gentiles.

ADVANCE \d12Question 22tc \l1 "
>> PAUL:  We all know that one of the first things that Jesus did was call disciples.  Will you please share your perspective on the role of the disciples in the Gospels?  

>> DR. PETER SCAER: Well, Paul, I think that it's very difficult to overestimate the role which the disciples play within the Gospel narratives, and the role which the Apostles play in the early church.  

The disciples are an interesting group of people.  Among them included fishermen, a tax collector.  And these men were not probably among the elite of society, certainly not.  But their writings show that they were bright and ambitious.  They were literate people.  They were also well spoken or learned to be at least.  

Now, the Gospels tend to treat the disciples differently.  Luke, for instance is very sympathetic to the disciples.  He tends to avoid making embarrassing comments about their failures, because he wants us to honor them and to recognize them as leaders in the church.
Mark, on the other hand, shows that the disciples were often dull and thick-headed, slow to believe the Lord, and in that sense Mark wants to be honest with us.  I think he is speaking there the voice of Peter.  And we should not put these Apostles on to Mt. Rushmore as if they were saints without any faults.  They were like us, although they were, indeed, great men.

But in any case, the disciples play a very important role in the ministry of our Lord.  And when I talk about Jesus' baptism, it's Jesus' baptism that becomes the beginning of his ministry.  However, right after his baptism, in all of the Gospels, we're told that among the very first thing that us is does, he offers an inaugural sermon, but among the very first things that Jesus does is to choose Apostles.  

Now, why does he do that?  The word (Apostle( comes from the Hebrew word for *shalliack.  That is to say those who are representatives though who are sent out as representatives of Jesus.  Now, we see the prominence of the Apostle, for instance, in Matthew, Chapter 10, Verses 2-5.  If I might read the list of the Apostles for you.  

He called his 12 disciples to them and gave them authority.  The names of these 12 Apostles are, first, Simon, who was called Peter.  By the way, the person who is listed first is, of course, usually the most prominent, and Peter was, and his brother, Andrew, son of Zebidy, and his brother John.  It's Peter, James, and John who become the inner circle of the 12.  
Phillip and Bartholomew, Thomas and Matthew, the tax collector, James, son of Alpheus, Thaddeus is Simon the zealot, and Judas Iscariot, who betrayed him.  If Peter is the greatest, of course, Judas is the least and worst of the Apostles, and yet he still was a Apostle and a representative.  Judas is the leader -- I might make a little diversionary comment.  That's to say God gave to his Apostles the authority, authority to drive out demons, authority to forgive sins.  

And inasmuch as Judas carried out these tasks during Jesus' earthly ministry on behalf of Jesus, certainly his acts were valid.  For instance, we're told that the Apostles did heal, they did perform exorcisms.  And I have no doubt that Judas was among those who did those exorcisms, and gave forgiveness and healing.  And that is a note to us, I believe, that even if a pastor, for instance, does not personally have faith, God forbid, still, the acts of that pastor would be valid because the acts are dependent not upon the personal piety of the pastors.  Pastors in that sense are no more Christian than any other Christian, but the acts of the pastor are valid because they've been so commissioned and given the power to forgive and -- forgive and preach by Christ, himself. 

Now, when you look at this list, which is an official list in Matthew 10.  And when you look at the fact that Jesus begins to call the disciples almost immediately, you've got to get the feeling, I do, that Jesus is already concerned or thinking about the future, the legacy.  He is thinking about the church.  

From the very beginning he recognized that he has come for a purpose, to teach what he needs to teach to die on the cross to rise up again, to fill all things in the church.  

But he recognizes from the beginning that there will need to be again who carry on this mission.  Now, for many of you who are taking this course you are studying for the ministry.  I would say that these disciples also were in a seminary of sorts.  This was a three-year seminary in which disciples lived and ate and talked and were taught by our Lord, and it was also a time when they were able to do field work, they were able to practice what they had learned.

Again, in many senses, this is a seminary.  And they were to serve as Jesus' official representatives.  We talked before at what the term (Apostle( means.  The term (Apostle( mean one who is sent from the Hebrew word *shalliak.  In order to kind of put this in a modern perspective, you could say that to the Apostle were given the certain power of attorney.  They were made his ambassadors.  

They were actually given the power to forgive.  Now, if you have the power of attorney and if you give that power of attorney to someone else, they can sign legal documents for you, they can sign checks for you, and it's as if it's your own signature.  So also with the Apostles.  He says who's ever sins you forgive they're forgiven, who's ever sin you withhold, it is withhold against them.  So it's to teach and preach none other than the word the Lord has spoken, aided by the power of the Holy Spirit.  They're called to remember the words of the Lord and to interpret them, and to preach them to the church.  They're called to confess Jesus as Lord in a public way.  We see that in Matthew, Chapter 16, the role of Peter who said, (Thou art Christ, the son of the living God.( 

The Apostles are called also to lead the meetings of the church.  And here I don't simply mean something like church council, I mean leading the worship of the church.  They're to carry on the meal of Christ to do this in remembrance of me.  

And finally as his ambassadors, they're called to go out to all nations.  They're called to multiply Christ's ministry to the world and they're called to proclaim Jesus' ministry of peace.  

Now, perhaps it would be appropriate here to mention the qualifications for being a pastor.  

As we said, the disciples were kind of a mixed lot.  Judas was a betrayer, a very bad person, it seems.  And we should expect -- I know sometimes we hold up our hand when a scandal arises and we find that a pastor has done some awful thing.  I suppose it shouldn't surprise us too much, even as it disappoints us, because even among the men that Jesus chose there was one that proved to be very bad.

But then there are other disciples who have many of the same problems or weaknesses as we do.  James and John are examples of men who had -- who were probably overly ambitious.  We know that they -- they through their mother asked Jesus if they could haves at the right and left hand of Jesus when he comes into his kingdom.  And Jesus, of course, has to temper their ambition and say, you do really know the cup that I have to drink?  

And to become an Apostle really means to drink the cup of suffering, to enter into the way of the cross.  Those who want to become pastors, therefore, as St. Paul says, should not be lovers of money or lovers of power.  So James and John are examples of the overly ambitious.

Peter is an example, again, of many of us.  We strive to follow our Lord.  We make bold statements.  We'll bring the Gospel.  We'll never deny our Lord.  And yet we know all too often that we fail.  

I think also of Thomas, having been told time and again by Jesus that he would have to die and be raised again from the dead.  Thomas at first did not believe he was a skeptic, a doubter.  And so also many of us fall into doubt from time to time.  So in one sense in the Apostles, we do see mirrors of ourselves in the ministry.  We see that we are, as St. Paul says, earthen vessels into which God pours his grace.  We're unworthy recipients, unworthy to even speak the Gospel, and yet that's the task that we've been given.

At the same time, to be a pastor is to desire, as Paul says in first Timothy, Chapter 3, this is a noble task.  This is an apostolic office.  We stand -- we walk in their footsteps.  

Now, what are the qualifications for being a pastor?  According to St. Paul, you must be the husband of one wife.  Therefore, it is not necessary to be, for instance, celibate.  Celibacy is a gift as St. Paul says.  For those who are able to do that, celibate men could be of great service to the church.  For many of us, though, we desire a wife, and we enjoy family life.  At the same time we must be the husband of only one wife.

We must also be temperate, that is to say not be easily provoked to anger.  We must know to have -- how to have self-control in our dealings with others.  We must be respectable, hospitable.  We must be able to teach, even as you are learning now so that you may be able to teach your people.  

We must not be prone to drunkenness so that we become fools in society.  We must not be violent or quarrelsome, always argumentative, always trying to win the point.  That can be deadly for a pastor to be seen as not loving the people, but as actually wanting to win arguments.

We should not be lovers of money.  And this will be a temptation, I think, it is for all of us to seek the next call, to always seek a larger congregation, to ask how much money we'll be paid.  I know that these are temptations and frustrations, and we have obligations to our wives and to our children but we ourselves cannot be lovers of money, and must always be on guard against that.  

We've got to have our families in order, and we've got to have a good reputation with outsiders.  So you know as you are studying for the ministry if you are by taking these courses that you are pursuing a noble task.  This is a task which you should approach with dignity, but also with great joy.  Because you are ambassador of the great good news, the same good news that was given to the first Apostles.  

ADVANCE \d12Question 23tc \l1 "
>> DAVID:  Okay.  I enjoyed what you had to say.  Thank you.  

Now let me ask a somewhat similar question.  We also know that Jesus performed many miracles.  

What role did miracles play in the ministry of Jesus?  Are miracles real or metaphoric?  Do miracles still occur in some places where Christianity is being introduced today?  

>> DR. PETER SCAER: David, there is a tendency among some scholars to privilege the teaching of Jesus and to relegate the miracles of Jesus to a secondary category, to a category of almost legend or myth as did such early 20th Century scholars as Debelius and Boltman.  Boltman held the view that miracles were a later development in the formation of the church, and that the miracle stories were told mostly in order to evangelize the gentiles, to tell about the Jewish Savior to a gentile world that believed in such miracle-working Gods as Zeus and Mars.   
Martin Hengel has shown the fallacy of Boltman's vision, showing that the world of Palestine and the Greco-Roman world were very well integrated even at the time of Jesus.  

Now, behind this relegation of miracles to a type of secondary category is the idea that Jesus came primarily as a great teacher and a Prophet.  Now, that is true.  He was that.  But he was more also.

Now, the question that you asked is an interesting one.  Were the miracles real or metaphorical?   

In a sense, I would say that they were both.  They were real and metaphorical, or real and they were theological.  They had meaning.

We should not think of the miracles, I think, as simply great wonders, as if Jesus is simply a wonderful magician who is able to perform tricks for us.  But, instead, the miracles give us clues as to who Jesus really was.  And the miracles are fraught with theological meaning.  They tell us that Jesus' God's own son, and they tell us the very nature of Jesus' ministry.

If I may, could categorize for us some of the miracles of Jesus as a way of thinking about them.  First of all, we have the nature miracles.  For instance, Jesus calms the storm.  Or, also, he walks on water.  On one level, this shows us that Jesus is powerful.  But also that he is, in fact, the creator, the same God who by his word brought creation into being.  The same God who brought light from darkness, and who separated the waters now also, again, is exhibiting his control over the nature that he created.  

We might also think about closely related to this the miracles of healing.  It is Jesus who calls -- who causes the lame to walk, the blind to see, and the deaf to hear.  

He used the creator God who not only redeems his creation, buy it is back, but he recreates his creation.  In his healing, he is also fulfilling the Old Testament.

Consider, for instance, Jesus' first sermon, his inaugural sermon given at his hometown of Nazareth.  There he quotes from the Prophet Isaiah and says that he has come to bring liberty to the captive, and to bring sight to the blind.

When John the Baptist is in prison, he sends out messengers to ask Jesus to ask Jesus whether he is truly the Messiah.  And Jesus' answer is revealing.  He does not answer directly, but indirectly.

Saying that, (Yes, now the blind do see, the deaf do hear, and the lame do walk.( For by performing these miracles, Jesus fulfilling the Old Testament prophecies, and bringing about the expectation of Israel.  So with the miracles of Jesus, we see that the kingdom of God at hand.  We have a vivid illustration of the very words which he has spoken.

Therefore, with Jesus, words and deeds go hand in hand.  His miracles are a physical expression of the message which he has to preach.  

And, again, his miracles are also attestation that this Jesus Christ is the same God who worked throughout the Old Testament.  His feeding of the 5,000 reminds us that he is the same God who fed manna to his children in the desert.  When Jesus walks on water, and when he calms the storm, not only do we see him as the God of creation, but we also see him as the God who parted the waters of the red sea.  

Jesus is a holistic Savior, in his miracle he shows with his words that he is able to heal our souls and give us forgiveness.  And with his actions he shows that he is able to heal our body, and he cares for both of us, for both body and soul.  

Now, the greatest miracles he did, first, I would say, would be raising Lazarus from the dead.  In fact, the Gospel of John tells us that when Jesus raised Lazarus from the dead, he became a target, and for that he paid price of his own life.  

Still, the greatest miracle of all is not the resurrection of Lazarus, but his own resurrection.  In the synoptic Gospels, it is often said that it is God who raises Jesus from the dead.  That's the way the resurrection is often talked about in the Book of Acts.  But in the Gospel of John, Jesus claims the power of resurrection even for himself, saying, I have the power to lay down my life and I have the power to raise it up again.  

This is the greatest miracle because this is the miracle that all Christians will participate in on the last day when he raises up all of us.

Now, to that final part of your question do miracles still happen today?  I would say that they do.  And we all have instances, we know people in which -- for which miraculous things have happened for which there seems to be no answer which science can give.  

I can think of examples in my own family.  There are also examples in the missionary field where God does seem to accomplish great wonders.  And then, of course, there are the so-called healing ministries which we see for instance on television.  And we need to have great caution here.  What I fear for some of these miracle workers, like we would see on have, is that the message of Jesus Christ crucified and raised again is overshadowed by wonders which seem to have no meaning except for show.

I think that's probably one good way for us today to use our wisdom to see whether a miracle is legitimate or not, that is to say, does it point to Christ, and does the one who is healed see that what really matters is the greatest miracle of all, that we've been forgiven by Christ, that his blood redeems us, that he has made us his children.  That's the miracle of faith.  Bringing from us death to life, and that's what we need to concentrate on in the Christian life.

ADVANCE \d12Question 24tc \l1 "
>> JOSHUA:  What is the significance of Jesus' baptism?  I thought Jesus was sinless and that baptism brings forgiveness?  

>> DR. PETER SCAER: Well you've raised at this point, Joshua, a pretty interesting theological question, and one that gets to the heart of Jesus' ministry and his purpose for coming to this earth.  

The Gospels tell us that the baptism of Jesus marked the beginning of his ministry, and the baptism of Jesus is prominent within the Gospels.  In fact, Mark begins his Gospel with the baptism of Jesus, and it is a requirement for Apostles, for Apostleship that the Apostles be witnesses, eyewitnesses of the life of Jesus precisely beginning with his baptism, which is the beginning of his industry.
In this sense, I suppose the baptism of Jesus serves as a type of ordination in which God calls him Jesus, from the life the carpenter to do the work of salvation that he has come for.

Now, the interesting theological point that you raise is that we normally think of baptism as a washing, that is -- that's what baptism means, baptismo, as a washing away of sins.  And yet Jesus himself sinless.  John the Baptist recognizes this theological dilemma when he looks at Jesus, he points to him and says to the crowd, (Behold the lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world.( 

Now, here he recognizes that this Jesus has come to be a sacrifice for the sin of the world.  But he also is pointing to the fact that this man is God's lamb, and that he is pure spotless, clean, completely without sin.  

And yet Jesus does come to be baptized, to be washed in the River Jordan.  Now, perhaps we should say a word about the baptism of John.  His was not the Christian baptism quite as we know it.  It was a preliminary baptism which needed to be filled with the righteousness of Christ.  It was a baptism of repentance, a baptism of anticipation for all that Christ do.  

John the Baptist, himself, says, (I baptize with water, but there comes one after me who will baptize with fire and with the Holy Spirit.  And here John the Baptist anticipates Pentecost and the birth of the church.  He will baptize with fire, that is the cleansing fire, the fire of the Holy Spirit.  

Now, in the Book of Acts, it's interesting that there are even some folks who are faithful to God who come to the Apostles and have only received the baptism of John and they claim that they have not yet received the Holy Spirit, at least not the spirit in his fullest sense.

So in some sense the baptism of John is a halfway point between circumcision and Christian baptism.  It is an anticipation of all that Jesus will do.

I think of it almost as an empty vessel which needs to be fulfilled with Christ's righteousness.  And, indeed, that's the way Matthew describes theologically the purpose of Jesus' baptism.  Or rather I should say that's the way that Jesus, himself, explains it.  When John the Baptist -- when Jesus approaches John the Baptist, John the Baptist tries to -- is demure and says, (I'm not worthy to do this.  I'm not worthy to tie the sandals of( -- (on your feet much less to baptize you.(  

To which Jesus responds, (Let it be done.  I have come to fulfill all righteousness.( For it is at this point when Jesus gets in line with sinners that he takes our place as sinners, as one of us.  In one sense when he comes down to earth he becomes one of us.  But now in a kind of official way at the age of 30 he says to humanity, to you and me, (My fate will be your fate, and your fate will be my fate.( He express as solidarity with us.

It's also as if the pure son of God goes into the baptismal waters full of the sin of all of the sinners who have walked into them, and he absorbs that sin onto himself.  

There he says to God, (Treat me like you would all of humanity, and treat humanity like you would me.( He becomes truly one of us in solidarity.  It's here in the baptism, his baptism, that he takes on his role as the new Adam, as the representative man.  So that as all men died in Adam, and the sin of one man infects us all now Christ's righteousness will stand for us all.  His righteousness fills the waters of baptism.

Now, it shall also be noted that in baptism Jesus is declared to be God's son.  He is not made God's son, ontologically he has always been God's son.  But he is revealed to be God's son.

And we should also note that in baptism we have the first and greatest revelation of the trinity, that is to say we hear the voice of God the father, the clouds are opened up.  What does that mean?  Well, it means now that in Jesus there is no longer a barrier between heaven and earth.  He is beginning his ministry of reconciliation.  So the voice of God the father is heard from heaven and in the form of a dove a Holy Spirit descends upon Jesus in a special way.

Jesus, of course, was conceived by the power of the Holy Spirit, and now receives the Holy Spirit who will strengthen him throughout his baptism.  Now, this is very important, I believe, when we think about the Holy Spirit and the work of salvation.  When we talk about the spirit and the trinity, we can talk about him as the third person of the trinity who proceeds from the father and the son, and who with the father and the son together is worshipped and glorified.

Now, what happens within the God head now happens within the life of Jesus.  The same spirit descends upon Jesus to be with him during his earthly trial.  He now is part of the incarnate Jesus and accompanies him in all that he does.  

And it is this spirit that Jesus breathes out when he breathes out his last on the cross.  This spirit now that Jesus breathes out on Pentecost and gives birth to the spirit -- gives birth to the church.  The Holy Spirit now in a special way becomes truly the spirit of the incarnate Jesus.  So the spirit who lead Jesus into the wilderness and lead him to the cross, and by whom he was raised, as Paul says in Romans, is the same spirit of Jesus which we receive in our baptism.

So, finally, I might want to add this.  We might think of Jesus' entire life as being in the shape of a baptism, to take a baptismal form.  And our own life has a baptismal form.  That is to say, it is a life of suffering, but it is a life of purpose, it is a life which leads to the cross, and yet it is a life which give us forgiveness.  

So Jesus' baptism was not simply for himself, but it was for all of us.

ADVANCE \d12Question 25tc \l1 "
>> May I ask a question about the Gospel of Luke, Dr. Scaer?  Specifically, I would like to know how Luke differs from Matthew, and why does it differ?  

>> DR. PETER SCAER: In your reading of Franzman, as the word of the Lord grows, you may have noticed a little remark that Dr. Franzman made concerning the Gospels of Matthew and Luke.  And I think it's both appropriate and insightful.  He says that Matthew is often been called the most powerful work of literature ever written.  
And Luke is the most beautiful work ever written.  And I think that's.  Luke is a beautiful Gospel.  It's a universal Gospel.  It's written for not only Jews, but for gentiles, for all of us.  We see that, for instance, in the genealogy.  As you remember in Matthew, the genealogy, the record of Jesus' birth, opens up the Gospel.  And Jesus is called the son of Abraham, the son of David.  Thus he is the ultimate Jew and the great Jewish king.  But that's not the way that Luke begins.  In fact, Luke saves the genealogy for later on, and in his genealogy he goes not back to Abraham, the father of the Jews, but he goes back to Adam who is the father of us all.
So Jesus is the universal man.  He is the one who has come to redeem all mankind.  Where Matthew is powerful, Luke is winsome.  Sometimes I think of Luke as being an artist or a storyteller.  Matthew is a teacher.  He wants to make sure that we know everything that we need to know.  It's the most complete the Gospels.

Luke serves, on the other hand, as a kind of an introduction.  Having read Luke, where introduced in a winsome way to our Lord Jesus Christ, and then we want to read Matthew.  a good example of this in our own personal piety, I believe, is when Christmas comes around.  We always read the story of the birth of Jesus from Luke, Chapter 2.  Because it's so beautifully depicts our Lord and Savior.

From then we might go on to Matthew and see the details of what it means on who Jesus was.  And like I say, Luke was a storyteller and an artist.  We see his artistry at work, for instance, in the picture of the Virgin Mary holding the baby Jesus, which has become an inspiration for so many artists throughout the years.

We see Luke as a storyteller in his rich stories of the good Samaritan, the prodigal son, the rich fool.  His story of the resurrection account with the disciples on the road to Damascus actually reads like a novel.  

Not only is Luke an artist, and a storyteller, he is actually a historian.  And that's the way Luke's Gospel begins, not with a genealogy, which is very Jewish, but with a Hellenistic, a Greco-Roman, preface.  It's like that of Josephus in his antiquities.  I think Luke is telling a different story.  Whereas Matthew is telling a story of Christ, Luke, in a way, is telling us the story of Christianity, of whom Christ was the leader.

It tells the story of Christianity and how gentiles are to consider their place in the world.  It's a very cosmopolitan work in which Christians are to see themselves on the stage on the global stage.

The final destination for, I think, Gospel of Luke is not simply Jerusalem, but it's Rome, and to the ends of earth.  Now, Luke is a writer of scripture, and I think that he works off of Matthew a little bit.  He continues the story of the Old Testament.  After a very Greco-Roman Hellenistic preface in Verses 1-4 in the first chapter, in Verse 5 Luke suddenly changes style and goes into a gentle Greek.  It's as if now you are walking into the pages of the Old Testament, and the story of the Old Testament comes to brilliant life with Old Testament characters such as John the Baptist, and Anna, and Zacharias, and Elizabeth.  Except it's different than the Old Testament, because in a way it's more beautiful than the Old Testament ever was.

We see faithful Jews at their best, and as they're waiting for the promised Messiah.  

Now, while we're discussing the Gospel of Luke over and against Matthew, we might do well to consider some of the prominent themes that you should look out for as you are reading the Gospel, and as you are preparing for your own Bible studies and sermons in the future.  

One of the great themes of the Gospel of Luke is the great reversal.  That is -- that finds its epitome in Mary's beautiful song, (The Magnificant( where the high are made local where the hungry are sent empty away, where the kings are thrown off of their thrones.  In the Gospel of Luke, everything that is up is down everything that is down is up.  

We see with Jesus that the values of the world are turned upside down.  We see this theme of the great reversal work its way into another sub-theme, that of table fellowship.  In the Gospel of Luke, Jesus is often pictured teaching -- offering his teaching at the setting of a table, at a meal setting.  Thus in the Gospel of Luke there are four meal settings in Chapter 5, Verses 27-following, Chapter 7, Verses 36 and following, Chapter 11, Verses 37 and following, and then again in Chapter 14, 1-24.  Here we have four extensive meal pictures of Jesus, and what does Jesus do?  Well, first of all, he teaches.  He eats with who?  With tax collectors, and with sinners, those who are supposedly of prominence are actually put down. 

Those who appear lowly are raised up.

Now, along with this theme of the great reversal, we notice the way that Luke teaches about money.  In the Gospel of Matthew, Jesus offers what is to be a great commandment, you cannot serve both God and *maman.  What does that mean?  

You can not serve both God and money and things of this world.  Well, Luke plays that out for us beautifully.  He says, well, Matthew says, for instance, in the Sermon on the Mount, blessed are the poor in spirit.  Luke in his sermon on the plain shortens that and simply says blessed are the poor.  Luke understands that to be a Christian means to put aside the values of this world, to put aside the value of primarily money.  

So he attacks the ancient economic system of reciprocity.  You know how it goes.  I invite you over for dinner, you invite me back, I lend to you, you lend back to me.  Jesus says in the Gospel of Luke, however, something different.  He says, lend to those who cannot pay you back, then you'll have riches in heaven.  

He also tells the stories of people who base their whole lives on money, and what it -- and talks about their terrible end.  Instance, in the parable of the rich fool, or else the story of the rich man and Lazarus.  The rich man who has all things is consigned to hell, while Lazarus who has nothing goes to heaven.

And all of these stories, whether they be of Zakias, the tax collector, who does what is right for his money and gives it up for the sake of the kingdom, or in the story of the widow's offering, the poor woman who gives but a penny into the offering plate, and yet is said to be more greatly blessed than those who put in much.  Luke is educating his people.  Luke is educating -- catechizing the people to make them see what life is really all about.

And, indeed, I think that Jesus in the Gospel of Luke, we see, has holistic approach to life.  He sees that discipleship is not simply what we do on Sunday, but it's about everything.  Life for Luke is journey.  Indeed for Jesus it is a journey.  

And that's one of themes of the Gospel of Luke.  Luke and Acts are, indeed, argued on the principle of geography as we've talked about.  In the Gospel of Luke the journey is toward Jerusalem.  In the Gospel of Acts, we're heading towards Rome.  But in both cases, life is a journey, a pilgrimage, and we're always on the way.

It's interesting to look in the Gospel of Luke how many times that phrase (on the way( is used.  Luke, 9:31, talks about Jesus and the transfiguration.  And Jesus describes his death and his resurrection as an exodus, that is, the road out.  The road out from this world all the way from death to resurrection, and then to heaven.

And 9:51 we hear that Jesus resolutely sets his face towards Jerusalem and to the cross.  And then along the way, 9:57, we're told as they were walking, 10:38, we're told as Jesus and his disciples were on the way.  Again in 17:11, now, on the way to Jerusalem, and again in 18:31, Luke again and again wants to show us that the disciples are on their way to Jerusalem, and on to the sign of the cross.  And that's how we Christians should view our lives.  We're on two roads.  The first road is the road of the cross, the road of suffering.  It is Luke who says -- who records these words of Jesus, (Whoever wants to be my disciple must take up his cross and follow me.( That's part of our life as a Christian, the life of suffering. 

Heading towards death, and then to resurrection into heaven.

And the second part of our life is a life of evangelism.  That's the Book of Acts.  Where we're told that Paul is on his way where?  To Rome.  Rome represents in the Book of Acts the ends of the earth it means that we should be willing to -- we should be willing to tell the good news to be witnesses in our own suffering and our own trials to Jesus Christ who suffered for us.

Now, as part of this theme of the great reversal and of Luke's universal love for all people, we see that Luke more than any other Gospel highlights the role of women.  As an example, we see Mary plays a most prominent part in the birth story, whereas in Matthew, Joseph takes the lead, and the angel appears to him in a dream.  In Luke, it's the other way around.  It's Mary who is important.  

Likewise, we see the significance of such great women as Elizabeth, the widow, the woman who comes to the meal of Jesus and anoints his feet.  It is Luke who tells us the story of Mary and Martha, and shows us that women were among his most prominent and beloved disciples.

So throughout the Gospel, we see that women are at the heart of Jesus' ministry.  

A couple of other things to note as well.  Talking about how Luke expands on Matthew.  A good way of saying that, for instance, is by comparing Matthew, Chapter 10, and Luke, Chapter 10.  In Matthew, Chapter 10, Jesus sends out the 12 disciples, the 12 Apostles.  And he tells them to go throughout the villages and to preach the kingdom of God at hand.

In Luke, Chapter 10, Jesus sends not only 12 out but he sends out 72, which gives us the impression that not only was Jesus teaching the 12, but he was actually running quite a big seminary, that he was preparing for the spread of the Gospel, not only in Judea, but, indeed, to the ends of earth.

Now, I mentioned before that Luke is a historian that is to say that he writes history.  Wasn't us to see that it is fact, so we're told, for instance, that not only was Jesus born in Bethlehem, but he was born during the days of Caesar Augustus.  The story of Jesus is put on the world historical stage.  And I think that part of the purpose of that is for Christians to know -- Luke wants Christians to know that Christianity is not simply a small little sect, it's not simply a little religion that's in Palestine, but it has worldwide implications.  

That the same God who created the world is the God to controls history, and it's the God who is causing the spread of Christianity throughout the world.  So that they are to see that they are on -- they are on actually an historic mission.  And this begins with the birth of Jesus, even though it appears to be in a small town in Bethlehem in an out-of-the-way place, at the same time it's a birth that will take the very foundations of the world.  If only Caesar Augustus would have known about the birth of Christ, he, too, would have worshipped the baby Jesus.  At least that's the impression that Luke gives.

Other themes that we've highlighted elsewhere in the Gospel of Luke is that Jesus is a man of prayer, and he teaches his disciples to pray.  He teaches them the cost of being disciples.  And finally on a winsome note, in the Gospel of Luke, Luke the artist, we see Jesus as the Savior.  Now, Matthew gives us the nuts and bolts of the meaning of Jesus' death for instance, in Matthew 20, Verse 28, we learn that Jesus gave his life as a ransom for many.  So by his death we might have life because his death is the payment for our sins.  

Now, that's the kind of lecture that you would get in a class, I suppose, explains the meaning of Jesus' death.  But Luke doesn't so much explain the meaning of his death as he shows us the beauty of his death.  He doesn't tell us how it works.  It shows us that, instead, Jesus is a Savior who loves us and will take care of us, and will bring us home with him to heaven.  

In the Gospel of Luke, Jesus is called a Savior repeatedly, many, many times.  Jesus is a healer, one who brings salvation to both body and soul.  

And it comes to a culmination I think in the story of the thief on the cross which one loved by so many.  There Luke not only gives us the meaning of Jesus' death, but shows that even in his death he is saving others.  So when the thief on the cross repents, Jesus says, (Today you will be with me in paradise.( And there Jesus is the Savior bringing salvation to the thief on the cross, and also showing that it's for all of us.  

ADVANCE \d12Question 26tc \l1 "
>> JOSHUA:  The Gospels tell us that Jesus was tempted by the devil.  How can it be true that Jesus, the son of God, was tempted?  

>> DR. PETER SCAER: I've had some personal experience with that question, Joshua.  In fact, over the years as a pastor and as a Christian I've had a number of people come up to me and say something like this, (Was it really hard for Jesus to avoid temptation?  After all, he was the son of God and as such he was and is always knowing, all wise in every way effect.  So what does it mean that he was tempted?( 
Well, here we do have to remember that not only was Jesus the son of God, but he was also the son of Mary.  The son of Adam.  He was one of us in every way except that he was without sin.  The Gospels are keen to show the humanity of our Lord Jesus Christ.  For instance, in the death -- at the death of Lazarus we're told that he wept.  We're told that at times he was hungry.  In a very revealing statement Jesus says, (Birds of the air have nests, foxes have their holes, but the son of man has no place lay his head.( 

So in every way he was like us.  He lived a life of often suffering, and of sorrow.  He was betrayed by his friends, left behind.  He was not a man of great means.  He knew the difficulties of life.  Now, and many of us don't understand the nature of temptation, at least not like Jesus understood it.  C.S. Lewis puts it like this.  We give into temptation so ease lye at such an early stage in the process so often, that we don't understand how the depths of temptation can work against us.

To put it in kind of frank turns, Satan doesn't often have to pull out his big guns on us, we fall and we trip so easily.

But Jesus does not give in.  He knows the degree to which man can be tempted.  That, according to the writer, to the Hebrews, makes Jesus such a great high priest because he knows what it is like to avoid sin but he knows what it's like to be tempted, and because of that he sympathizes with us.  

Now, the first primary temptation of Jesus occurs in the wilderness directly after his baptism, which is a reminder to us, that just because we're baptized does not mean that we'll be free from temptation.  On the contrary, having been baptized as children of God, we become even more targets of Satan, and, indeed, when Jesus is baptized, he becomes a target of Satan.  He moves out into the open so that now he becomes -- he becomes a target for Satan's temptation.

Now, how does Satan tempt Jesus?  Well, we have the three temptations recorded in Matthew and Luke.  But basically, he tempted Jesus to avoid the cross, to take the glory now apart from suffering.  And Jesus did overcome that temptation.  That temptation he overcame not only for himself, but for all of humanity.  The Gospel of Luke is especially important to look at here.  As we've talked about before, in the Gospel of Luke we don't get the genealogy in the beginning, but not until later.

And when we do get the genealogy, we're told that Jesus is not simply the son of Abraham and the son of David, but he is the son of Adam.  And I think that this is Luke's way of saying that not only is Jesus the universal Savior, the Savior of all humankind, but also as he stands in the place of Adam.

We recall in the Book of Genesis when we read the story of the temptation of Adam, Adam had everything.  The trees of the garden were all for him to eat.  He was living a life of pleasure, and in the love of God, and in the love of his wife, Eve.  He had everything.  And, yet, he fell.  He stumbled.  And when Adam falls into sin, in a sense, we all fall.  We all stumble.  That's what Paul says in the Book of Romans.

Now Jesus enters into the scene as the new Adam, the new man, the representative or corporate man.  And when he goes to battle Satan in the desert, he battles not only for himself but for all of us.  But notice the differences.  Whereas Adam was tempted with fruit he had all of the other trees to eat from.  He had everything going for him.   

The new Adam, Jesus, on the other hand is left in the desert far, far away from paradise.  And he has nothing to eat.  In fact, we're told that he fasted for 40 days.  In that sense, he was especially prey to the devil.  The devil had every advantage, and, yet, Jesus overcame him.

Now, we're told in the Gospel of that after Satan's tempted Jesus in the desert, that he went away until an opportune time.   Some take this to mean that in the Gospel of Luke there is a Satan-free period between the time of him in the desert, and the time of his garden.  That does not seem to be the case that is to say that we can see the temptation of Jesus in the desert as being a type of paradigm it did happen, but it was paradigm for his entire ministry.  Throughout his ministry he was tempted by the desert to take vengeance upon those who disagreed with him.  Vengeance.  He was tempted to give up the cross to follow the way of glory.  He was tempted to abandoned the mission that his father had sent him upon.  But he does not.

At the same time, it is true that Satan's onslaught comes in even greater flurry during the Garden of *Gasemni, or the Mount of Olives.  There we have, if you will, round 2 of Jesus' temptation with Satan.  And there we see Jesus as he often does go to prayer he goes his heavenly father.  He prays that the cup would be taken away from him.  In his humanity, there we see his humanity, and in all of his starkness, and in his humanity, he asks that you would not have to drink the cup.  And, yet, still he does.  He rises from that -- he rises from that moment of agony, from that time of trial and testing, even stronger, and he resolutely, once again, sets his face to the cross.  

And so, yes, Jesus was tempted.  And that has great significance for our salvation that means that he can be our high priest, that he can sympathize with us, that he can intercede for us on behalf of the father.  That he can explain to God, the father, our situation in ways which show that he understands and cares for our plight.

At the same time, when he faces temptation, he does it for all of us, and when he conquers Satan, he is not simply an example, but he does it on our behalf and for our salvation.  

So by his temptation, and by his suffering and agony, we're saved.

ADVANCE \d12Question 27tc \l1 "
>> Jesus seems to have loved all people and had both men and women disciples, yet he only chose men to be his apostles.  Was it simply that he was following the custom of his day?
>> Well, Nick, you've hit on a pretty hot question.  As you well know, there's a great debate in our church today about the role of women.  Most recently, the Episcopal church has ordained a homosexual man, but for years they've been ordaining women.  So also, many who call themselves Lutheran include women among their ministers or pastors.  So I think it's important that we talk about this, begin our discussion about the role of women in the church, especially as we see them and as they function in our Lord's ministry. 
Now, first of all, I think we have to say -- we must say that women play an especially prominent role in our Lord's ministry.  And one of the places I love to turn to is Luke Chapter 8, especially Verses 1 through 3, for it is Luke who emphasizes this fact:  That women were with Jesus literally every step of the way.  Not only was Jesus followed by his 12 disciples, or his apostles, but he was also followed by a group of women who cared for his needs.  And here we need not think simply about the traditional roles of women, per se, but actually Luke tells us that such women as Mary Magdalen, Susanna, and Joanna, were taking care of both Jesus and the apostles out of their own means.
By that, I think it means not only did they help to run the day-to-day affairs of the apostles -- probably helped them with the logistics as they moved into town -- but also that they helped support the apostles financially and used their social status for the sake of the apostolic group.
I think of Mary Magdalen, who was the one from whom seven spirits -- evil spirits -- were driven out of.  I think of Susanna and Joanna, who knew was a relative or a friend of the household of King Herod.  These were prominent women, women who were very close to Jesus.  And if you look at the gospel of Luke, and indeed all the gospels, it seems that women were often more faithful than the men.  It was women who followed Jesus to the cross while many of the men ran away.  It was the women who prepared to anoint Jesus' body and were faithful to Jesus even as he was dead.  And it was to a particular woman, Mary Magdalen, that Jesus first appeared after the resurrection. 
Everywhere, women are examples of great faith in the gospels.  I think of the story of the Canaanite woman, or in John 4 the story of Jesus and the woman at the well, where Jesus has an extensive conversation with this woman who he clearly loves and clearly cares for.  Jesus was no misogynist.  He truly was different than many of the people of his day.  He taught the women.  He included them in his inner circle.  In every way, they were equal members in the kingdom of God.
Yet that having been said, we should also note what should seem an obvious fact, that our Lord chose 12 men.
Now, if you think that Jesus choosing 12 men is simply due to the fact that he was following the customs of his time, then we do well to consider this.  Excuse me.  That at the time of Jesus, many of the religions had women as priestesses.  Certainly in the Greco-Roman world, there were priestesses in many of the cults surrounding Israel, so it would have been no particularly provocative thing for Jesus if he had so chosen to choose women as his apostles.
And we also know that Jesus was not always bound by social convention.  He was not afraid to upset a few apple carts or, of course as we know, he upset the vendors' carts in the temple a couple of times because he didn't like the way things were going there.  So he was not afraid of being socially provocative.  And yet, still, he chose 12 men.  Why is that? 
While we don't have time to get into too much here, we should note that Jesus is the eternal son of God.  From all eternity, he is the son.  He came as Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Mary and now the son of man, one of us, and he seems to have chosen these 12 apostles to be his representatives of a restored humanity.
You see, Jesus did not come to destroy the created order.  He is the very son of God through whom the world was created, the very son of God through whom man was created, male and female.  He came not to destroy the created order, but he came to renew it. 
He was the son of the father through whom the world was created, and now he came to establish the right relationship between man and woman.
So I would say to you, at least as you begin to explore this question of women's role in the church, remember the two important facts.  One is, Jesus highly valued the service of women.  They were prominent in his ministry and often took on leadership roles.  At the same time, in his wisdom he chose men to be apostles and that's one of the reasons we follow in his footsteps today.

ADVANCE \d12Question 28tc \l1 "
>> Thank you, Dr. Scaer.  Now I have another question.  In Luke, Jesus is often depicted eating with social outcasts and outright sinners.  I can't help but wonder how my congregation would react to my doing the same thing.
What was the significance of Jesus associating with such people? 
>> I think you've hit on a sensitive issue here, David; one that we need to be concerned with in our own ministry, but also be aware of in Christ's ministry.  Because one of the charges against Jesus, one of the reasons that he became an enemy of the establishment, was that, indeed, he ate with tax collectors and sinners, with social outcasts; that he associated with those people that we would not normally associate with as, quote-unquote, moral people.
And it is true.  If you look at Solomon, in his book of Proverbs, he warns and admonishes his readers to stay away from bad company because they have a way of corrupting us.  In the same way, I think, as pastors we need to warn our people to stay away from those people who -- from others who would tempt us, who would draw us into doing things that we would not normally do.
And then again, in the Old Testament, there are many laws, many warnings by our Lord, about who to associate with.  He tells the children of Israel, for instance, not to associate with the Canaanite women.  Why?  Because he did not want the Israelite men to be corrupted, to be drawn away from the true God, as so many were, to the idols.
Indeed, throughout the Old Testament, there is an extensive concern over purity.  That means not simply moral purity, but purity in all things.  Purity in food, in times, in custom, clothing, relationships, in every facet of life.
The Jewish people were created by God to be a holy people, to be set apart from the world for a special purpose.  Just like fine china is set apart by many of our home -- in many of our homes is set apart for the best meals, the children of Israel were to be set apart.  That means some food was considered Kosher and other food, like pork, was considered to be un-Kosher or unclean.  The Jews were taught not to associate with certain types of people.  Certain days of the week were considered holy and certain days were considered holier than others, even more holy.  Likewise, certain relationships, physical relationships, were forbidden.
Mary Douglas, a sociologist, puts this notion of purity well when she says, simply, (There is a place for everything, and everything belongs in its place.(
So, for instance, going along that line, we think of dirt.  Dirt is wonderful.  It's a creation of God.  It belongs outside, though.  Once it comes inside, it must be swept away because it -- it's where it does not belong.  Everything belongs in a certain place.  Men and women have a certain place and have certain roles.  So also in the -- concerning the body, there are boundaries of holiness, so spittle belongs inside of the mouth and is fine there.  If it comes out, it becomes -- a person becomes unclean.  So, also, all the bodily orifices are markers or boundaries of cleanliness and uncleanliness.  And the body can be clean or unclean.  Days can be clean or unclean.  Everything is mapped out.
We see this kind of concept throughout the Old Testament, most especially in the book of Leviticus, which maps out people, places, times, and things.  And so it is, even the temple itself is a type of boundary.  The most holy of holy places can only be entered into by the high priest on only one holy day, the day of atonement each year, and then within the congregation itself, there are the priests and the Jewish men and the Jewish women.  And then outside of that, there is the court of the Gentiles.  That is to say, there are certain levels of holiness, and the temple is the most holy of places. 
Now Jesus comes to the scene, and he fulfills these laws, these Levitical laws, laws that were, of course, given by his father through him in the Old Testament.  In every way, Jesus is a faithful Jew.  He follows the rules, so to speak.  And yet at the same time, we can say that he pushes the boundaries of the rules, that he fulfills all of the rules and then lays them aside.  He begins to teach that there will be soon a new way, that it -- with his coming, a new day has dawned, they are moving into a new age.  The moral rules will remain intact, but the ceremonial laws concerning purity will no longer have their effect.
Now, what was the reason for these ceremonial laws?  It was because the Jews were to be a people set apart.  Set apart for what purpose?  The Jews were set apart so that from their number might come one who would be the savior of the world.  With Jesus, the purpose of the Jewish people was now being fulfilled.  And Jesus begins to fulfill, also, the ceremonial laws and begins to set them aside.  
I think, for instance, about Jesus' teaching on the sabbath day, or his healing on the sabbath day.  The day of the sabbath, the seventh day of creation, was a holy day set apart for rest and to reflect upon the creation of our Lord and to rest in him.  Now Jesus comes and proclaims himself to be the Lord of the sabbath.  In his own death, he lies in the tomb, rests in the tomb on the seventh day, and creates with his resurrection a new day.  So the day of the sabbath now becomes fulfilled in the person of Jesus Christ.
Now, likewise, he teaches what these ceremonial laws really were pointing to all long.  They were pointing to him.  The killing of the lamb, the Passover of the lamb, was a sign which pointed to, of course, the death of Jesus on the cross.  Jesus taught that no longer would that which you eat defile you, that which goes into your mouth does not defile you, but he says that which comes out of your mouth defiles you. 
He also began to break -- so he breaks down the holiness laws concerning special days.  The day of the atonement is set aside because now Christ has died once and for all.  The day of the sabbath, in a sense, is fulfilled, because Jesus is the Lord of the sabbath.  So laws of purity of time are put aside.  Also, laws of purity of place are put aside.  In the Old Testament, the temple was the most holy place, the holy of holies.  Now with the coming of Jesus, the most holy place is wherever Jesus is, because Jesus now is the true temple.  Jesus now is the place where God dwells bodily. 
So, also, each one of us becomes in Christ a temple of the Holy Spirit because now the entire world has been redeemed by Christ crucified.  Therefore, the entire world becomes a -- becomes a place where the gospel can be preached.  So the temple begins to lose its significance. 
So he breaks down barriers of place and of time and finally, maybe perhaps most important, he breaks down also the barriers between people.
In the Old Testament, it was thought we -- it was thought that Jews should not associate themselves with Gentiles, and of course there were exceptions and of course Gentiles were brought to the faith, but now, in a sense, in the New Testament, everything opens up and Jesus self-consciously makes it a point not simply to find his friends among the chief priests or the teachers of the law, but he sees every single person as holy, every single person as having been redeemed by the blood of Christ, by his own blood.  Therefore, he does associate with tax collectors and sinners. 
Now, we should note here that when we use the terms (tax collectors( and (sinners,( we're not making simply a moral statement.  Instead, we're making a social statement.  A tax collector, by his very occupation, was considered to be corrupt and considered to be an untouchable in society.  Likewise, sinners.
Jesus is not advocating that we should -- we should associate ourselves with people who are corrupt so that we might become corrupted ourselves.  Instead, he is saying that the gospel is meant for all people, that God shows -- as Peter says in the book of Acts, God shows no favoritism; Jew and Gentile alike are loved by him.  In fact, if there is any favoritism that God shows, it's actually a reversal of the way in which the world thinks.  He favors the lowly over the high and the mighty, and he favors the poor over the rich and sees wealth as an obstacle. 
In the same way, actually, being a Jew at the time of Christ was, for some, an obstacle because they relied too much on the fact that they were physical descendants of Abraham and did not recognize the importance of being spiritual descendants.  That is to say, to believe in the same Messiah that Abraham hoped for.  Namely, to believe in Jesus. 
So with Jesus comes the dawning of a new age in which the purity markers would be set aside, for they had fulfilled their purpose.  Now Jesus had come to redeem the entire world.  
In a sense, I think every time when a church is planted, I see Christ reaching out still into a new culture.  There is no culture into which Christ cannot come and to which Christ cannot be king, for he has redeemed that culture, he has redeemed that people, he has redeemed the world.
So Jesus obeys the Levitical laws, but he also fulfills them.  He touches that which is unclean, but that which is unclean no longer is unclean.  An example of this is there's a Levitical law that lepers need to be outside of society.  They need to -- they need to absent themselves, to move themselves far away from where others are living.  Well, this makes perfect sense to us from a rationalistic point of view because lepers could infect us physically, could infect the people physically.  Jesus, however, allows the lepers to come unto him.  And what does he do?  He touches the lepers and he makes them clean.  So what Jesus touches is no longer unclean, but it is clean. 
An example of this, too, might be in the baptism of Jesus, where Jesus dips into the Jordan River and thereby sanctifies all water for baptism and thereby sanctifies the world.
Now, you raise an issue, I think, that -- the second part, I think, David, needs to be taken up.  And that is, you asked the question of:  How should this affect our ministry today?  And we do need to be careful here.  It's important, as St. Paul says, that ministers of the gospel be of a good reputation.  That is to say, we should not associate with sinners while they are sinning.  That is to say, we should not join in with the sin simply to reach out.  But then again, there is no class of person, there is no type of person, who does not need to hear the love of Christ.  
That is to say, I'm very fond of inner city ministries that take the gospel directly to where it's needed, takes it to the drug addicts, to the prostitutes.  We should be in there showing the love of Christ to all types of people.  And sometimes I think we've got it all reversed.  We think, (Well, that kind of a person wouldn't want to hear about Christ,( and we go to the respectable people.  We go to our friends, those who are morally upright, when often, in fact, they're the ones who are the most difficult to reach with the gospel.
It seems to me that there is no coincidence here that the tax collectors and sinners were drawn to Jesus.  I think of the woman, for instance, from whom Jesus had driven out the seven demons, the woman who anointed Jesus' feet, and the Pharisees and tax collectors were aghast.  They said, (Don't you know that the woman who is anointing your feet is a sinful woman?(   And in response, Jesus said, (She loves much because she has been forgiven much.(
And so it is today, that those who are -- those who are outcasts in society need to be special recipients.  We need to focus our efforts on the outcasts, on the poor, on what Jesus calls the tax collectors and sinners.  This is the message of the gospel that God, in Christ, condescends -- descends to come among us, so also we should not have our eyes and nose lifted up, but we should look down to the most lowly, just as Christ did, for they, too have been redeemed by his blood.

ADVANCE \d12Question 29tc \l1 "
>> I've heard it said that the gospels are passion narratives with long introductions.  What is meant by that? 
>> The quote that you've offered comes, I believe, from Martin Koehler, who said, indeed, that the gospels are passion narratives with extended introductions.  And I think he was on to something.  By that, he meant that the gospels tell us primarily the story of Jesus' death.  
We see that most especially in the gospel of Mark, where it seems as if Jesus is heading as fast as he can towards the cross.
This is captured theologically by the apostle Paul, who said to the Corinthians, (I am determined to know nothing among you but Christ and him crucified.(
A good exercise, I believe, is to look at the gospels -- take any one of them -- from the very beginning, and look at them with a view towards the passion narrative.  Look at all of the foreshadowings of his death.  Look at the times in which he predicts his own suffering.  You'll find that from the very beginning, there was no -- how shall we say it -- happy moment or happy, I should say, period in Jesus' ministry when the cross was not looming in front of him, was not in the background waiting for him.  This is captured, I think, for instance, in Christmas sermons.  Perhaps you've heard the preacher say -- I don't know if this is in the text as much, but it certainly is in the idea -- you've heard it said, perhaps, that the wood of Christ's manger would soon become the wood of the cross.
So, for instance, you could -- we could scroll through the gospel of Matthew and there we'll see, even in the genealogy, that salvation and the death of Jesus are linked.  For Jesus is called Emmanuel -- Chapter 1, Verses 22 and 23; that is, God with us -- and what will he do?  He will save his people from their sins.  Thus, his death is for forgiveness, and that's what Jesus himself says when he interprets his own death in the beginning of the Lord's supper:  (This is my body given unto you for the forgiveness of sins.(  This is the salvation that he will bring, which again is taunted -- you'll perhaps remember, as the crowds are taunting Jesus on the cross, they say, (He saved others, but he cannot save himself.(  Of course in some way, there's great irony there.  He could save himself if he wanted to, but he chooses not, in order to die and to save us.
We see omens of Jesus' death already in his birth.  For instance, we're told by Matthew that Herod and all of Israel were distressed about Jesus' birth.  It's almost like we're moving into the passion narrative already and the forces are beginning to mount against him.  And we know, of course, from Matthew, that Herod tried to kill Jesus even as a baby boy.
Now, again, why did he die?  It's a question that's asked often.
Well, there are numbers of examples in the gospel of Matthew alone for opposition to him.  We're told in Chapter 9 that he pronounces forgiveness, he offers forgiveness, and for that he is charged with blasphemy.  That is to say, I can forgive you if you sin against me, but if you sin against someone else, you've got to ask for forgiveness from that person who you wronged.  The only person who can give forgiveness to all people in all circumstances is God himself, because every sin ultimately is a sin against him.  So if I should hurt someone, I'm hurting someone who God has made.  I am disobeying his command.  Thus, when Jesus claims to have the power of forgiveness, he claims divinity, and for that he is charged with blasphemy, a crime which is -- if it were true, would be worthy of death. 
He also earns the ire of the religious leader for eating with tax collectors and sinners.  He becomes unworthy.  Again, he performs exorcisms and he's accused of using demonic powers, and for that, he must die.
Now, again, because of his sabbath teaching, his opponents seek his destruction in Chapter 12, Verses 1 through 14, of Matthew.  In fact, the Pharisees attribute his teaching to Beelzebub, to the devil himself, to which Jesus replies, (A house divided against itself cannot stand.(
We see also warnings or foreshadowings of Jesus' death in the Old Testament in the death of the prophets.  Jesus understands himself very much -- for instance, in the gospel of Luke -- as a prophet of the Old Testament type, and he says, (As you stone the prophets of old, so also will you treat me.(
We see also a warning of Jesus' death in the person of John the Baptist.  We've seen in the gospel of Luke how Luke makes parallels between the birth and the ministry of both John the Baptist and Jesus.  And with the beheading of John the Baptist, we have a warning that Jesus himself will die for his teaching. 
One of the things I like to do, also, when I look through the gospels with a view towards the passion, is look at the sparring matches which Jesus has with the religious leaders.  Plotted out, oftentimes the social scientists will look at -- I would point you here towards Jerome Neyrey's The Social World of Luke-Acts, for instance, in which they will plot out the dialogues between Jesus and his opponents, and often his opponents issue a challenge to Jesus on the public stage.  And the idea for the Pharisees and for the religious leaders, at first they don't want to kill him if they can humiliate him.  They want to get him off the stage.  They want to take away his power of persuasion.  So publicly, they will challenge him, for instance, for teaching on the sabbath, or for healing on the sabbath.  And then Jesus will offer a repost.  For instance, he might say, (Is it lawful to do good on the sabbath?(  Or he might say, (Which one of you, if you had an animal who fell into a ditch, would not bring that animal -- save that animal from the ditch?(  Or he might point to the Old Testament, when David himself, the great king, ate the ceremonial bread which was only meant for the priest.
So as the religious leaders would offer him a challenge, Jesus would offer a repost.  That is to say, he was up to the challenge time and again.  And when you read the gospel pericopes, think about the challenges which are against Jesus.  Jesus offers a repost and he publicly humiliates the religious leaders time and again.  And they try to trick him, also.
Finally, as we get closer and closer to the end of the gospels, we find Jesus going on the offensive.  Jesus begins to ask the questions.  And there's a remarkable passage in Chapter 22, Verse 46, of Matthew that says, (Finally, his opponents were left with stunned silence.(  That is to say, finally, after all the sparring matches, after all the arguments, after all the times which they tried to put Jesus -- back him up into a corner to expose him as a false teacher, time and again they were lost, and finally they could not challenge him anymore. 
So instead of challenging him publicly, they were so full of jealousy, so full of hatred, that the power of darkness takes over, and those people who could not humiliate Jesus during the day planned to attack him by night.  This is the power of darkness, the power of Satan. 
And, I should add:  What are the reasons for Jesus' death?  One is, he has real enemies.  Strong, powerful, religious enemies.  And perhaps the greatest of these enemies, we might say, is -- is actually Satan himself.  We see this clearly in the -- in the gospel of Luke, where it says, for instance, that Satan entered into Judas in order to persuade him to -- to betray Jesus.  We also see that Satan seeks out after Peter, also, and of course Jesus prays for him that he might remain faithful.
And again, Luke has all this imagery as to the other gospels about Jesus does not resist because he realizes this is the time of the power of darkness.  Satan is out for him. 
Now, having said that Jesus dies because of his enemies, whether they be on the earthly realm, the Pharisees, the teachers of the law, or whether it be from the spiritual realm -- for instance, Satan himself -- there's a deeper reality here.  Jesus dies not simply because others despise him, which is true, but he dies out of divine necessity.  That's a key word in both Matthew and Luke.  The word in Greek is (dei.(  (It is necessary.(  
The first great pronouncement of this is in Matthew Chapter 16, and it comes remarkably after Peter's great confession, (Thou art the Christ, the son of God.(  Now, after this, Jesus began to explain to his disciples how it was necessary for him to suffer many things at the hands of the elders, chief priests, teachers of the law, and that he must be killed and, on the third day, be raised again to life.  To that, of course, Peter said, (Let this not be.(  To which Jesus said, strangely, (Get thee behind me, Satan.(  Because in one sense Satan wanted Jesus dead; in another sense, Satan was tempting Jesus to run away from the divine necessity.  That is to say, God had sent Jesus into the world with a purpose -- yes, to teach; to teach the truth of the gospel -- but to explain the meaning of his death, to explain why he came here.  Jesus came to die for us, so therefore, we see a number of times Jesus actually predicting his own death.  Chapter 16, Verse 21; 17, 22 and 23; 20, 17 through 19; and Chapter 26, Verse 2.  Again and again, Jesus says, (It's necessary for me to go up to Jerusalem, it's necessary for me to suffer.(
So Jesus dies not simply because he has enemies, but because it's a divine necessity, it's a fulfillment of the scripture, it's a fulfillment of God's will, and it's his own desire to fulfill his father's will.
Now, let's talk, if we will -- change gears a little bit -- about the passion, major themes of the passion.  The first theme we might think about is that of the Passover meal itself.  If there is any key to interpreting -- interpreting the passion, it's that of the Lord's supper.  It's the Lord's supper which really sets in motion the gears for Jesus' death.  It is here, at the Passover meal, that the betrayer, Judas, is unmasked.  And it is here, at the Passover meal, the Lord's supper, that he explains why he's -- why he will die; that his body has been given for the forgiveness of sins, that his blood is shed also for the remission of sins. 
And indeed, when you look, for instance, at the gospel of Matthew, there is blood spilled all over the pages of it.  I'll give you a few examples.  Judas says, (By betraying innocent blood, I have sinned.(  Matthew Chapter 27.  
Again, religious leaders can't use the blood money for the sanctuary and buy a field of blood.  Matthew Chapter 27, Verses 5 through 8.  
Jesus had predicted, (Upon you( -- and he's here talking about especially the Jewish leaders -- (may come all the righteous blood on this generation.(
Pilate, when he is -- when Jesus is on trial, tells the people, (I am innocent of this man's blood.(
And finally, and probably one of the most awful statements ever made by the Jewish people, by the religious leaders, the religious leaders say to Pilate, (His blood is on us and our children.(
The shedding of blood is a prominent theme in the passion narrative.  The shedding of blood implies death, it implies blame, but ironically, it also brings forgiveness.  So even as -- even as the people of God put their Messiah to death, yet God in his wonderful way is making a way for forgiveness.  
Another theme I would have -- I would highlight for you as you read the passion narratives is that of Jesus' death as an apocalypse.  That is to say, it's a violent revelation in which death brings life.  It's the dawning of a new era.  In Matthew, (apocalypse( is tied to Jesus' death.  I know when we talk about the book of Revelation, we think of apocalypse and the end times, but when we read the gospels, the end times really begin with the death of Jesus himself.  With the death of Jesus comes the end of -- the end of the beginning and the beginning of the end.
Matthew brings this out beautifully, for he tells us that when Jesus died, at that moment the curtain in the temple was torn in two from top to bottom, the earth shook, the rocks split, the tombs were broken open, the bodies of many holy people who had died were raised to life. 
This sounds like a theme from Jesus' second coming, yet already in his death we find that the earth is going into tremors, that the end of the world is near.  The veil of the temple splits in two, we're told.  All of this is a -- by the way, a fulfillment of the Old Testament.  Ezekiel Chapter 37 said that with the death of Jesus, the dead will rise.  It happens already at Jesus' death.
In Zechariah Chapter 14, we're told that the Mount of Olives is split and the Lord comes with all the saints.  And in Joel Chapter 2, we read that the day of the Lord will bring darkness and earthquakes.  The day of the Lord, of course, is also the second coming, the day when he shall come again.  But the day of the Lord is also the apocalyptic day of the revelation of Jesus Christ who dies.  
So we should think -- I think the gospel writers want us to think of the cross as the ultimate apocalypse.  It's the ultimate revelation of who God is in Jesus Christ.  It's not something that he does outside of himself, it's not something that he does that's not to his nature, but is an express revelation of who he is:  The suffering God, the God who offers up himself for his people. 
Other themes which you might note as you read the passion narratives -- and again, I would urge you -- perhaps one good way of doing it, I know, is -- many children do this -- when holy week comes, or when Lent comes, just read through each one of the passion narratives.  Read through them again and again.  They're meant to be -- and here I might note they're different than the rest of the gospels.
As you said earlier, Paul, the passion narratives are the culmination of the gospel.  Before that, it's, in a sense, introduction.  The gospel -- the passion narratives are really an extended story.  When you look at the rest of the gospel, it comes in chunks, in bits and pieces, different pericopes.  Jesus calms the water.  Jesus feeds the 5,000.  Jesus heals on the sabbath day.  Each one of those is a topic in and of itself.  But when you get to the passion narratives, the four gospels are closest to one another and they tell an extended story. 
Well, back, now, to some of the themes of the passion narratives. 
One of them I would like to point out to you is Jesus as faithful son.  This was already hinted at early in the gospel of Matthew, where Jesus speaks -- where -- where Matthew quotes the prophet, who says, (Out of Egypt I have called my son.(  Here, of course, it's referring to the exodus and the people of Israel who are -- who are redeemed from the land of Egypt, and it also refers especially now to Jesus Christ, who was in exile as a boy in Egypt.
Now, Jesus is the son of the father.  He's named the son of the father also in his baptism and in his transfiguration.  This theme is going to be prominent, though, in the passion narrative.
Now, what does it mean to be the son of the father?  Here we're not talking simply about a biological relationship, like a father and a son today.  Nor are we talking about an ontological simply -- an ontological relationship.  That is to say, the son was always the son, the eternal son of his heavenly father.  But to be the son of the father has an additional meaning, and it might be captured in the type of phrase we use today:  Like father, like son.  That is to say, the true son of the father is the one who obeys his father's will.  
Thus, it's not a coincidence, I think, that when Jesus teaches us to pray, he preaches -- teaches us to pray, (Our father, who art in heaven,( and then adds, (Thy will be done.(  Because the true son is the one who does the will of his father.  Israel was the son of God in the Old Testament, but a son which constantly, consistently, disobeyed God.  Jesus is the true son who obeys God in every way. 
Now, this theme of Jesus as the son of God we find in the temptation narrative.  The devil says, (If you truly are the son of God, turn these stones into bread.(  On the cross, this taunt or this temptation takes this form, and it comes from the crowds:  (If you are the son of God, come down from the cross.(  They taunt him to use his power as the son of God.  The leaders make fun of Jesus' claim to be the son of God.  And yet in a strange way, on the cross, Jesus shows himself to be precisely this, because to be the son of God does not mean that he uses all of his powers as the one who is omnipotent, but it means that he obeys his father's will.  And so he says, in the garden, (Not my will, but your will be done.(
And this evidence of this was captured most ironically by the centurion.  The centurion heard the others mocking Jesus and said, (Surely this was the son of God.(
Now, closely related to this theme in the passion narratives is Jesus as the king or as the Christ.  We note that Pilate twice refers to Jesus as the one who is called (Christ( -- that is, the anointed one -- or the king, in Matthew.  We note that he is mocked consistently by the soldiers who say, (Hail, king of the Jews.(  He is formally charged as Jesus, king of the Jews, and then he is sarcastically referred to as (Jesus, the king of Israel.(
We note in the gospel of John that in three languages above Jesus' head on the cross is (Jesus, king of the Jews,( and the Jewish leaders say, (Don't say that he is the king of the Jews, say that he said that he was the king of the Jews, that he claimed to be the king of the Jews.(  We know, of course, that Pilate said, (What I have written, I have written.(  So even in their mocking of Jesus, they are coming upon a truth, the irony that the one they robed purple, the one upon whom they put a crown of thorns, is actually worthy of a far greater crown.  In fact, there he is the king.  There he reigns upon the cross.  
The gospel of John captures this well in his passion narrative.  Jesus, time and again, talks about how it is necessary for him to be lifted up.  Now, when we think about being lifted up, we think of glory, of being raised.  Jesus ironically talks about being lifted up on the cross, the cross of shame, for all -- naked, for all the world to see, and yet it is there that he expresses his true kingship.  It is there that he rules. 
Now, another point I would like to make concerning the themes of the passion narrative, it's been said that the passion narratives are the culmination of the gospel.  It's also true that the passion narrative is the culmination of scripture.  It's the fulfillment of the Old Testament.
There was a book out -- I think it was during the 1960s -- which was labeled something like (The Jesus Conspiracy.(  That is to say, the author claimed that the passion narratives were actually written to fulfill -- were a fiction written to fulfill the Old Testament.  Of course it's -- we don't think that the passion narratives are a fiction at all, but it is true that they do fulfill the Old Testament.  It's almost as if the Old Testament writers and prophets have written the script for Jesus -- for Jesus to fulfill.
So, for instance, when Jesus predicts that his disciples will run away, he doesn't seem surprised by the fact.  In fact, he quotes Zechariah 13:7, who said just the same thing.  He refuses to -- to resist arrest even when Peter offers a sword in order to protect him.  Why?  Jesus says he must fulfill scripture.
When Jesus is betrayed by Judas, Jesus is not surprised.  In fact, he said it was to be expected, having read the book of Jeremiah, Chapter 27.  
The crucifixion is especially pregnant with themes from the Old Testament, especially from the Psalms.  For instance, when Jesus is offered wine mingled with gall, this is -- this is a prediction of Jesus' death found in Psalm 69, Verse 21.  The soldiers cast lots for his clothes.  Here we think of Psalm Chapter 22, Verse 18.  Again, when the people -- when the passersby wagged their heads in disdain at Jesus, we are reminded of Psalm Chapter 22, Verse 7.  When they taunt him that he put his trust in God, we are clearly reminded of Psalm 22, Verse 8.  We are told that at Jesus' death, there was darkness over the land.  This was predicted by the prophet Amos.  Chapter 8, Verse 9.  When Jesus cries out, (My God, my God, why have you forsaken me,( again we are drawn back to Psalm 22, Verse 1.  And when we are told of the emptying of the tombs, we are reminded of Ezekiel 37.  
We can go on and on here, and I would encourage you to read books on the passion of Jesus.  But recognize this:  That when Jesus dies, he is fulfilling the script written by the Old Testament, fulfilling the script written by God.  The prophets have -- had looked forward to this day for many years.  They'd recognized that Jesus would have to die and do it in a certain way for the sins of the people.  Jesus' death, thus, is the culmination of scriptures and of God's will.
Now, when you read the scriptures -- you read, excuse me, the passion narratives, you will find that they are high drama.  Perhaps in your own church you've actually -- or you've actually had a dramatic presentation of Jesus' death, or perhaps you've attended one of the passion plays which recreates the final days of Jesus.  And I think that's appropriate.  Because when you read the passion narratives, they are dramatic, and they draw us in with their -- especially with their use of characters.  And the characters here are real people.  
I think of how vividly, for instance, Peter is drawn in the passion narratives.  Remember, first he resisted Jesus' suffering and death.  He said, (Let it not be that you go to the cross.(  Then later, he vows at the supper that he will never fall away.  He said he would sooner die than fall away from the faith.  His bravado, of course, is characteristic of all the disciples.  And yet when Jesus goes to the garden of Gethsemane, Peter sleeps.  He's unprepared for the time of testing.  Furthermore, he denies Jesus three times, not because he is on trial, but simply because he's asked whether he knows Jesus.  There we see an example for all of us of our own frailty.  Here we might also consider another character, that of Judas, dramatically portrayed.  He is one of Jesus' 12 disciples, one of his 12 apostles, especially chosen for him, and yet for the sake of a little money, he betrays the Lord.  He willingly gives up the Lord and then he becomes a tragic figure.  And he is one for us all not simply to despise, although he is a pitiful person, but also to take as a warning for ourselves, lest we fall away, lest we betray our Lord.  
And of course there are other characters involved, too, and I would just encourage you to keep reading up on them, reading up on the passion narrative.
One last word.  For the most part, during this admittedly extended answer I've talked about the gospel of Matthew for the sake of time.  Suffice it to say for now that the other gospels do treat the passion a little bit differently.  In the gospel of Luke, for instance, Jesus is not simply the one who offers himself as a ransom, but he is the first martyr, the first disciple.  He is the leader.  He is one -- he's a man of faith.  
And just one thing for you to consider:  When Jesus is on the cross in the gospel of Matthew, he cries out his word of dereliction, taken from Psalm 22, (My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?(  Consider now the words of Jesus in the gospel of Luke.  Instead, he is not crying out that he's forsaken; he is acting as savior.  He saves the thief on the cross.  And then when he dies in sweet repose, he says, (Father, into your hands I commend my spirit.(
Now, both these stories are true.  He did feel in some ways that he had been forsaken by the father, and yet Luke wants to emphasize the fact that when Jesus died, he had full assurance that his father would take care of him.  And I think Luke wants to teach us that when we die, we, too, can die with peace and serenity, knowing that death for us is simply a gateway to life eternal, so that we need not be fearful.  God will not neglect us, will not forget us.
The gospel of John, likewise, has its own special emphases.  They are special, I think, of the themes of Jesus being lifted up, which I mentioned before.  John wants to show us that the ultimate glory of God is not to be found out high up in the heavens, but the glory of God is to be found on the cross, for it is on the cross that he will draw all nations to himself.  Thus, in the gospel of John, the cross becomes a magnet which attracts the world to God, to Christ, and reconciles the world to God in Christ.  
And finally, the gospel of Mark.  For the most part, you'll find, I believe, that he follows Matthew almost in every way.  Or if you believe that Mark was first, then you would say that Matthew followed Mark.  They are very similar.  The key thing to know, I think, about the gospel of Mark is that in Mark, the first person who declares Jesus to be the son of God is actually the centurion on the cross.  In Matthew, you'll remember that it is Peter who says, (Thou art the Christ, the son of the living God,( in Matthew 16.  In Mark, Peter confesses, (Thou art the Christ.(  He saves -- Mark saves the ultimate confession for the cross and puts it in the mouth of the centurion.  Why?  Because I think Mark wants to know that if you want to find the son of God, if you want to know who Jesus is, go nowhere else than the cross.  There you will see that he is truly God's son.  
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>> Mark is the shortest gospel and includes very little material not found in the other gospels.  What is its purpose?  And by the way, why does Mark so frequently quote Jesus as asking people not to tell anyone what he has done? 
>> Yes, David, I think you've hit upon what is a bit of a quandary in New Testament scholarship, the place of Mark within the New Testament canon.
Among critical scholars -- in fact, in many of the textbooks we would be using for the New Testament -- Mark holds a very central place within the canon.  Most scholars today think that it was the first gospel written, although I'm not so sure.
In the early church, the position was different.  Mark, in fact, was rarely, if at all, quoted by the early church fathers.  A commentary on the gospel of Mark was not written, I believe, until the ninth century.  Now, in some ways, the obscurity of the gospel of Mark in the early church is a bit ironic because it is the gospel most closely associated with the apostle Peter.  And when you read the gospels, there's no denying the place and prominence of Peter.  Time after time, Peter is the representative of all the apostles.  He is, to use a phrase, the first among equals.  It's always Peter, James, and John, or Peter and the disciples, who are with our Lord, or even Peter and Paul.  Peter always comes first.  And then even though the gospel of Mark is associated with the prominent apostle Peter, yet it was rarely used in the early church.  
Now, some of the peculiarities of the gospel of Mark is that it is, as you say, the shortest of the gospels.  At least the shortest in the material that it presents.  In Matthew and in Luke, you have a birth story, as well as an extended resurrection story, and in its own way, John also has those features.  But Mark is truncated in its story.  It begins directly with the baptism of Jesus, and, at least in its first form, probably ends with the empty tomb in Mark Chapter 16.
Now, why doesn't it have a birth story and an extended resurrection story?  Form critics, critical scholars, point to the fact that Mark is first because it is short.  It does not contain a birth story, which is a type of etiological legend.  That is to say, they would say that the birth stories were added by later Christians who were trying to answer the questions of where Jesus came from, and they would say that the birth story was secondary to the true charigmatic (sp) tradition of the gospel.  Likewise, they would say that the resurrection stories were fabricated by the church.  Of course, we hold to what Matthew and Luke say about the birth and resurrection of our Lord, and yet we have to ask ourselves why, if Mark knew the story of the birth of Jesus and of his resurrection, did he not include the accounts, as do the other gospels.
Well, I think one reason is Mark's central purpose.  When you read Mark, you have a wonderful understanding of the theology of the cross.  It's very vivid.  Now, it's true that the resurrection cannot be overemphasized, and yet as we know, there is no resurrection without the cross and there is no life without death.  And I think that was part of Mark's message.  Mark was writing to a church that had undergone persecution.  Perhaps they had read the stories of Jesus' resurrection and they, too, wanted the resurrected life here and now, and the gospel of Mark was Mark's way of pulling them back, drawing them back, showing them that the Christian life here on this earth is essentially one of walking in the footsteps of our Lord, walking on the path to the cross.  So the cross is central.
And along this -- along this same line of ideas, I think there's something personal about the gospel of Mark, from Mark's own perspective.  Mark seems to have been a prominent person in the early church.  From Colossians, we know he was a cousin of Barnabas.  He may -- he was in the upper room, in Acts Chapter 12, when the early Christians were praying for Peter's release from prison, and he was a man who had had his own failings.  Some people conjecture that he was the man who fled naked when Jesus was about to die.  We also know that Paul had taken Mark on as one of his students, but that Paul refused to take Mark on their next missionary journey because Mark had once deserted Paul.
So we know that Mark himself is an example of a disciple who loved our Lord, who desired to follow him, and yet stumbled and fell.  And in that sense, the gospel of Mark is very -- very comforting in a certain way, because Mark shows all the foibles and difficulties of life under the cross.  He shows that the apostles weren't simply men on Mt. Rushmore, men who were such great saints that we can't even imagine what it must be like to be them, but he showed that they were more like you and me; that they had their difficulties, that they were often unwilling to believe, that they were often hard headed.  Jesus, time and again in the gospel of Mark, says, (Don't you remember what I've told you?  Don't you know yet who I am?(
Now, another thing about -- another aspect of the gospel of Mark that I find particularly enriching is its vivid style.  It is -- it is a -- written to a church under persecution, and it's written in a kind of excitement.  There's a kind of excitement about it.  And I believe that's because Mark was -- although a writer, a good -- great writer in his own way, he was also copying or he was recording the words of Peter, the preacher.  And strangely enough, or funnily enough, although Mark is the shortest gospel, when you compare the accounts that are common to Matthew, Mark, and Luke, Mark is actually a longer gospel because often Mark will tell us -- probably recording the memoirs of Peter and the preaching of Peter -- little details along the way. 
For instance, when we're -- in the story of the woman who had suffered hemorrhages, Mark tells us that she had suffered under the care of many doctors.  Instead of getting better, she got worse.  Very much a preaching style.  It is also Mark who gives us inside information about the person of Jesus, so therefore when the woman touches the hem of Jesus' garment, it's Mark who tells us that Jesus realized that power had gone out of him.  In many ways, Mark gives us an intimate picture of Jesus.  
The critical scholars are right in a certain way.   I don't believe that Mark is probably the first gospel written, but in a way, it's almost primitive.  You're actually, in some ways, closer to the source and I think that's because of Peter.  Now, I mentioned before that the gospel is an acknowledgement, I think, on Mark's part of the difficulty of following Christ, and in Mark's gospel he shows how the 12 also have their difficulties along the way.  In fact, the disciples are models often of fear, of faithlessness, of ambition, and failure.  And time and again, they cause Jesus to be exasperated.  He throws up his hands and says, (What am I to do?(  
In Mark Chapter 4, Verse 40, Jesus says, (Why are you afraid?  Do you still have no faith?(  In Chapter 9, Verse 40, we learn that the disciples argued about who was the greatest.  And again, they did not understand but they were afraid to ask.  And concerning the multiplication of the loaves, we are told about the disciples they didn't understand about the loaves, their hearts were hardened.  And Jesus can be quite humorous.  He asks his disciples, (Are you so dull, are you so dimwitted that you do not understand what I have told you?(  
Again and again, the examples are examples of ignorance and of fear.  Is that a bad thing, though?  In some ways, it's quite liberating.  If the disciples are seen simply a paragons of virtue, as men who are unattainable saints, then it gives us little hope that we, too, can follow in their footsteps.  But when we see their faults, then we recognize that we, too, should not expect a life of resurrection -- simply of resurrection, of joy, and of success, but we should recognize that our own failures are, indeed, for our Lord. 
Now, the literary character of Mark is such -- I think it's been best compared to be as a drama.  It's meant to be read out loud and continuously, and I would ask you, if you have the opportunity, perhaps, to get the New Testament on tape, to take, for instance, the gospel of Mark and just listen to it all the way through.  And I think sometimes that's the best way to get acquainted, rather than simply reading the gospels, but to hear them. 
Who are the recipients for this gospel?  It seems to have been the case, many scholars would agree, that Mark may have written his gospel in Rome.  Perhaps at a time when Peter was imprisoned.  It is Mark who explains the Jewish customs, presumably to Gentiles who did not understand them.  It is Mark who often translates Aramaic words which Matthew would not have to have done for his Jewish audience.  And it's also Mark who has a distinct interest in martyrdom.  
One of the most interesting facets of the gospel of Mark is at the very beginning, after Jesus is baptized, it is Mark who tells us that Jesus was thrown out into the desert where he spent time with the wild beasts. 
Now, why does he tell us that Jesus spent time with the wild beasts?  At least I have an inkling that he is writing to people, perhaps Christians under persecution, who themselves perhaps have known of other Christians who have been thrown to the lions in the Coliseum, who themselves are in fear.  So the gospel of Mark, I believe, is a wonderful gospel not because it gives us all the information, but it gives us insight into who Jesus was as a person.  It shows us that the disciples were real people, like us, with all of our faults.  And it also shows us that the message of the cross must always be central in our preaching. 
Now, as to the last part of your question, David, why does Mark so frequently quote Jesus asking people not to tell about what he has done? 
And it is rather odd.  That is to say, Jesus will heal someone, raise someone, perform some great miracle, and you would think he would want that message trumpeted throughout the land, that it would increase his popularity, that people would come to know that he was the Messiah through his great works, through his great deeds and wonders.  And yet in the gospel of Mark, Jesus tells his disciples to be quiet.  He tells those whom he has healed not to tell anyone else.  And even when the demons call Jesus the son of God, Jesus rebukes them. 
Why is that?  I think it goes back to what we've been discussing about the gospel of Mark all along.  Jesus does not want to be understood simply as the son of God miracle worker.  He doesn't want to be thought of simply as the king of glory, the one who comes with a crown, the one who does great things.  For he knows that his ministry, his life, cannot be understood -- indeed, his miracles cannot be understood rightly -- apart from the cross, apart from the story of his death and his suffering.  For in the suffering of Christ, there we begin -- there is the key to understanding all that he's done before.  So it goes back to the cross as being an interpretive tool to understanding all of his life and ministry.  This is the Messianic secret.
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>> I've noticed that each gospel talks about different aspects of the resurrection.  Why?  Is it because each of the gospels has complementary points to make?  What are the major themes?
>> I think you put it pretty well, Nick.  The gospels do have complementary points to make.  In fact, I think we could say that the gospel writers are in conversation with one another.  So Matthew writes and Luke doesn't need to repeat what Matthew says.  He has his own points and his own -- he has his own theological points to make.
Now, let's begin with Matthew.  Matthew, I believe, primarily is a teacher of the faith, but he's also an apologist for the faith.  By that, we don't mean, of course, that he's sorry, but that he is an apologist in that he is one who defends the faith.  From very early on, Christianity had her enemies.  There were those who, from the beginning, wanted to discredit Jesus Christ and the Christian faith.  
Now, there are two points at which Christianity was particularly vulnerable.  For instance, the very beginning of Jesus' life.  There were those who said that Jesus was not, in fact, born of a virgin Mary, but that he was what used to be called -- or maybe still is sometimes today called -- a bastard.  So we find in the gospel of John, for instance, Jesus sparring with the Pharisees, the Jewish leaders, and the Jewish leaders say to Jesus, (Well, at least we know who our father is.(  I.e., they know that Abraham is their father.  But as for Jesus?  He is the supposedly son of Joseph?  Is he truly the son of God? 
Matthew makes the point, and underlines it, that Jesus is, in fact, the son of God, born of a virgin.  So he tells us the story of the dream -- of an angel appearing in a dream to Joseph and telling him that, indeed, what is born is born of the Holy Spirit.  So critics attacked Christianity and attacked Christ concerning his birth.  If they could discredit his birth from on high, they would discredit Christ.  
The second point on which they attacked Christianity was at the resurrection.  Did Jesus really rise again from the dead? Now, that's the primary emphasis of the gospel of Matthew concerning the resurrection.  Matthew is concerned with the very fact of the resurrection; that Jesus really did rise from the dead.  As Paul says in I Corinthians, Chapter 15, (If Christ has not been raised, then our faith is in vain.(  So it's Matthew alone who includes the story about how the chief priests and the elders of the Jewish people bribed the guards who were guarding the tomb.  And we are told that they were told this story:  (His disciples came and stole the body while we were sleeping.(  
Of course such a story is silly, as Matthew would have us know.  How would the guards know that Jesus' body had been stolen if it had happened while they were sleeping?  Matthew wants to show that the rumors concerning Jesus' body were false; that he, in fact, did rise from the dead.
Now, Luke, on the other hand, already has Matthew at hand, I believe, and he doesn't want to tell us simply the fact that Jesus rose from the dead, but he wants to tell us how, in fact, we can be with the resurrected Christ even today.  And he also wants to prepare us for the book of Acts, in which Jesus continues his ministry through the Holy Spirit among his church.  
Now, we see the emphasis on the resurrection of Jesus most beautifully in the story of the disciples on the road to Emmaus.  As you well know the story, Jesus is walking -- the two disciples are walking to Emmaus, and a stranger walks up among with them, and the disciples -- and Jesus asks the disciples, (Why are you so gloomy?(  The disciples say, in turn, (Haven't you heard the news about Jesus of Nazareth, how he died and what a great tragedy it was?(  At that point, Jesus begins to open to them the scriptures and shows how it was necessary that he, the son of God, would die and suffer and then be raised again on the third day.  And as the story goes, their hearts were burning within them as they heard this story.
But the climax of that story comes in the breaking of the bread.  As it happens, Jesus goes -- acts as if he is going to go with them to their house, and in their presence he breaks bread.  And in the breaking of the bread, they recognize that this stranger who had been talking with them all along was actually Jesus himself, and at that very moment in the breaking of the bread, not only do they recognize who Jesus is, but then at that point Jesus vanishes from their eyes.
Now, what point does Luke want to make?  I think the point is this:  Yes, Jesus has risen from the dead but he's going to be with us.  And how is he going to be with us?  Every time we come together in community and celebrate the Lord's supper, we receive the revelation of Jesus in his body and in his blood.  He is still with us even though we can no longer see him with our eyes; we can see him with the eyes of faith, and he is truly with us on our journey through life. 
Now, the gospel of Mark is a little bit different.  As we've talked about this, Mark is rather abrupt.  He begins not with the birth of Jesus, but with the baptism of Jesus.  And he ends, oddly enough, with an empty tomb.  Most early manuscripts of the gospel of Mark end with Mark Chapter 16, Verse 8, and there we are told that the angels announced that Jesus was born -- was -- had risen, the women saw the empty tomb, and they were -- they were afraid.
Now, this is a very odd way to end the gospel.  In fact, it wasn't satisfactory to some because it appears that another additional ending was put on the end of the gospel of Mark.  Verses 9 through 20.  This has caused some consternation to some:  Which is the original?  
At least from my own view, I think that Verse 8 is the original manuscript.  That is to say, I think Mark was making a point, and the point was this:  Yes, we are living the resurrected life.  Yes, Christ is risen from the dead and we, too, one day will rise with him and be victorious.  Yet at the same time, we are living underneath the cross.  And the disciples are afraid and so often, too, we are afraid.  Finally, we must live in faith.  We ourselves have not seen the resurrected Christ, yet in faith we know that one day we will see him again.  
Now, how about the ending in Verses 9 through 20?  This is just an opinion, but I do think that it might have been added by Mark himself.  If not by Mark, it was added at a very early time.  Because I think that -- I think that many of the readers simply were not satisfied with an empty tomb.  They wanted the story of the resurrection.  And I can tell you from my own personal experience, I myself have written a sermon which I have delivered at 8:30 in the morning, and then when the second service comes, I have added something which I felt might needed to have been added.  It's very possible the first manuscript ended with Verse 8 and the empty tomb, and then Mark, in his own hand, wrote Verses 9 through 20, which, indeed, are beautiful -- which contain beautiful gospel but I don't believe were originally part of the gospel of Mark. 
Now, John, likewise, has his own emphases when it comes to the story of the gospel.  Primary figures for him include John the Baptist and Mary Magdalen.  The story of John -- excuse me.  I mean Thomas and Mary Magdalen.  The story of Doubting Thomas is instructive, because the story of Doubting Thomas reminds us not only has Jesus risen again from the dead, but he who has risen from the dead is the same one who is crucified.  Thomas is often chided for being the doubter, and indeed he did doubt, but thank God for Thomas, because Thomas would not believe until he put his finger into the hands and into the side of our Lord, feeling the nail wounds.  So also from that story, we know that the one who rose from the dead is the same one who died, so that he is like us in every way, he is a flesh-and-blood man.  That's what John wants us to know. 
Also, the story of Mary Magdalen is instructive for John's special emphasis.  You remember that Mary was the first witness to the resurrection, and first an angel appears to her and then Jesus himself appears to Mary and Mary thinks that Jesus is, of all people, a gardener.  And at that point, in a beautiful story, Jesus calls to Mary, (Mary,( and she knows.  It reminds me of the words of Jesus, (I am the good shepherd and my sheep hear my voice and they know me.(  And that's what Mary does.  She hears the word of Jesus, (Mary,( and she knows that that is her Lord and savior who has risen from the dead.  And what does she do?  She holds onto Jesus.  She grasps him.  Now, Jesus says, (Don't touch me( or (Stop touching me,( (Stop holding onto me.(  
Why does Jesus say that?  In a way, it's quite similar, I think, to Jesus' appearance to the road -- on the road to Emmaus, where he disappears after the breaking of the bread.  He says, (Don't hold onto me because you cannot hold onto me in the same way that you did during my earthly ministry.  You can't hold onto me like you did for those three years.(  But what does he do?  He sends her to the apostles.  There, indeed, Mary Magdalen could be with her Lord, because when she went to the apostles, the apostles could preach to her the good news, to remind her of all the precious words of Jesus, all the words of gospel.  So that's an emphasis of the gospel of John, saying, (If you want to hold onto Jesus, go to the -- go to the apostles, go to the apostolic word.  There you will find your Lord.(
And I should add a little bit, since we talked about the ending of Mark, about the ending of the gospel of John.  It does appear that originally the gospel of John ended with Chapter 20, Verse 31, in which John explains the reason for writing his gospel.  Namely, that you may believe, and by believing, you may have eternal life.  The end, we would say.  But Chapter 21 seems to have been added, and perhaps as an after-thought.  Well, what happens in Chapter 21?  What happens is that Peter is reinstated into the ministry, or re- -- is offered forgiveness three times.  Jesus says to Peter, (Feed my lamb.  Do you love me, Peter?(  (Yes.(  (Feed my lamb.  Do you love me?  Feed my sheep.  Do you love me?  Feed my lambs.(  Peter's reinstated.
Now, this goes to the heart, I think -- as you read the gospel of John, it's a little bit different, I believe, than the synoptics.  In the synoptics, it is Peter who is the most prominent of the apostles.  As I've said, it's always Peter, James and John, or Peter and the other disciples.  Now John wants to tell us something different about discipleship.  It's not simply about who's the leader, but John wants to let us know that disciples can be close to our Lord, very close to our Lord, apart from leadership.  It's John -- it is John himself who appears to be the beloved disciple.  Even though Peter may be the leader, it is the beloved disciple who rests in the bosom of our Lord at the Lord's supper.  It is John, not Peter, who goes to the tomb and has faith and believes in the resurrection.  At every point is the beloved disciple.  
And that says something, I believe, about the gospel of John because John wants to show us that each and every one of us Christians can be personally united to Christ, that there is no one who is in between us, that Christ loves us dearly, that we can rest in his bosom.  That shows us the personal connectedness we can have with our Lord.  
At the same time, lest anyone think that the office of the ministry is not to be valued or that Peter's place is to be disparaged, Chapter 21 was added to remind us that, yes, God did institute the office of the holy ministry.  Not to separate us from Christ, but to bring Christ to us.  We also recall in the gospel of John that among the first things that Jesus does is say a word of peace, and then he breathes on his disciples the Holy Spirit and says, (Whosoever's sins you forgive, they are forgiven.(  That's the power of the office of the keys.  That's the power of forgiveness that he gives through the office of Peter and through the office of the apostles.
So, yes, the resurrection narratives are rich and should be read individually as well as corporately together so we could enjoy their nuances and see how they complement one another. 
ADVANCE \d12Question 32tc \l1 "
>> I would like to move on to a different topic, if I may, Professor Scaer.  What does it mean when Jesus says, (Blessed are the peacemakers?(  Does this mean that Christians must be pacifists?  Must I be a pacifist?  Would it be wrong, for instance, for a pastor to march in a protest?
>> Well, David, that's a complicated question, and Christians throughout the history of the church have answered it in somewhat different ways.  But I'd like to lay before you some of the biblical evidence, and to put the phrase into its context within Jesus' own teaching. 
The phrase (blessed are the peacemakers( which you cite comes from the Sermon On The Mount, our Lord's first, greatest, and most beautiful sermon, I believe, and it's part of the Beatitudes, which means (blessed are.(  And I believe the Beatitudes talk primarily about Christ himself.  (Blessed are the peacemakers.(  Well, who is the peacemaker?  I would say that it's Jesus Christ himself.  Jesus is our peacemaker, who taught us peace.  
I think of the story of Jesus' arrest in the garden on the Mount of Olives.  You'll recall that one of the disciples -- namely, Peter -- took out a sword to defend Jesus, and even cut off one of the ears of one of the members of the temple guard by the name of Malcus.  And you'll recall also how our Lord told Peter to put the sword away, and then proceeded to heal the ear of the soldier.
So also we remember that Jesus went to his own death peacefully.  He went like a sheep to slaughter.  On the cross, he did not take vengeance, he did not answer rebuke for rebuke, he did not answer the taunts and those who assailed him.  Instead, he said, (Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do.(  This is Jesus as the peacemaker between God and mankind.
At the same time, Jesus recognizes that in this sinful world, in a world of evil and of violence, that there is a necessity for armies, for policemen, and all the like.  For instance, an example of this is when John the Baptist preached his message of repentance, various groups of people asked how they might amend their lives to live as God would have them live.  And soldiers, in particular, asked what they should do.  Note John did not say, (Resign your post as a soldier.(  No.  He told them simply to be good, to be fair and honest soldiers, not to abuse their position.
Romans Chapter 13, as you may know, is the classic text which supports the government's use of force.  Paul says in that place that the government does not bear the sword in vain.  This means executing justice.  It means having a police force and having also an army.
You see, these kinds of things -- the police force, the army -- are, if you will, necessary evils in this fallen world.  They are ways by which God continues to protect the innocent and to promote justice, so that the gospel may be preached and the church might be built up.  In some ways, as Christians, we always long for peace.  We pray for peace.  But we're also realistic.  After all, our Lord did say that until he comes again, there will always be wars and rumors of wars until his return when he brings peace.  
And there's another irony here.  Jesus is the peacemaker.  That is, he brings peace between God and his people.  He reconciles God and the world to himself, and yet in the very preaching of the gospel, there is necessarily division. 
So even as our Lord says, (Blessed are the peacemakers,( in another instance he can say, (Do you think I have come to bring peace?  No, I say not peace, but a sword.(  By that, Jesus meant this paradox that by the preaching of the gospel, divisions would occur.  A father against his son, a mother against her daughter, brother against brother, sister against sister.  Perhaps in your own families, you've experienced that.  Perhaps there are some in your family who are Christian and others who are not.  It can be very painful, and it can be very difficult, and this is one of the crosses which we bear as Christians; that sometimes earthly peace is not attainable.  Sometimes the very gospel of peace causes friction.  The main thing we have to keep in focus, though, is that peace which passes all understanding.

ADVANCE \d12Question 33tc \l1 "
>> At the end of Matthew, Jesus promises that he will be with us always, but in Luke we learn that he ascended into heaven.  Isn't this a contradiction?  How can I help my congregation understand this?

>> It does seem, in a strange way, as a contradiction.  At least on the surface.  But I don't think it is, Joshua.  I think we have two different theological emphases. 

In Matthew, one of the strong emphases is of Jesus as our Emmanuel.  The prophet Isaiah said that Jesus would be our Emmanuel, which means God with us.  That's how the birth of Jesus is interpreted.  During his earthly life, we can see readily how in Jesus God was with us.  He ate, he drank, he walked, he lived with his disciples day in and day out.  He was with us not simply that he was alongside us, he was by our side, he was -- I guess in modern parlance, we would say he was there for us when we needed him.

Now, remarkably as we end the gospel, Matthew wants us to know that Jesus will still be our Emmanuel.  If you only had the gospel of Matthew, you would think that Jesus had never really left us at all.  The closing words are, (Lo, I am with you always.(  Maybe he won't be here with us in the same visible way, but in the gospel of Matthew, we're not told about that.  Simply, we're told about his presence.

In Luke, we're told, though, how God will remain with us in the person of Christ Jesus.  When we talk about Luke and the road to Emmaus story and the breaking of the bread, there we learn that Jesus will be with us in the breaking of the bread in his supper.  I think this was on Jesus' mind at the Last Supper when he said, (This is my body, this is my blood.(  It was his way of telling the disciples that, (I will always be with you, physically present for you, whenever you participate in this meal.(
Now, Luke is a great storyteller.  In a sense, he reads Matthew -- I said before, the gospels are in conversation with one another.  He reads Matthew and says, (In some ways, it's insufficient.(  He goes, (You have not( -- in a way, he's saying, (Matthew, you have not finished the story.  We know that Jesus is not with us, at least in the same way that he was during his earthly life.(  

So Luke fills out the story.  And if you want to think about Luke, it very much takes a -- kind of a creedal shape to it.  That is to say, in the creed we learn that the son of God descends into heaven -- descends to the world, is born of a virgin -- conceived of the Holy Ghost, born of the virgin Mary, walks the face of this earth.  He then is put to death, he is buried, and he rises again from the dead.  In that sense, it's kind of like a parabola.  He comes from heaven, comes down to earth, actually ends up under the earth -- ashes to ashes, dust to dust, even as Adam was created from the dust of the earth -- Jesus goes back into the dust, and then rises again.  This might also help us think, for instance, about Jesus as the new Adam.  Just as the first Adam was created from the dust, Jesus goes down into the -- under the ground, but comes out again alive, and he is resurrected.

But that's not the end of the story.  See, Luke wants to show us that Jesus is, in fact, the new Adam, and it's not enough for us, as human beings, simply to rise from the dead.  There is one step missing, and that is, to actually make it into heaven.  I think of the Old Testament story of Enoch, for instance, who is translated into heaven.  Luke wants to let us know that there's hope for us that we, too, not only will rise again, but will one day rise up into heaven.

Therefore, Luke tells the full story.  Not only does Jesus rise up from the dead, but he is raised up into heaven.  Again, this is Luke as the artist, and we can see how many paintings have been done with just this picture of Jesus rising up with his hands and blessing, leaving kind of in a dramatic way, this earth.

Now, does Luke mean to say, then, unlike Matthew, that Jesus is no longer with us?  I don't think so.  He does want to say that, yes, he's no longer with us in the same way, but he does -- also wants to make this other point that Jesus is our forerunner.  If Jesus makes it into heaven, he makes it into heaven not simply by himself, or for himself, but also for us.

Remember that when the son of God came down into heaven -- came down into the world, he was the son of God.  But having been born of Mary, he is the son of Adam.  He is one of us.  So it's the same person that -- who descended to earth, it's the same person who ascends back into heaven.  But now that person has incorporated humanity into himself, so we can say the son of God came down to earth and the son of Adam rose up into heaven.  And if the son of Adam can rise up into heaven, we, too, shall follow in his footsteps.

Luke says, (Take up your cross and follow me.(  That leads inevitably, of course, to death.  But that's not the end of the story.  Because that same road to the cross finally leads to resurrection and leads to ascension into heaven, and I think this gives hope for us all. 

The other motif of the ascension which I think is very important for us is that he does not leave us.  In fact, it says in the scriptures that when he ascends into heaven, it says in Paul -- Paul's letter to the Colossians, that he ascends in order to fulfill all things.  That is to say, he ascends into heaven not in order to leave his church, but to be with his church.  We could imagine, if Jesus never would have ascended into heaven, what would have happened.  The disciples certainly never would have left his side, so they would not have gone into all the nations.  Nobody would have ever heard the preaching of Paul or the preaching of Peter.  Everyone would go to the church of Jesus.  So Jesus, in a sense, had to ascend into heaven so that his ministry could be multiplied 12 times by the number of the apostles, 72 times by the number of disciples, or 70 times by the number of disciples he sends out in Luke 10.  And of course think of all the altars and all the pulpits throughout the world today that Jesus is able to be present at because he ascends into heaven to fulfill all things.

So, yes, at first Matthew and Luke appear to be different in the sense their emphases are different, but they both have a -- have important things to teach us about Jesus' presence and also about his ascension and how he is with us today.  
ADVANCE \d12Question 34tc \l1 "
>> Dr. Scaer, I know I'm going to encounter people with differing perspectives about who Jesus was.  Some people may even say that Jesus was just a holy man, and others will probably refer to him as an outstanding teacher.  Will you please help me learn how to respond in my role as a pastor? 

>> Well, this is, I suppose, Paul, the ultimate question:  What do you think of Jesus?  That's why you're taking these courses.  That's why you're studying for the ministry or for further work in the church.

It's a hard and existential question, not simply an academic one, and it's also the fundamental question which marks out true Christianity.  The question of Jesus divides us from Judaism, from Islam, who considers -- a religion which considers Jesus only as an honored prophet, and from such heretical groups as Mormons.  And even the average man on the street who claims no religion will probably at least give Jesus the honor of being a good moral teacher. 

So to say that Jesus is God's son, the very God from very God, is at the heart of the Christian faith.  And we should add:  If a group claims to worship God apart from Christ, then they do not know God at all, for the God we worship is the father of our Lord and savior, Jesus Christ. 

And so it is in Matthew Chapter 16 that we have the climax or the beginning of the climax of the gospel.  We have Peter's confession, (Thou art the Christ, the son of the living God.(  Among all the opinions, that is the only one that will finally work.  At the transfiguration and the baptism, we have other indices, indicators, that Jesus is God's son.  Both at the transfiguration and at baptism, Jesus is spoken to by God in this way.  He says, (You are my son, in whom I am well pleased.(
Of course the very name for Jesus means (the Lord saves.(  Elsewhere Jesus is called Emmanuel.  That is, (God with us.(  In the beginning of his gospel, John says that, (In the beginning was the word, and the word was with God and the word was God.(
Now, other Bible passages to look at, of course, are the miracles, which are considered to be signs of his divinity, as well as the fact that Jesus forgives sins, a prerogative which only God has. 

Indeed, Jesus claims to be eternal, and to have participated in creation, things that only God does.  He claims to have life within himself.  He claims to judge.  Again, these are the prerogatives of God.

We should also note that he is worshipped.  The magi worshipped the baby Jesus.  And Thomas falls at the feet of Jesus and worships him, saying, (My Lord and my God.(
The centurion declares Jesus to be the son of God, a fact recognized even by the demons whom Jesus drives out.  Here you may also notice that the term (Kyrios( is often applied to Jesus.  This word at its root means (Lord,( but we should also aware that Kyrios, or Lord, is the Septuagint's translation for Yahweh.  Thus, when early Christians called Jesus their Lord, they were, in fact, referring to him as the Kyrios, or Yahweh, the very Lord and God of the Old Testament. 

One particularly fascinating attestation to Jesus' divinity is found in the gospel of John, where Jesus claims to be (the great I am.(  Richard Balcom makes the intriguing observation that the number of (I am( statements -- bald (I am( statements -- in the gospel of John precisely matches the number of times in the Old Testament where God identifies himself as (the great I am.(  Balcom writes:  (The series of sayings, the 'I am' sayings, thus comprehensively identifies Jesus with the God of Israel, who sums up his identity in the declaration 'I am.'  More than that, these sayings identify Jesus as the eschatological revelation of the unique identity of God, predicted by Deutero-Isaiah,( or as we would say, Isaiah.

Now, this all comes to a stunning conclusion in the arrest of Jesus.  Allow me to quote from the gospel of John. 

(Jesus, knowing all that was going to happen to him, went out and asked them( -- that is, the ones who were going to arrest him -- ('Who is it that you want?'  'Jesus of Nazareth,' they replied.  'I am,' Jesus said.  And Judas the traitor was standing there with them.  When Jesus said, 'I am,' they drew back and fell to the ground.(  That is to say, with his claim of divinity, they fell to the ground.  And again, he asks them, (Who is it that you want?(  They told him, (Jesus of Nazareth.(  That is an earthly identification of who Jesus is.  Converse -- on the other hand, Jesus again identifies himself.  (I told you I am,( Jesus answered.

Now, we could go on for some time here.  I could point you to a recently published book entitled (Lord Jesus Christ,( written by Larry Hurtado.  Here he summarizes all the different ways that early Christians acknowledged and worshipped Jesus as God's son.  

But finally, a last word.  What does this mean to us as ministers and as Christians?  I suppose we should be ready to give an answer for the hope that is within us.  We should prepare ourselves to give a Biblical answer.  At the same time, we will never argue anyone into being a Christian.  We must speak winsomely, proclaim the truth, and pray for wisdom from the Holy Spirit.

ADVANCE \d12Question 35tc \l1 "
>> As I read the gospels, I'm struck by the many occasions in which Jesus is depicted in prayer.  The Garden of Gethsemane and the teachings of the Lord's Prayer come immediately to mind.  Will you help us tease out the theological lessons of these dramatic moments in Christ's life? 

>> Well, Nick, when we think about prayer and Jesus, we often think about our prayers to Jesus.  For instance, in that old song, (What A Friend We Have In Jesus,( we say if we have any problems, take it to the Lord in prayer.  We also think about our prayers to the father through Jesus.  He is our intermediary, he is our go-between, through whom we have access to the father.

Well, the gospels, as you rightly say, also depict Jesus himself as a man of prayer.  Probably no gospel writer shows Jesus as a man of prayer more beautifully, more poignantly, than the third evangelist, Luke.  For Luke, Jesus is the consummate man of prayer.  He is, in a sense, the first and greatest follower of God.  He is the first man of true faith.  And one of the things you'll notice when you read the gospel of Luke is that at every major junction in his life, at every major point, Jesus is found to be praying.  Jesus often prays alone, prays by himself in a solitary place.  He teaches his disciples to pray even as he prays.  

So in the gospel of Luke, when we read the story of Jesus' baptism, it is Luke who tells us that during this baptism -- his baptism, Jesus was praying.  When Jesus had a big decision to make -- for instance, in the choosing of the 12 apostles who would carry on his mission -- we are told that Jesus prayed to his father.  When Jesus saw trouble ahead, when he looked forward to the cross and thought of its agony, for instance, in Chapter 9, Verse 18, we are told again that Jesus prayed.

In prayer, we see that Jesus was close to the father.  During the transfiguration of Jesus, as we see Jesus in his divine glory, having all the glory of God, still at that time we find Jesus praying.  Perhaps the most beautiful and poignant picture of Jesus in prayer is found on the Mount of Olives, the Garden of Gethsemane, where Jesus prays three times that the cup of suffering might be removed from him.

In one sense, in our logic, we could ask why.  Jesus, after all, is the son of God.  He knew what he came down to earth to do, to save us from our sins, to offer his life as a ransom for many, and yet in the depth of his humanity, in the core of who he was as a human being, he relied upon God and begged him even at that time, if there was any other way possibly he could have that suffering removed.

Of course from that prayer, Luke tells us God did not answer yes.  Jesus would still need to go to the cross.  But God did send him help and relief.  He sent to our Lord angels who came to him to offer him succor and help.

Now, from this, we learn that Jesus is truly a model for us.  If Jesus, as the eternal son of God, as the sinless one, relied upon the heavenly father, how much more should we go to our Lord in prayer, Luke would have us ask.  We also see Jesus' continual prayer for us, for not only did he pray to the Lord on account of himself, but he continues to pray for us now.

Perhaps we see this most beautifully in the gospel of Luke, where Jesus prays to the father on behalf of all of humanity, (Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do.(  And even today, Jesus prays for us as our high priest.  He prays the high priestly prayer, as he does in the gospel of John.  He prays that none of the sheep given to him would fall out of his hand.  He prays that we might remain steadfast to the end.  

A great example of this type of prayer can also be seen in the gospel of Luke.  We are told that he has a conversation with Peter about Peter's betrayal -- about his denial, excuse me, of our Lord, and Jesus says not to worry, for he has prayed to his father to keep him safe from Satan so that Peter is able to resume his role as the head of the apostles and then to strengthen his brothers.

So even as Jesus prayed for Peter during his time of trial, he continues to pray to his father, to speak to his father, on our behalf, to keep us safe in the Christian life. 

Now, perhaps we should add one more thing.  In the gospel of Matthew especially, it is Jesus who teaches us the prayer which is above all prayers.  That is, the (Our Father,( or the Lord's Prayer.  And what's remarkable about that prayer is that Jesus, who is the very son of God, as we see him praying in his baptism and in his transfiguration, also bids us to pray as sons and daughters of God, so that we take his place in prayer, that we stand inside of Jesus, praying to our father, and if we -- and if we call him our father, as Jesus bids us to do, we know that he will listen to us, even as he heard the prayers of Jesus.  

So there's much to learn about prayer.  He teaches us to be persistent, he teaches us to be confident, he is our model, and he continues to pray for us.

ADVANCE \d12Question 36tc \l1 "
>> Professor Oschwald, I'd like to ask a question about the gospel of John.  Here the author gives us a very different picture of Jesus from what we find in the synoptic gospels.  How do we account for that? 

>> Well, before I even address myself to your question, I would like to review some of those distinctive features of the gospel according to John.  Raymond Brown provides a good list in his New Testament introduction, and I think it will supplement the material in our textbook nicely.

Of those special features that gives John's gospel such a different feeling, Brown lists, first of all, its poetic format.  There is a uniquely solemn pattern to the discourses of Jesus in this gospel that many people would call either poetic or at least semi-poetic.  Now, when Brown and others say this, they're not saying that the style of speaking or the language of Jesus is characterized by the kind of parallelism of lines that we find in Hebrew poetry, as we find in the Psalms, for instance, for they're pointing out that there's a kind of rhythm, a kind of similarity in the length of clauses, a kind of balance in the speeches of Jesus that give his words a very special, very solemn feeling, and some would even suggest that this kind of speech even suggests that Jesus' words are not ordinary human words, but when Jesus speaks, the language is sacred, even divine. 

A second feature of John that we see in the other gospels as well, but we see very clearly and distinctly in John, is the problem of misunderstanding.  In John's gospel, Jesus often uses figures and metaphors to express what is true or the truth in the earthly language of humans.  And using this kind of figurative language often leads to misunderstanding on the part of his hearers.  The misunderstanding of Jesus, however, by his hearers, provides Jesus then with another opportunity to explain his meaning more fully.

Closely connected with that is a third feature that makes John very distinctive, and that's the common use of twofold meanings.  It seems that in this gospel, more so than in any of the others, Jesus' discourses often involve word plays and statements with multi-layered meaning.  Consider, for instance, the expression (living water.(  The original hearers would have been left to figure out for themselves whether Jesus is simply referring to ordinary flowing or moving water, or is he really talking about water that actually gives life?  The same could be said for the very meaningful expression (to be lifted up.(
A fourth feature that gives John this very different feel is irony.  And this is one that I think we're sometimes not sensitive enough to when we read the gospels.  The opponents of Jesus, especially in John, often make statements about him, or even about themselves, that need to be interpreted as ironic.  In their criticisms of Jesus, they are often derogatory and sarcastic, but by way of irony, some of these statements are actually seen to be true, even though the speaker does not often realize it.  The best-known example from John is probably Caiaphas' statement that it's better for one to die for the people.  This, by the way, is also a play on words.  Does the preparation (for( here mean on behalf of or does it mean instead of? 

A fifth feature we should mention is that of inclusions and transitions.  John has woven his entire gospel together in a very impressive unity, and he often uses inclusions to signal the end of a section.  An inclusion is when the author refers to a kind of detail or incident at the end that matches a very similar item at the beginning of a section.  In addition, John's transitions are usually quite carefully constructed, so that they not only conclude what has gone before; they, at the same time, introduce what will happen.  This gives John's narrative a seamless kind of feeling.

Finally, we can notice the many parentheses or footnotes that John adds.  Again, seemingly more consistently than the other evangelists, John will provide parenthetical notes to explain the meaning of names or Semitic terms or even to supply theological perspective.  Consider the note in Chapter 2, Verse 21, which explains that when Jesus was talking about the destruction of the temple there, he was referring to the temple of his body.

Well, with that introduction, I think we can get to your question.  And there are a variety of ways to approach your question, David.  I hope that by touching on several of them, I will answer the aspect of your question that's foremost in your mind and in the minds of your fellow students:  How do we account for the different picture of Jesus we have in John's gospel? 

Well, to begin with, we could paraphrase your question and ask:  Why didn't John write a gospel more like those of Matthew, Mark, or Luke?  Well, that kind of question is almost impossible to answer, other than giving a simple (He didn't want to( or (Because the Holy Spirit inspired him to write this rather than that.(  Now, these responses don't do much to further or deepen our knowledge of the gospel.

We could mention, in connection with that aspect of the question, something that needs to be taken into account when we talk of the distinctive features of all of the gospels, and that is the distinctive character of the authors of these gospels.  Now, Franzman reminds us of this in a very well-written passage that merits repeating here.  From Page 284 in our textbook:  (One should not forget what an amazing range of experiences the life of this passionate son of thunder comprehended.  He had seen the word made flesh and had beheld his glory.  He had drawn on the fullness of the grace and truth incarnate in Jesus.  He had seen the only son of God go down before the hatred of men who resisted the light and loved darkness.  He had seen him who had proclaimed himself to be the resurrection and the life risen from the dead in the unbroken splendor of his eternal life.  He had proclaimed this prince of life to Jerusalem, and had seen his own brother killed in the renewed collision between the truth and the lie.  He had seen the fury of Nero break upon the church of Rome, and he had seen the judgment of God visited upon Jerusalem and the temple.  The high serenity of the gospel is not the serenity of ignorance or illusion, but the serenity of knowledge, the knowledge of the man who knows Jesus both as the life of the world and as the judge of mankind.  When God speaks through man,( Franzman notes, (he does not blank out human personality, but uses it.(  

Surely one approach to accounting for the distinctiveness of the fourth gospel is to remind ourselves of the human personality God used to write it. 

A second approach to your question might be to ask why John's gospel seems to have such a different outline or structure.  So different, does it seem, that some scholars have questioned whether or not it is even appropriate to speak of this book as a gospel.  That is, to class it as the same genre as the gospels of Matthew, Mark, and Luke. 

Readers before the enlightenment had little difficulty answering this question with a (yes,( adding that John wrote later than the others and was trying to supplement the witness of the synoptics with his own more meditative memories.  Historical criticism sought to divorce John not only from the other gospels, but also from history itself.  Using non-historical sources, like a signs source, for instance, a non-eyewitness constructed this book independently of synoptic traditions.  That was the conclusion of historical criticism.

Now, although there is no consensus currently, most scholars propose a position mediating between the two mentioned above.  Some are very open to the possibility that John shared common traditions with Mark and may have known some form of Luke, but even those who do not question Johannine authorship or the book's value as history still see differences in its structure when compared with the synoptics.  Remember Franzman's model of the synoptics as telling their story in a straight line, whereas John seems to tell the story in a spiral pattern, returning again and again, but at a new level, to the same themes. 

Why?  Well, again, that's a very difficult, if not impossible, question to answer.  The book seems different because it was composed according to a very different plan.  But why that plan was chosen is a question John does not answer for us. 

A third approach, one that is often used to explain the differences between various letters of Paul, is to consider whether or not this gospel has a purpose which distinguishes it from the others.  John does state his purpose more explicitly than Matthew or Mark.  In Chapter 20, Verse 31, John writes, (But these were written so that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the son of God, and that by believing, you may have life in his name.(
Franzman concludes from this statement of purpose that John's gospel here resembles the first three, in that its primary purpose will be teaching.  This approach, too, seems to fall short of providing a good explanation for the very different ways by which the evangelists accomplish this common, or at least very similar, purpose.

Well, we're left then with date, occasion, and audience as possible ways to account for John.  And here there is promise, but conclusions about these three isagogical questions are often reached by making deductions from the content and style of the text itself.  Although some have presented arguments for an early date for John's gospel, the general consensus regards it as at least the final gospel written.  The experiences of the author and of his readers, both the experience of contemplating the meaning of Jesus' life, death, and resurrection and the experience of the world's hatred because of him, would certainly have brought new needs to light in the mind of the evangelist. 

One prominent difference is John's concern to make clear not only that his readers should believe in Jesus, but he strives to make very clear what they should believe about Jesus.  That is to say, competing Christologies seems to be a much greater problem in John's eyes than in the eyes of his fellow evangelists.

Well, David, I hope these remarks will prove helpful.  We will have occasion to further refine a few of these points, and your readings should help, too.  Above all, I would encourage you to read John again for yourself and spend some time contemplating these questions on your own.  
ADVANCE \d12 tc \l1 "ADVANCE \d12Question 37tc \l1 "
>> Professor Oschwald, who was the beloved disciple?  I've read that this isn't the easy question many feel it to be.

>> I must admit, Joshua, that I would feel more comfortable taking on this question if we could all sit down together around a seminar table, lay open our New Testaments, and carefully work our way through the data, the theories and conjectures, and the conclusions and implications involved in determining the identity of the disciple whom Jesus loved. 

Now, I see on the list of courses for the Delto program that there is to be one course on a gospel, either Matthew or John.  I think you will have to put pressure on your directors to let you take both, so that you can examine this question more carefully in the context of a study of the gospel itself.

But whether this is an easy question or not depends a lot upon one's presuppositions.  Many critical scholars state quite baldly that this gospel could not have been written by an eyewitness of the events of Jesus' life, death, and resurrection.  If that is true, and if the beloved disciple had some role in the writing of the gospel, then the beloved disciple cannot be John, the son of Zebedee, the disciple of Jesus.

New Testament scholars of the stature of James Charlesworth and Raymond Brown have disagreed on the identity of this figure, and neither of those two identified him as John.  Charlesworth has published a nearly 500-page defense of his view that the beloved disciple was, in fact, Thomas.  Brown, during a lifetime of the study of John's writings, changed his earlier view that the beloved disciple was John, and at the end of his life, Brown remained convinced that the beloved disciple was one of the anonymous followers mentioned in the gospels, but playing no significant role in the gospels.  This disciple rose to prominence in the later Johannine community and was regarded by those people as the ideal disciple.

Well, modern proposals for the identity of the beloved disciple are almost as numerous as those for the identity of the author of Hebrews.  One of the favorites of the students in my John class here on campus is the proposal that the beloved disciple was actually Mary Magdalen.  Now, we could add to this list the rich young ruler Nathaniel and Lazarus.  Some would suggest that the beloved disciple was not any actual person, but an ideal figure, the first virtual disciple, we might say.  But since we don't share the problematic presuppositions of many of these scholars, is there anything to prevent us from simply adopting the ancient view of Ironius that the beloved disciple and the author of the fourth gospel is John, the son of Zebedee, the disciple of Jesus?  I would have to say there is not.

Donald Guthrie, after an extensive review of the data and the issues, concludes in his inimitable style, (It would seem at least a reasonable conclusion to maintain that there is no irrefutable historical grounds for rejecting the identification of the beloved disciple as John, the son of Zebedee.(
Well, Guthrie's cautious phrasing is not without good reason.  Although this view has the support of generation upon generation of readers of John, being handed down from those who claimed to have sat at the feet of John, there are still some imposing difficulties that need to be satisfyingly explained.  Why, for instance, does the beloved disciple not make his appearance until Chapter 13 and the events of the upper room?  John makes his appearance much earlier than this in the synoptic gospels.  In Mark, for instance, John is already present when Jesus heals Peter's mother-in-law in Chapter 1.  And why does the gospel never give us the beloved disciple's name?  I must note here, though, that neither does John's gospel ever tell us name of Jesus' mother.  Well, for some, the most difficult challenge of all is simply the implications of the appellation itself.  Would any follower of Jesus really be so bold as to use the self-designation (the disciple whom Jesus loved,( as if he were, thereby, distinguishing himself from the other disciples of Jesus? 

Now, there are, Joshua, good answers for all of these questions, but I'm not going to give them to you here.  I'm going to leave them unanswered, as an encouragement for you to do a little reading on the question yourself.  Of course the beloved disciple would not be pleased at all to see the amount of time that's been devoted to solving the puzzle of his identity, time that could have been much better spent in the study of the one who loved him.

ADVANCE \d12Question 38tc \l1 "
>> The Lord's supper is such a significant part of the Passion narrative of each of the synoptic gospels, why doesn't John even mention it?  I don't mean to be impertinent, but is John non-sacramental?
>> This, too, is a very involved question, Paul, a question with a controversial past and a controversial present.  But there are vastly differing views on the sacramentalism of John, even within our own synod.  I encourage each of you in class to speak with your mentors and other pastors that you know, and do some reading on this question, so that you can come to an informed position with regard to what is at stake in this discussion, with regard to what we can say about John on the basis of the text, and with regard to the impact your conclusion may have in terms of pastoral practice. 
Well, let's jump right into the fire with the following statement from Raymond Brown's An Introduction To The New Testament.
(There is sharp division on the question of Johanni and sacramentalism.  One group of scholars sees few or no references to sacraments -- especially baptism and Eucharist -- and indeed, some would characterize John as anti-sacramental.  Their case is based on the absence of overt references to baptism and to the Eucharist.  From this springs Boltman's thesis of an ecclesiastical redactor who introduced sacramental references to make this gospel acceptable to the church, while others contend that John is the most sacramental of the gospels.  Indeed, they detect some 20 elusive or symbolic references to baptism and the Eucharist in John's use of water, bread, wine, gaining sight, and so on. 
(To prevent too imaginative a search for these, exterior controls have been suggested.  For example, insisting that the proposed Johanni and sacramental symbols be verified in sacramental contexts in other New Testament or early church writings and/or catacomb art.
(An in-between position maintains that the Johanni and Jesus' words and actions are prophetic anticipations of the sacraments, rather than direct references.  Beyond the baptismal/Eucharistic interpretations, John has been seen as the most sacramental New Testament writing in the broader sense that the Johanni and Jesus used the language of this world to refer to the realities of the world from which he came:  The earthly used to symbolize the heavenly.
(In my view( -- remember, this is Raymond brown speaking -- (the broader sacramental understanding of Johanni and symbolism, which is certainly verifiable, tilts the odds in favor of seeing specific symbolic references to baptism and Eucharist.(
Well, thank you for bearing with that long quotation but I think its value is self-evident.  Brown shows that both sides of the discussion have sought to make their arguments textual.  Brown also urges the need for controls and checks and balances for any approach considered.  There is the suggestion, at least, that a simple comparison with the synoptic gospels is not enough.  One needs to also consider the very distinctive features of John's gospel, including its emphases, and including the way Jesus speaks in this gospel.
Equally true, there needs to be some way of controlling the identification of sacramental symbols so that they will not include signifiers that would not communicate to anyone other than the person proposing them. 
Now, we cannot here review and then contribute to the long-standing discussion in our circles of whether or not the bread of life discourses in John 6 should be read as a reference to the Eucharist.  If I can secure your indulgence, I would, however, like to share with you just a little bit more from Brown.  His insights will help us take a further step or two in answering the question. 
(Above, a twofold interpretation of the bread of life was suggested:  Jesus' revelation and Jesus' flesh and blood.  In Luke 24, Verses 27 to 35, there are two ways in which the presence of the risen Jesus is recognized:  The interpretation of the scriptures and the breaking of the bread.  One may have here, incipiently, the format of the liturgical service in which, through the centuries, Christians have sought nourishment:  The service of the word, reading and preaching the scriptures; and the service of the sacrament, the Eucharist. 
(Churches have, at times, been divided as to which deserves the most emphasis, but often the ideal has been to include both in the Sunday service.  Readers may wish to reflect on their own experience of church life, especially if there have been changes in these last decades, to see how the balance works out.(
Well, there are two things that I hope you will keep in mind from Brown's statement.  One is the suggestion that in interpretation, as well as in application, the church should be striving for balance.  And with this, I most wholeheartedly agree.  The second is that Brown already begins to suggest that the best way to read John's gospel is not as a thing unto itself, but in connection with the gospel and biblical tradition.  Perhaps the either/or distinction that many try to impose on John cannot be supported for the synoptic gospels either.  Perhaps John writes the way he does to keep word and sacrament together, to anticipate the church's dilemma over emphasis by writing a gospel that in its very construction demonstrates the unity between word and sacrament. 
Well, two more points need to be made, and I would like to begin with a hermeneutical concern.  My own experience of this discussion has reinforced Brown's suggestion in his commentary on John, but the first question we need to settle is:  What does the text mean to whom? 
Too often, participants in this discussion have seemed to talk past each other by not answering this question.  Are we talking about the significance of Jesus' words to the people who were there to actually hear him?  Are we talking about John's original readers who are reading these words in light of their knowledge of Jesus' passion and in the context of their own Eucharistic practice?  Or, are we thinking primarily of ourselves in our own existential and churchly contexts?
No one present the day Jesus delivered these discourses seemed to find them easy to understand, and yet would even the most ardent sacramentarian suggest that these words would have or should have made the hearers think in Eucharistic terms?  I think not.  Now, that doesn't exclude the possibility that Jesus was thinking in Eucharistic terms, but how could it have had such a meeting for those people at that moment?  And if it had no sacramental meaning at that moment, does that require us to say that it was meaningless for them?  Again, I think not. 
Taking this one step further, does that mean that later generations of readers are wrong when they cannot help but think of the Eucharist when they hear Jesus speaking about eating his flesh and that he is the bread of life?
Brown's suggestion of a twofold meaning of these discourses as a reference both to the revelation that comes in Jesus and to the Eucharist allows this chapter to be read in a meaningful way by readers throughout the life of the gospel, and he has done so with a proposal that meshes well with synoptic teaching and also passes the test for symbols outlined above. 
A second major point is this:  In John's gospel, we frequently see Jesus himself presented as the replacement for the great Jewish festivals that are being celebrated in the narrative.  Jesus heals on the sabbath in John 5, and he commands the man to take up his mat.  Jesus' presence and his word will now sanctify the day.
At Passover time, Jesus multiplies the loaves and fishes and then gives the bread of life discourse.  As God provided bread for the children of Israel in the exodus, so, now, he has provided the true bread from heaven in his son.
I cannot continue to develop this pattern, but there are many more examples that could be given, beginning with the cleansing of the temple in John, Chapter 2.
Now, all of this has been said by way of preparing to respond to your question, in which you asked why John does not even mention the Last Supper. 
Well, he doesn't, if we look only at the words of his text.  But given the pattern I've been trying to demonstrate, couldn't there be another possibility?  Rather than provide another description of the sacramental meal itself, a description already readily available in the synoptic tradition, couldn't it be that John talks about the meal through the actions of Jesus?  
John, more than any other evangelist, gives us a picture-in-picture view of Jesus, the lamb of God, being lifted up while he never loses focus on the events of the Passover that are happening all around.  The effect of John's Passion narrative would be somewhat similar to a celebration of the Lord's Supper, during which artistic portrayals of the cross were shown within view of the communicants -- (given for you,( the cross; (poured out for you,( the cross -- and so on. 
Well, this is hardly a complete or satisfying answer to your question.  I hope at least that you can see that I would not say John is non-sacramental.  And I present this answer more as an invitation for you to join the discussion, with my ulterior motive being to entice you into a lifelong reading and reflection on the gospel of John.

ADVANCE \d12Question 39tc \l1 "
>> I've often heard John referred to as a more spiritual gospel.  Is that an accurate description? 
>> Well, the description you mention, Nick, is actually an ancient one dating back to Clement of Alexandria.  Eusebius quotes Clement as giving the following description of the fourth gospel:  (Last of all, John, perceiving that the bodily facts had been set forth in the other gospels, at the instance of his disciples and with the inspiration of the spirit, composed a spiritual gospel.(
But your question was not about the source of the description.  Rather, about its accuracy.  To answer that question, it's important to decide what we mean by (spiritual( in the asking of it.  Well, Sanday has suggested that Clement meant here that John sought to bring out the divine nature of his subject.  If that is the definition we are working with, few of us, I think, would have a problem with this as a description of John's gospel.  It hardly serves, however, as a way to describe John over against the other canonical gospels.  And even in your question, you included the word (more,( suggesting that you, too, were thinking in terms of a comparison with the synoptic gospels. 
Don't you love it, Nick, when the professor tells you what you were really asking?  Well, forgive me if I'm projecting my question onto yours, but when I have heard people ask this question in other contexts, I think their meaning is often close to what Raymond Brown is talking about when he says that John is often described as the more theological gospel.  And Brown remarks that if we are going to use that as not only a description of John, but also as a way of distinguishing John from the other gospels, then the theological difference becomes one of intensity and of extent; the extent to which theological insight is woven creatively and imaginatively into the memories of Jesus. 
Well, if, by that, Brown is suggesting that there is a kind of confusion between the imagination of the author and the memory of Jesus, then we would have to object.  If, however, Brown is noting that John interweaves more of his own theological reflections on Jesus into his narrative of Jesus, then perhaps we can see some validity in this description. 
John does present a Jesus much more conscious of having preexisted with God before he came into the world.  John presents long discourses and dialogues, but includes no parables.  And more of our Lord's teaching about the Holy Spirit is included in this gospel than in any of the others.  But was John trying, as Clement suggests, to write a spiritual gospel because the other gospels limited themselves to the bodily facts? 
That John was using the synoptic gospels as literary sources is a view that very few scholars hold today.  That he was writing to supplement the synoptics, however, is not dependent on such a view.  Guthrie comments, (Nevertheless, if the evidence is insufficient to prove literary dependence on the synoptics, there are enough indications to show that the author assumed that his readers would be acquainted with the contents of the other gospels.  Only under such a hypothesis can the choice of material be intelligently understood.  Thus, the omission of several significant synoptic narratives occasions no surprise.  Neither does the abrupt introduction of material which presupposes knowledge of synoptic tradition.( 
I would not want to press Guthrie's point too far, but I have always been intrigued by one text that can serve as an example of Guthrie's final point.  In John, Chapter 21, we read of the risen Jesus' appearance to the disciples at the Sea of Tiberius.  I'm sure you recall the story.  The disciples, almost as if they had nothing better to do now that Jesus was gone, decide to go fishing.  They fish all night and catch nothing.  A person whom they cannot recognize calls to them from the shore and asks as to their catch.  They admit their complete failure and are, in return, instructed to cast their net on the other side, and, yes, the net was immediately so filled with fish that they could not haul it in.  The beloved disciple shouts to Peter, (It is the Lord((
But why?  Why the sudden recognition on the part of John?  Well, because this is not the first time that this has happened, you see.  Almost the exact same thing happened when the disciples were first called.  Oh?  Where do we read that? 
Well, nowhere in John's gospel.  Only in Luke, Chapter 5.  And yet the story in John seems so much more meaningful to us when we know the story from Luke. 
Did John not know of this event?  Well, that would be hard to maintain, since Luke says that John was present that day, an eyewitness of the event, actually in the boats.  Did John omit this story because it didn't suit his purpose?  Again, that's possible, but would as skilled an author as John intentionally deprive his readers of the added depth of significance that comes from knowing both stories?
The best explanation seems to be the one Guthrie proposes:  That John assumed his readers had access to the synoptic tradition in some form, and knew this story from that tradition. 
Well, if my response seems to be heading in several directions at once, that's partly because we've been trying to answer more than one question.  We have asked in what sense John's gospel might be considered spiritual, and we have also asked whether or not John was trying to provide something that the other gospels did not provide. 
In conclusion, I would say that we can answer both questions with a cautious (yes.(  John's gospel does show a kind of spiritual nature that is not so obvious when reading the synoptics.  At the same time, this is by no means meant to suggest that the synoptics are somehow unspiritual, nor is it to suggest that John is somehow spiritual whereas the other gospels are historical.
Secondly, John's gospel certainly provides us with a great amount of material that we have in no other source.  And there are some indications that John was doing so intentionally.  John's gospel is not an appendix to the gospel, a synoptic postscript.  John writes with a clear sense of purpose, and that purpose is to bring forth faith and life eternal.  He shares with his fellow evangelists the desire to write in the way that best meets the needs of his readers. 
ADVANCE \d12Question 40tc \l1 "
>> Dr. Oschwald, you've asked us to do quite a bit of reading, and I've come upon a question.  Why do English translations differ so much in the way they translate the term Jesus uses to designate the Holy Spirit in John, Chapters 14, 15, and 16? 

>> David, if you are looking for a good theological dictionary-style discussion of the word (paraclete,( I would recommend Appendix 5 in Raymond Brown's Anchor Bible commentary on John.  His concluding paragraph to the discussion of the basic meaning of the term shows what New Testament translators are up against.  

By way of summary, we find that no one translation of (parakletos( captures the complexities of the functions, forensic and otherwise, that this figure has.  Brown continues, (The paraclete is a witness in defense of Jesus and a spokesman for him in the context of his trial by his enemies.  The paraclete is a consoler of the disciples, for he takes Jesus' place among them.  The paraclete is a teacher and guide of the disciples, and, thus, their helper.  

In rendering the Greek into Latin for the Vulgate, Jerome had a choice among such old Latin renderings as (advocatus( and (consolator,( and the custom of simply transliterating the term as (parakletos.(  In the gospel, he took the latter expedient, a course also followed in the Cyriac and Coptic translations.

Now, of the English translations I have ready to hand, I find for the passages in the gospel the following translations.  And each version consistently uses the same word to translate (parakletos( in John 14, 15, and 16. 

In the English Standard Version, we find the translation (helper.(  The NIV uses (counselor.(  As does the RSV.  The new RSV switches and uses the term (advocate.(  The King James uses the familiar (comforter.(  But the New King James also switches to use the term (helper.(  The Jerusalem Bible consistently uses (advocate.(
ADVANCE \d12Question 41tc \l1 "
>> Thank you.  But that leads to another question.  Wouldn't it be best, then, just to use the word (paraclete(? 

>> As a matter of fact, David, that is Raymond Brown's suggestion.  At the end of the paragraph I quoted in response to your earlier question, Brown concludes:  (We would probably be wise also in modern times to settle for 'paraclete,' a near transliteration that preserves the uniqueness of the title and does not emphasize one of the functions to the detriment of the other.(
This transliteration, I think you will agree, is really no more difficult to understand than are many of the choices of our English versions.  What, after all, does it mean to call the Holy Spirit our comforter or our helper?  These transliteration -- these translations are not exactly self-evidently clear.  The danger when using the word (paraclete,( as with any technical term, is that we will forget to make sure that our hearers really understand what is meant by the word and the way we use it.  Perhaps the best way to define the paraclete is by means of the description in the gospel of his person and work.  
ADVANCE \d12Question 42tc \l1 "
>> Professor Oschwald, how is the work of the Holy Spirit described in John? 

>> Well, there is more of our Lord's teaching about the Holy Spirit in this gospel than there is in any other gospel.  So becoming familiar with the teaching in John is an important step in understanding the New Testament's teaching about the Holy Spirit as a whole. 

In his New Testament theology, Guthrie divides the material into statements made before and statements made during the passion narrative.  A quick review of Guthrie's headings will serve as a helpful summary for us in reviewing the material in John. 

First of all, the spirit at the baptism of Jesus.  As in the synoptics, the Holy Spirit appears at the baptism of Jesus by John.  In John, however, the descent of the spirit upon Jesus is what identifies him as the coming one that John has been awaiting.  In all of our gospels, there is a close connection made between the mission of Jesus and the activity of the spirit. 

Secondly, the function of the spirit in Christian regeneration.  It is in John's gospel alone that Jesus' conversation with Nicodemus is recorded.  So it is also in John's gospel alone that we hear that unless one is born of water and the spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom of God. 

John, Chapter 3, Verse 34, mentions that the spirit is given without measure, and so we also see the connection with the unlimited nature of the gift of the spirit.

I think Raymond Brown explains this interesting phrase very well when he says that with Jesus, we have the definitive eschatological outpouring of the spirit. 

John also talks about the function of the spirit in true worship.  This, of course, is a reference to Jesus' conversation with the woman at the well.  If worship must be in spirit and in truth, then who but the spirit of truth can lead God's people to the true worship of him? 

A connection is also made between the spirit and life.  It is the spirit who gives life.  Therefore, the church confesses the Holy Spirit as the Lord and giver of life. 

There's also the promise of the spirit, and John explains Jesus' reference to streams of living water flowing from believers as a reference to the gift of the spirit that was still to come. 

In the passion narrative of John, the spirit is referred to only once as the Holy Spirit.  In all other places, he is referred to either as the paraclete or the spirit of truth.  The paraclete comes from the father, but only if Jesus departs.  He comes at the request of Jesus, and in the name of Jesus.  He is called another paraclete, for Jesus is our first paraclete.  The same term is used to describe Jesus in John's first letter. 

The paraclete is the spirit of truth and the Holy Spirit.  The disciples recognized him, and recognition is a very important theme in John, with respect both to the son and to the spirit.  The paraclete will be with the disciples.  He will dwell with them and will teach them all things.  He will guide them along the way of truth, and he will take what belongs to Jesus and declare it to the disciples.  He will glorify Jesus and bear witness on his behalf.  He will remind the disciples of all that Jesus told them, speaking only what he himself has heard. 

The world, on the other hand, cannot accept the paraclete and neither sees nor knows him.  He will bear witness against the background of the world's hatred for and persecution of the disciples of Jesus.  The paraclete will also prove the world wrong about sin, justice, and judgment. 

In summary, then, especially in this material from the passion narratives, we see two special roles assigned to the paraclete.  He comes to the disciples and dwells with them, guiding and teaching them about Jesus, but he is hostile to the world and puts the world on trial. 

Following his survey of this material, Brown adds the following very provocative remark:  (It is our contention,( he writes, (that John presents the paraclete as the Holy Spirit in a special role; namely, as the personal presence of Jesus in the Christian while Jesus is with the father.(
This strikes me as a very good way to summarize the teaching about the paraclete in John's passion narrative.  Now, this is not inconsistent with the rest of the gospel's teaching about the spirit, nor does the conflict with the rest of scripture's teaching.  Moreover, I think it would be a very valuable way to think of the spirit in the acts of the apostles.  The people of God do not need to live with their eyes constantly straining toward the heavens, from where the son of man is to return, for through his spirit, as in the paraclete, Jesus is present within all believers.

ADVANCE \d12Question 43tc \l1 "
>> Dr. Oschwald, what significance does it have when the risen Christ breathes on his disciples in John 20?  Was this a common Jewish custom? 

>> No, Paul, this was not a common Jewish custom, but that's the question I often ask my seminary students and adult Bible classes.

No one seems to have their curiosity aroused by this rather strange scene.  People often read it as if this were an everyday occurrence in ancient Jerusalem, and that has always struck me as strange.  When we, today, think of someone breathing on us, the thought does not arouse pleasant images.  In fact, I would bet that what comes first to most people's minds today are thoughts of mouthwash and breath mints. 

Well, let's begin by looking, again, at the passage in question, John Chapter 20, 19 through 23. 

(When it was evening on that day, the first day of the week, and the doors of the house where the disciples had met were locked for fear of the Jews, Jesus came and stood among them and said, 'Peace be with you.'  After he said this, he showed them his hands and his side.  Then the disciples rejoiced when they saw the Lord.  Jesus said to them again, 'Peace be with you.  As the father has sent me, so I send you.'  When he had said this, he breathed on them and said to them, 'Receive the Holy Spirit.  If you forgive the sins of any, they are forgiven them.  If you retain the sins of any, they are retained.'(
This passage has had an interesting history of interpretation.  A few commentators have connected it with the popular near eastern belief that the breath of a holy man had supernatural power.  Because this breathing here is connected with the forgiveness of sins, some have also looked upon it as a sacramental act, interpreting it as a reflection of an early ordination rite.  In fact, Raymond Brown tells the story of the ordination in which the Coptic Patriarch of Alexandria filled a skin bag with his own breath.  The bag was quickly tied off, and then transported upriver to Ethiopia, where it was let loose on the candidate who had been chosen to serve as the new head of the Ethiopian church. 

If you were to press most readers of John, however, to recall some other moment in the history of God's dealings with his creatures when someone was breathed upon, I think it is much more likely that a story from Genesis would come to mind, for when the Lord God formed man out of the dust of the earth, he breathed into his nostrils the breath of life.

By this action of breathing in John 20, Jesus is indicating that this is the new creation.  It is the result of the father's sending of the son, and of the receiving of the breath of the risen son that is his spirit.  As John's gospel began with a reference to creation, so it will end with the beginning of the new creation in Christ. 

We can also see here an allusion to Ezekiel.  As Brown puts it so well, (Now another son of man, himself fresh from the tomb, speaks as the risen Lord and causes the breath of eternal life to enter those who hear his words.  The dry bones live.(
ADVANCE \d12Question 44tc \l1 "
>> Here is a question that will take us in a slightly different direction.  What do John's letters tell us about the situation of the churches to whom he wrote near the end of the first century?

>> Well, most of our work, Joshua, in reconstructing the life of the New Testament church tends to focus on the congregations established by Paul.  I think that's natural enough because of the amount of material we have on those congregations.

The churches to whom John addresses these letters were communities that had been shaped by John's understanding of Jesus and by his vision of the Christian life, even though they were almost certainly not founded by John himself.  These three short letters, then, give us access to a very different segment of the life of the early church.  As I'm sure you've already come to expect, a lot of scholarly work has been invested in attempting to answer the question you just asked.

I find the research of Raymond Brown to be very valuable here, and I mention my source especially because his is not the only reconstruction proposed.  Though not agreeing with Brown in certain key aspects -- for example, authorship -- his reconstruction of the situation and the occasion of these letters on the whole is, I think, very believable. 

I will here only, and briefly, summarize his theory, but I would encourage you to try to work through his introduction in his Anchor Bible commentary, or even to consult his special study, (The Community Of The Beloved Disciple,( if what follows is of special interest to you.  I will paraphrase his brief statement of the theory from his introduction, filling in a few details from his later and fuller discussion, so that you can more fully understand this reconstruction. 

In the decade following the writing of the gospel of John -- this would be the last decade of the first century of our era -- the Johannine community, according to Brown's reconstruction, became more and more divided by their interpretation of John's teaching.  This division led to two groups, and both groups considered themselves faithful to John's theology, but their approaches were quite different.  By the time I John was written, one group had already left the Johannine community and formed their own separate church.  Brown calls these groups the secessionists. 

I John was written to show the errors of the secessionists' position, and to encourage those who had remained within the community to hold fast to the teaching they had received.  The two most important differences between the groups, based on the information in the letter itself, had to do with Christology and with ethics.

The secessionists apparently began to see less and less importance in the earthly life of Jesus.  They emphasized Jesus as the preexistent word of God who reveals God's glory by his appearing among us.  What was most important for them and for their understanding of salvation was simply that the son had come and shown them the father.  His life as a man, and even his death on the cross, were not seen as central to Jesus' work as savior.

I John, written to those who did not leave the community, maintains the importance of the earthly life of Jesus and of his crucifixion, but still within the context of the gospel of John's teaching of Jesus as the word, who was, in the beginning, with God and who was God. 

In the area of ethics, the secessionists seem to have interpreted Jesus' statements about freedom from sin to mean that they were now incapable of sinning.  They also apparently saw the central Johannine teaching of love for one another as applying only to their fellow secessionists.  Once again, we see the epistle trying to bring clarity and balance on both of these issues. 

We can tell that this schism was serious and lasting, if not permanent.  Although I John seems to be addressed to the author's own local community, the second letter of John appears to have been written to more distant members of the Johannine group of congregations.  II John reads much more like a warning that the division which has troubled the central community may soon come to trouble the outlying congregations. 

If we try to trace the later histories of these two groups, we see that the larger part of the secessionist group did not ever return to the orthodox church.  Although they cannot yet be called Docetists or Gnostics in the full sense of those two terms, their interpretation of John's gospel could easily have led to those heresies as we know them from later centuries. 

In fact, we can see here the possible roots of a hoard of later heresies.  Brown's own list includes Cerinthianism, Montanism, Docetism and Gnosticism.  It was, to a large degree, the use of the gospel of John and of the book of Revelation by heretical groups that made parts of the orthodox church reluctant to accept them as apostolic scriptures.  According to Brown's theory, if we follow the history of the other group, we see a community that gradually merges with the other apostolic churches, the churches of Peter and Paul, the so-called great church.

The nature of the Johannine community, however, did not make this merger easy.  And here, the chief obstacle was structure, rather than theology.  In the gospel of John, the term (apostle( occurs only once.  In the three letters, never.  In the gospel, the one who is sent is, above all else, the son whom the father sends.  In the letters of John, the author, even when asserting his authority within the community, never appeals to apostolic office the way Paul so frequently does. 

Brown writes, (While other New Testament books show us that often the churches of apostolic foundation reacted to the death of their apostles by establishing a firm structure of presbyter bishops to preserve the apostolic teaching and to protect the flock against innovations, the gospel of John handles the issue of ongoing teaching in a very different manner.  It is the Holy Spirit, the paraclete sent by the father and the son, who is the one true teacher in the church.  The Holy Spirit enabled the eyewitnesses of Jesus to bear witness to what they had seen and heard, and he will be with every generation of believers to enable them to know the truth.(
Such an understanding of authority in the church has an obvious appeal, but it's not without dangers.  Brown continues, (This lack, then, of an ecclesiastical structure, composed of teaching authorities, rendered the Johannine community vulnerable when the members differed over what the spirit was teaching them.(
To counter secessionists, who claimed the guidance of the spirit, all the writer of I, II, and III John -- all John can do is urge his adherence to not believe every spirit.  Rather, put these spirits to a test to see which belongs to God. 

In III John, we see the Johannine community struggling with a person who wants to assert his own authority within the group.  Diotrephes.  This Diotrephes was apparently trying to sever the connection of his congregation with the larger community.  Brown suggests that in order to prevent false teachers from entering the group, Diotrephes prevented all teachers from coming in and sharing their teaching. 

Ultimately, however, Brown suggests that the Johannine community made peace with the other apostolic churches.  They learned to accept the Petrine and Pauline style of authority and even benefited from the safeguards that this structure provided.  The other churches, for their part, also gained from this merger.  They learned of the richness that the Johannine teaching added to the synoptics and Paul.  They discovered that the writings of John could be interpreted in an orthodox way, not solely in the dangerous way the secessionists were using them.  It was this merger, then, according to Brown's theory, that led to the eventual inclusion of the Johannine writings in the canon. 

Still following Brown's theory for a moment, we can suggest occasions for these three writings.  

I John, as we've already suggested, was written following a division that split the Johannine community.  Its purpose was to encourage the members of the author's own group to keep strong in their faith and not to waiver.  They should know that they have eternal life through their faith in the son of God.  They should not be lured into thinking their faith is somehow inadequate by members of the secessionist group.  It is also to encourage them to continue to live in love toward all who believe in Jesus as the son of God.  They should not abandon what they learned from John to live by the truth and to live in love. 

II John shows that the division had not healed, and, if anything, had grown worse.  It now threatened other more distant Johannine congregations, and so John writes a second letter to try to urge these more distant groups again to remain faithful, to abide in truth and in love.

III John shows that some congregations were reacting so strongly that they were actually forbidding even those who could provide help and encouragement from preaching in their churches, so once again, John writes a letter to try to correct this problem, to maintain both the unity and the faithfulness of the churches entrusted to his care.

ADVANCE \d12Question 45tc \l1 "
>> Thank you, Professor Oschwald.  My impression is that the chief message of these letters is just that Christians should love one another.  Is that a fair summary? 

>> Hopefully, Joshua, setting these letters back into the context of the life of the church in which they were written has already helped reveal that there is more to these letters than any simple summary will be able to express.  The outlines and discussions of these letters in our Franzman textbook should also show you that these are serious pieces of theology, and also seriously important for the church today. 

Think, for a moment, of the outline of I John that Franzman presents for us.  He suggests that the letter gives this Christian community a series of standards by which it can judge its own faith and life, and that John also provides some specific test cases to use to test that life against these standards.  If you remember, the section on love is only one of many tests that this same letter, which certainly encourages Christians to live in love with one another, also calls them very strongly to a faithfulness to the Christian message that John has preached.

There is one section in Franzman's discussion which I think is especially important, and I would like to call your attention to it again.  This is from Page 267, and here Franzman is talking about I John.

(In its white-hot passion for the truth, for a Christian gospel and a Christian life that is genuine, whole, and uncompromised, this letter remains a tonic and bracing word for the church always.  It summons a church grown easy and comfortable to rethink itself penitently of the basic laws and the basic laws of its existence.  Nowhere is black so black and white so white as in this letter.  The antithesis of truth and lie, Christ/Antichrist, God/devil leaves the church no possibility of doubt as to where she must stand.  And the letter, likewise, leaves no doubt that the church can stand where she must.  The greatness of God's enabling gift is lettered out in pithy statements which are as profound as they are brief and pointed.(
Perhaps here a comment should also be made about the value of these letters for readers today, and I want to begin with a comment that's directed to pastors and students of theology in particular.  I. Howard Marshall begins his commentary on the epistles of John with an invitation to read these epistles once again.  They are, he claims, an excellent starting place for a study of the theology of the entire New Testament.  He suggests, however, that one begin with III and then II John.  These can form a good introduction to I John, which, in turn, forms a good introduction to the gospel of John.

Moreover, he claims for these three epistles that their Greek is the easiest to read in the whole of the New Testament.  They provide the beginning Greek student with a wonderful chance to actually read the Greek New Testament on his own.  The same is true, of course, for those in need of some New Testament Greek review. 

But none of these letters really needs a defense of its value, and I John in particular.  Even our children know this book.  They recite it, they sing it, and they treasure its words that speak such powerful truths so simply.  Franzman's assessment is, no doubt, true.  Perhaps no New Testament book of similar length has furnished so many brief sayings, sayings that Christians can lay up in their hearts to live by and to die on, as this first letter of John.

ADVANCE \d12Question 46tc \l1 "
>> Is John's message very focused upon a specific group?  I guess I'm thinking of Matthew here.  Or is John's writing the most universal of all the gospels? 

>> Your question, Nick, is closely connected to some of the other questions that have been raised about the nature of the gospel according to John.  Especially the differing picture of Jesus that it presents and whether or not we can consider it a more spiritual or theological gospel.

Well, certainly in the way we speak and think of John's gospel, we would have to admit that we often regard it as somehow more universal and less bound to a historical situation.  Notice, by way of illustration, the titles that Gundry chooses for his four chapters introducing the gospels in (A New Testament Survey(:  (Matthew, Handbook For A Mixed Church Under Persecution(; (Mark, An Apology For The Crucifixion Of Jesus; (Luke, A Promotion Of Christianity In The Greco-Roman World At Large(; and (John, Believing In Jesus For Eternal Life.( 

Well, whether you agree with Gundry's subtitles or not -- that is, whether you think those are accurate summaries of those gospels' messages -- you should be able to see that Matthew and Luke and even Mark, to a lesser extent, are tied to a specific historical setting and purpose.  John seems to have no such anchor.

Now, a part of the value of your question, Nick, is that it forces us to ask how we come to decisions about the purpose and original audience of the gospels.  Are we really that much more confident about the occasions and dates of writing for the synoptics?  Do we have more outside information, or has John failed to give us the clues that the other authors have provided? 

Well, the answer to all these questions would have to be (no.(  We may, in some cases, feel more confident, but we need to remember that all of the conclusions are based almost entirely on conclusions about the way the book was written, the selection of material by the author, and our theory as to when and where this message would find its best home in the earliest years of the church.

In John's gospel, with its preponderance of discourses and extended dialogues, we might feel less need to search for an original context in which to make sense of the contents.  We may feel these words of Jesus themselves for every age give the work as a whole this universal quality that you spoke of.  I would still urge you, however, to give careful consideration to the same questions of purpose, occasion, date, and original audience, with this gospel as you do with the others.  Perhaps the preceding is, in fact, an aid in helping us place John back in the original setting and also ask as to the meaning of the text for its original hearers and then original readers. 

When John wrote his gospel, it seems entirely possible that there was less dispute about what Jesus did and said than there was about the significance of the words and actions of Jesus.  Certainly every gospel aims not at reporting simple facts, but at setting them in a biblical context by which they can be properly interpreted.  What I mean is, John seems to be as much concerned with people who regard Jesus as Lord in the wrong way or for the wrong reasons as he is with people who deny that Jesus is Lord at all. 

Think, for instance, of the insistence throughout John's writings on the incarnation; that Jesus has truly come in the flesh.  Rather than attempting to write a timeless universal gospel, therefore, it is just as likely that John was striving to write a gospel in every way as much designed for his readers as were the other evangelists. 

Now, most scholars who attempt reconstructions link the concerns of John's gospel with those of the letter of John, even when they don't necessarily accept a common authorship.  Such a reconstruction generally suggests an Ephesian context for the writing of the gospel.  Raymond Brown even proposes that the occasion of the writing of the gospel was that John and at least part of his community had just recently arrived in Ephesus and needed a gospel designed to meet the needs of their new work.

At the same time, we must admit that this perceived universalism is one of the differences distinguishing John from the synoptics.  Problems certainly arose when John's gospel was read independently of the rest of scripture and without the balance of a good hermeneutic.  From the earliest days, the church has sensed that John's gospel lends itself more readily to this kind of misuse than do the others.  Jesus here speaks so directly to the reader that a reader is more than usually tempted to just dismiss the historical context and concern himself only with a personal application based on his own experience.  But is not this kind of immediacy also one of the factors that has made this gospel one of the most loved writings of scripture?  And whether or not it is justifiable, isn't this also one of the reasons that this book, or part of this book, or even reference numbers from this book, have come to be used for and even symbolic of the testimony to the world that God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten son? 

There was a time when the church was forced to decide whether it wanted four gospels or just one.  The church wisely -- thanks be to God -- chose to keep her four gospels with all of the challenges and questions that come with them rather than sacrifice the richness, the divine luxury, of having four gospels in place of the simplicity of having only one. 

John's gospel has a unique appeal that has manifested itself over the centuries, and part of that appeal is, no doubt, this sense of universalism that it was written for everyone.  It is still a gospel, however, and it is still an ancient text, so it needs to be approached like the other texts of the New Testament, giving proper consideration to its historical context.

ADVANCE \d12Question 47tc \l1 "
>> Dr. Scaer, I have a question for you.  What difference does it make if one argues that Mary remained a virgin all her life and had no other children? 

>> Admittedly, David, there has been some difference of thought concerning the virginity of Mary.  Many of the church fathers, as well as many of our own Lutheran fathers, have held to the teaching that Mary remained a virgin throughout her life. 

For the Catholic Church, this teaching is, indeed, more prominent, and I believe it's related to the notion that Mary holds a special place in the order of salvation as a type of mediatrix, a mediator to whom we can -- through whom we can pray.  Her virginity here is thought to be a sign of her special purity. 

Now, of course, we as Lutherans have problems with thinking about Mary as a mediatrix.  There's a feeling that if you cannot approach the Lord Jesus Christ with your problems, you can certainly approach his mother.  This is still very prominent in Roman Catholic piety today.  And I think such notions need to be dispelled, although treated gently.  I think we need to emphasize the fact that there is only one mediator between God and man, the man Jesus Christ.  That he is our high priest who, indeed, sympathizes with us.  Thus, all prayer should be made to Jesus or through Jesus alone to the father.

Now, having said that, perhaps as Lutherans we don't always give to Mary the honor that she deserves or is granted to her, and perhaps we do not always recognize the central role which Mary plays in God's plan of salvation.  The early church honored Mary as Theotokos.  That is, the God bearer.  Indeed, we do well to go even further, I think, to call Mary, indeed, the mother of God, for the baby boy whom she bore was, indeed, the very son of God, God of God, light of light, and very God of very God. 

What we can attribute to Jesus' divine nature can also be attributed to Jesus' human nature, and vice versa.  So we can say that the son of God died upon the cross.  We can also say we worship the man, Jesus Christ.  Again, Mary gave birth to the man, Jesus Christ, who is also our God.  And for this, Mary is to be honored. 

I believe Mary spoke well, once she said, upon being given the good news that she would be the mother of the Messiah, (From now on, many generations shall call me blessed.(
Another aspect of Mary, I think, which needs to be taken into account, Mary is for us an example of faith.  Sometimes she's called (the first disciple.(  We see this in her (Magnificant,( which is a beautiful song of faith written by the young girl.  Mary is a reminder of God's grace, plays an important role in Luke's gospel.  Here he chooses a lowly maiden and elevates her above kings and emperors.  The status reversal for Mary becomes, in fact, a type of theme for the entire gospel of Luke; that of the great reversal, where the lowly are raised and those who are high are brought down.  Mary is an example of faith.  She receives the gift of the Messiah through faith, saying, (Let it be as you have said.(
Now, Mary would have to go through her own transition in the gospels.  The family of Jesus does play, if not a prominent role, at least an important role in the gospels.  Jesus, of course, is the son of Mary and Mary is the mother, and as such, they had certain roles to fulfill.  And yet from very early on, Jesus as a 12-year-old boy shows to his mother that he has a higher allegiance.  We think about the story of Luke -- of Luke's story when Jesus goes to the temple as a 12-year-old and his parents are, of course, very consternated because Jesus is not with them as they are heading back to their home in Nazareth.  What happens?  They go back to the temple and they find Jesus there teaching.  And when they chastise or ask Jesus what he was doing, Jesus says, (Don't you know that I must be about my father's business?(
So already as a 12-year-old boy, the disciples would have to learn to come to understand -- or Mary and Jesus' brothers would have to come to learn that Jesus was not simply a member of their earthly family, but was, in fact, their Lord and savior.  We see further evidence, I believe, of the difficulty which Jesus' family had with him when he -- when Jesus was preaching.  I remember one time -- you might remember in the gospels -- where Jesus is preaching and his mother and his brothers come outside and they want to claim special privilege.  They want to meet with Jesus.  And what does Jesus do?  Does he acquiesce to his mother?  No.  He says to the crowd, (Whoever obeys the word of the Lord is my mother, is my brother, or is my sister.(
So much did the brothers and the mother of Jesus wonder about him that they actually wanted to take him away from his preaching because they thought he was, in fact, mad.

Now, back to the question of was Mary a perpetual virgin.  I think we need to -- I think we need to talk seriously about those who would disagree.  For instance, some would take the words (brother of Jesus( and understand this to be taken in a wider sense.  Actually, that they were his cousins.  I think this is a weak argument.  The term (brother( in the Greek means brother, not cousins, and there's no reason, as far as I can see, to translate it any different.

Others, though, take this to mean that Jesus had half-brothers.  That is to say, that he had brothers born of Joseph from the first marriage.  And of course this is a very, I think, legitimate way of looking at the evidence.  It's not one with which I would agree. 

Be that as it may, there's no reason to think that James, Joseph, Simon, and Jude were not actually his true and full brothers, sons of Mary and of Joseph.  And Mary's glory is in no way, I think, to be diminished because she bore other children, children who actually became significant leaders in the early church.

With this in mind, I think of Jude, whose letter is included within the New Testament canon, as well as James, who was a prominent leader in the church of Jerusalem -- in fact, its first bishop -- and whose letter is also included in the New Testament canon.

So to summarize, was Mary a perpetual virgin?  I think not.  The evidence, I think, points in a different direction.  We should honor her, though, and we should recognize her important place and her role in salvation.

ADVANCE \d12Question 48tc \l1 "
>> Professor Scaer, Paul says that we are saved by grace alone, yet James seems to say that good works can help us enter into heaven.  They appear to contradict each other.  What are we to make of this?  How does all of this apply to my personal faith life and the faith life of my parishioners? 

>> Well, you've hit upon a paradox, Nick, a paradox in the New Testament.  On the one hand, Paul says, for instance in Ephesians 2:8 and 9, a passage we know well, that we're saved by grace through faith apart from works.  Again, in Romans, Chapter 3, Verse 28, Paul asserts that a man is justified by faith apart from observing the law.  And still again, in Galatians, Chapter 2, Verses 15 and 16, Paul writes, (We know that a man is not justified by observing the law but by faith in Jesus Christ.  So we, too, have put our faith in Christ Jesus, so that we may be justified by faith in Christ Jesus, so that we may be justified by faith in Christ and not by observing the law, because by observing the law, no one will be justified.(  On the other hand, James writes and tells us that faith without works is dead.  And he goes on further to add that a person is justified by what he does, and not by faith alone. 

Is this, then, a contradiction? 

Actually, James' teaching reminds me of Jesus' own teaching about the final judgment found in Matthew, Chapter 25.  There, Jesus says that when he, the son of man, comes into judgment, he will separate the sheep from the goat.  And to the sheep, on his right hand, he will say, (Come, take your inheritance, for when I was hungry you gave me something to eat, when I was thirsty you gave me something to drink, when I was a stranger you invited me in, when I was naked you clothed me, when I was sick you looked after me, when I was in prison you visited me.(  So outwardly, at least it would seem here, that the judgment of the sheep, of those on his right hand, is based upon good works.  

Likewise, on his left, the goats he judges accordingly, that when I was hungry, you did not give me something to eat, when I was thirsty, you did not give me something to drink, and so forth.  

And both groups say, (When did I do this to you?(  (Whenever you've done this to the least of these, my brethren, you have done it unto me.(
This seems to be a judgment, again, based upon works.

So also I think about the story of Jesus entering into Jerusalem, where he approaches a fig tree that bears no fruit and he curses the fig tree and causes it to wither.  The point of this story and the story of the sheep and the goats may be this:  That our good works are, indeed -- as in the case of the fig tree, are the fruit of faith.  They are the public proof of faith.  They are courtroom evidence, if you will, of genuine faith.

Now, not all works which appear to be good are good.  You know, of course, that as sinners, we are at heart hypocrites.  That is to say, we often do good works in order to enhance our reputation, in order to look good in front of others.  And so Jesus says that when we do our good works in order to be seen by men, we'll have our reward.  We'll have the -- our public approval.  Jesus says, though, that we should do our works so they are seen only by our father in heaven. 

Now, even pagans, those who have -- do not even know who God is, can perform acts of civil righteousness.  They can give money to charity, they take good care of their children, they perform all types of acts which benefit society.  And in that sense, God uses them for the betterment of the world and uses them to protect us.  But such outwardly good works, such acts of civil righteousness, are not necessarily good in and of themselves.  They are not good if they are not -- if they are done apart from Christ, for any work done apart from Christ is actually an act of self-justification, the desire to be good, the desire to be considered good, because of what we do rather than because of what God has done for us.  It's actually a form of pride.

Now, back to the question of faith and good works.  I think we have to say that true good works can come only from faith, only from Christ, who lives in us.  But the final judgment has a twofold aspect.  On the one hand, we are justified in front of God on account of Christ and his righteousness.  But the final judgment also has a social or outward dimension.  That is to say, on the last day, there will be proof of our faith, proof before the unbelieving world, so that we are not only justified by God, but we are vindicated before the unbelieving world that mocks and scorns us for living the Christian life.  That is to say, when the world -- when the devil would mock us for going to church, for giving up our money for the sake of the church, for trying to live morally chaste lives for the sake of Christ, when the world mocks that kind of striving for purity, on the final day there will be vindication.  Know that God does not forget any small deed which you do on behalf of others.  Know that God remembers what you do in his service.  Again, think of the final judgment as a type of courtroom.  God knows that we are his, but he also offers proof to the world that we are his by showing our good works.

Now, having said that, happily, on the final day he will not show all our works as Christians.  Those evil things which he has -- we have done, he will remove from us as far as the east is from the west.  And of course in all of our even good works, we have mixed and ulterior motives and those he takes away on account of Christ.  Thus, the good works of the Christian are a type of public vindication.  Thus, we might say that we are justified by Christ, but that our works are proof of our faith, proof that our faith is living and genuine.

One of my favorite lines from James is this:  (You show me your faith and I'll show you my works.(  By this, he means this:  Don't talk to me about your faith if you're unwilling to help your neighbor in distress.  Don't talk to me about your faith if you are a serial adulterer and have no desire to amend your ways.  Don't talk to me about your faith if you're hoarding your money or if you're acting arrogantly consistently and have no desire to repent. 

To quote James, (Suppose a brother or sister is without clothes and daily food.  If one of you says to him, 'God, I wish you well, keep warm and well-fed,' but does nothing about his physical needs, what good is it?  In the same way, faith by itself, not accompanied by action, is dead.(
Indeed as a pastor you will often have to visit those members of the church who have long since fallen away, who have long since stopped going to church.  And when you ask them to come back to church, when you ask them concerning their relationship with Christ, they'll say, (Oh, of course I still believe.  Oh, yes, I haven't lost my faith.(  To which you as a pastor may say, (You show me your faith, but I'd like to see some evidence of it.(  

So, yes, faith alone saves, but faith is never alone.  The works that we do are public evidence to be presented to the world on the last day, and even now, that our faith is alive.  The kind of faith, therefore, that James speaks against is not faith at all.  It is a false faith.  It refers to a person who claims to know God and to know Christ, but doesn't know him at all, does not put his trust in him.  

By the way, I think we should expect in this regard that the church is always full of false faith, that this will not be sorted out until the world to come.  The church is full of both wheat and weeds, and until the day of judgment, it is often -- wheat and weeds.  Until the day of judgment, it is often difficult to tell the wheat and weeds apart.  The sheep look an awful lot like the goats.  But on the last day, it will all become evident.  True faith will be shown to produce true works, and false faith will be shown for the hypocrisy that it is.  So it is, faith and works are two sides of the same coin.

Now, as a final word here about what James might mean to us, I think he is spurring us on to good works.  Though we believe we are saved by faith alone, by Christ alone, at the same time we recognize the importance of good works in the Christian life, and here I might add a word from the book of Revelation.  Here the saints are pictured and John says, (And their works do follow them.(  That is to say, when we do good works, we should not do it simply in order -- or not at all in order to justify ourselves, but we should do good works out of gratitude for the love that Christ has shown us.  

And as an added word of encouragement, know that God will not forget that which we do.  I know sometimes we feel, as Christians, under-appreciated.  That is to say, we give a gift of our money, we give a gift of our time, and sometimes nobody is there to say, (Thank you.  I appreciate what you've done.(
Well, God says that he's keeping track, he remembers all the things that we do, he remembers when we, again, offer a cup of cold water to a little child.  He remembers when we offer clothing to the naked, when we offer food to the hungry, when we go out of our way, when we work to be good parents.  All of our good book -- works are remembered by our heavenly father.  And this should be an added incentive for us, and a word of comfort, knowing that our Lord does remember.
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>> Dr. Oschwald, scholars often speak of Luke and Acts together as two parts of one work, but is it really right to speak of Acts as a continuation of Luke, when the subject matter seems so different? 

>> You're certainly right, Joshua, to suggest that content alone would not be enough to connect these two works to form what Franzman calls the two-part gospel of Luke.  Hopefully you will remember from your reading that Franzman presents a short list of reasons to consider Luke's gospel and Acts as companion volumes, as two parts of one whole.  Franzman mentions several factors commonly regarded as pointing to a single author for both writings.  These would include the fact that both books are addressed to Theophilus, that both books share many similarities in language and style, and also that the two works show certain structural similarities.  Let's consider each of these three points first, and then come back to your question about subject matter. 

Perhaps the most convincing of the three for most readers is the point Franzman makes first.  Both the gospel and Acts begin with similar prologues, both of which mention the purpose of writing and the person to whom the book is dedicated, Theophilus.  Please follow along with me as I read these verses for you again.

From Luke, Chapter 1, Verses 1 through 4 -- and here I'm reading from the translation by Joseph Fitzmyer in his Anchor Bible commentary -- (Since many writers have undertaken to compile an orderly account of the events that have come to fulfillment among us, just as the original eyewitnesses and ministers of the word passed them on to us, I, too, have decided, after tracing everything carefully from the beginning, to put them systematically in writing for you, Theophilus, so that your excellency may realize what assurances you have for the instruction you have received.( 

Now, Fitzmyer has taken a little bit of liberty here with word order, but he has done that in order to give English readers some experience of the beauty and the balance of these opening verses of Luke's gospel. 

Now turn with me to Acts Chapter 1, and let's hear again Verses 1 through 3, where Luke writes, (In the first book, O, Theophilus, I have dealt with all that Jesus began to do and teach until the day when he was taken up, after he had given commands through the Holy Spirit to the apostles whom he had chosen.  To them, he presented himself alive after his suffering by many proofs, appearing to them during 40 days and speaking about the kingdom of God.(
Well, that Luke wants the reader to connect these two works seems clear enough, but notice the relationship between the two openings.  It would not be quite right, would it, to call these parallel prefaces?  The opening verses of Acts do not exhibit the quite the grandeur or quite the majesty of the opening verses of the gospel.  Raymond Brown refers to the beginning verses of Acts as a sub-preface, and I think that's an appropriate term.  Luke does not say that he is making a new beginning when he starts to write Acts, but that his narrative has reached a significant turning point.

Now, to look at Franzman's second point, many studies have been made of the vocabulary and style of the New Testament authors and these must always be used with a certain amount of caution.  That's because in the case of each of these authors, we have a very small sampling of writing from which to judge or discern their style.  This is even true in the case of Luke, who wrote more words of our New Testament than any other author.  Nevertheless, studies have been made of Luke's writings which do tend to support Franzman's claim that Luke and Acts are two parts of one whole.

Now, if you're interested in the details of this kind of research, I would refer you again to the introduction to Franzman's Anchor Bible commentary.  There he devotes one section to Luke's language and style, focusing of course on the gospel. 

Just to give you some sense of Luke's literary skill and mastery, I'll share a few numbers with you.  For the gospel, it has been calculated that Luke uses a total of 2,055 different words.  Of those 2,055, 971 occur only once in the New Testament, and another 352 occur only twice.  But more importantly for us, Fitzmyer also includes a list of 28 words that occur in Luke and Acts at least six times, but never in Mark and never -- or only once -- in Matthew. 

Moving to Franzman's third point, this is not the time or place to go into a detailed analysis of the structure of the gospel or of the book of Acts, but one common feature should stand out to the reader of Luke's writings.  In both parts of his work, geography plays a very significant role.  Let me say that more specifically.  In the gospel and in Acts, both works move toward a very specific geographic goal.  In the gospel, that goal is the city of Jerusalem.  In Acts, the geographic goal is Rome. 

Well, even this kind of brief and superficial look at Luke and Acts shows us some very definite literary connections between the two writings in terms of their prefaces, in terms of vocabulary and style, and also in terms of overall structure. 

I think it's just as important, though -- perhaps even more important -- to come back to your question about subject matter, Joshua.  And here, rather than present an extended argument for the connections between Luke and Acts, even in this regard, I'd like, instead, just to give you one example.  This example came up in a Sunday morning Bible study I was leading, and the more I worked on this section of Acts, the more I marveled at the way Luke has connected the two parts of his narrative. 

The second part of Acts, Chapter 5, has not seemed to capture the attention of a large number of specialists.  In fact, the average reader may think that this story of Peter and the disciples being first arrested and then released from prison may be just another example in a list of wondrous things happening to early Christians, or, even worse, readers may look at it as little more than a segue leading to the much more dramatic story of Steven. 

A careful reader, however, a reader who has learned to appreciate the care Luke takes in composing his narrative, will notice several layers of patterns in this text.

For the story that's being narrated by Luke in Acts, it's important to notice in these chapters that there are three sequential episodes which involve the conflict between those who believe and proclaim Jesus as Lord and the religious leaders of Jerusalem.  In these three successive episodes, the conflict builds to a climax which we see in the case of the arrest and execution of Steven. 

But in response to your question, Joshua, there are two other kinds of patterns or layers of patterns that we see in this section of Acts.  If a person reads these opening chapters of Acts as a continuation of the narrative Luke is telling in his first volume, he cannot help but notice the continuity of both theme and character from the gospel to Acts.  Peter's speeches in these opening chapters are filled with references to the passion narrative, and as we read these narratives we still see here we have disciples, we have priests, scribes, and not only that, we're still in Jerusalem.  In fact, we're still in the temple. 

The pattern of arrest and trial so familiar to us in the story of Jesus is now replayed in the lives of his disciples.  The same deliberation about the best solution to this problem, the same desire to silence the message by getting rid of the preachers, and in the case of Steven, we even see the same stealth and deception at work.  But the pattern is already clearly there in the case of Peter and the other disciples. 

Notice, for instance, the similarity of Acts 4, Verse 7, to Luke 20, Verse 20.  In Acts 4, the rulers and elders and scribes ask the disciples, (By what power or by what name did you do this?(  Doesn't that sound familiar?  In Luke Chapter 20, the chief priests and scribes and elders demand of Jesus, (Tell us by what authority you do these things or who it is that gave you this authority.(
And isn't it at least suggestive to see reflections of resurrection in the disciples' release from prison?  Surely the leaders of Jerusalem failed completely in their scheming to rid themselves of Jesus, for here he is present in the lives and actions and words of his disciples. 

There's yet another pattern that we need to see, a pattern of prophecy and fulfillment.  Turn with me to Luke Chapter 22, Verse 33.  The context should be familiar to you.  Peter here makes the very bold promise that the others may fall away, but he will not.  But notice carefully exactly what it is that he promises here in Luke Chapter 22.  (Lord, I am ready to go with you, both to prison and to death.(
Luke is the only evangelist who records Peter's willingness to go to prison, and Luke is the only author to record for us, this time in Acts 4 and 5, when Peter, who had fallen away from his Lord earlier, finally does go to prison with Jesus. 

Let me conclude with a paragraph from the second volume of Tannehill's, (The Narrative Unity of Luke and Acts.(  He gives a great story of the point I've been trying to make here. 

(Having been transformed by the risen Jesus and the spirit, the apostles are now able to follow the instructions about facing opposition given by Jesus during the journey to Jerusalem.  In following his instructions, they also experienced the fulfillment of his promises.  Several descriptive details in the narrative of the apostles' arrests recall Jesus' teaching about persecution in Luke Chapter 12 and 21.  Jesus prophesied in Luke 21, Verse 12, that, 'They will lay their hands on you, handing you over to prisons because of my name.'  Jesus promised, 'It will lead to witnessing.'  The promise that the opponents will not be able to contradict them is fulfilled in Acts 4:14, and the related promise that they will be taught by the Holy Spirit what they should say is fulfilled in Acts 4, Verse 8.( 

The inability of the opponents to reply to or contradict the apostles also fits an emphasis within stories of Jesus, for Jesus had silenced his opponents both during his temple teaching and earlier.  The points noted show that the similarities between the situation of Jesus in the passion story and the situation of the apostles in Acts 4 and 5 serve, in part, to highlight the transformation of the apostles who were unable to face danger courageously but now are able.  This, in turn, makes possible the fulfillment of specific promises of Jesus to his witnesses. 

Remember that in the beginning of Acts, Luke says that in his first volume, he narrates the story of what Jesus began to do and to teach.  In the book of Acts, the second part of his two-part gospel, Luke continues to tell what Jesus teaches and does now through his own disciples filled with his spirit.  
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>> Thank you.  That is helpful.  Why was the apostle Paul a good choice for Luke to use to trace the advancement of the gospel? 

>> Most readers of the book of Acts, from antiquity to today, have seen the opening verses as a very artistically designed plan for the entire book.  In the gospel, the transition from prologue to gospel proper is very abrupt.  There is no transition at all.  Luke makes a clean break between prologue and gospel by making a new beginning in Verse 5, within the days of Herod.  In Acts, however, we see that this is not the case.  There, prologue and narrative are woven together, so that the reader passes from one to the other without even realizing that he's done so.  Listen again to how Luke does this.

(In the first book, Theophilus, I wrote about all that Jesus did and taught from the beginning until the day when he was taken up to heaven, after giving instructions through the Holy Spirit to the apostles whom he had chosen.  After his suffering, he presented himself alive to them by many convincing proofs, appearing to them during 40 days and speaking about the kingdom of God.  While staying with them, he ordered them not to leave Jerusalem, but to wait there for the promise of the father.  'This,' he said, 'is what you have heard from me, for John baptized with water but you will be baptized with the Holy Spirit, not many days from now.'  So when they had come together, they asked him, 'Lord, is this the time when you will restore the kingdom to Israel?'  He replied, 'It is not for you to know the time or periods that the father has set by his own authority, but you will receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you and you will be my witnesses in Jerusalem, in all Judea and Samaria, and to the ends of the earth.'(
Well, where does the prologue end and the narrative proper begin?  It's very difficult to decide, isn't it.  With an equal amount of literary artistry, Luke allows this initial event of the narrative to also announce the plan for the narrative.  If the witness of the risen Jesus is to travel with the apostles to the ends of the earth, then Luke and his readers with him will follow it on this journey. 

We've asked David about the role of Paul as a central figure in the narrative Luke is telling.  Paul could hardly be surpassed as a man whose life and career could provide Luke with a framework for telling us this story.  In part, it is hardly right for us to even talk about Luke's good choice, but the connection between the two men is clear evidence of the Lord's providential planning.  From a human point of view, however, we can give some very good reasons for Paul's central role in the narrative, but before I do that, let me make a preliminary comment or two. 

First of all, though you are right to ask about Paul, I think it does Luke a great disservice to read Acts only as historical introduction to the letters of Paul.  Luke is not the bentee (phonetic) of the New Testament.  He is telling a story that is every bit as important to him as his gospel, for he regards it as of a piece with that gospel.  This is the continuing story of Jesus.

Secondly, Luke's story of the spread of the gospel does not begin with Paul.  I hardly need add again that it doesn't really begin in Acts Chapter 1 either. 

Just as Acts is not simply an introduction to the letters, so the opening chapters of Acts are not simply preparatory to the appearance of Paul.  Luke's fondness for patterns will, of course, make itself evident in the way some of the things that happened to Peter will also happen later to Paul.  But these opening chapters deserve a good reading in their own right. 

Now, as to Paul himself, many of the reasons we can give for him as a good choice have to do with his personality and with the story of his own life.  Isn't it true that Paul is himself a significant part of the witness in Jerusalem?  New Testament studies tend to focus almost exclusively on the conflict between the gospel and its Jewish opponents and yet both the gospels and Acts are filled with stories of how this gospel has weakened and then conquered these opponents. 

Although there is no extra biblical material to corroborate a picture of Paul as a favorite son of the Jerusalem leadership, Luke does introduce him as someone entrusted with a great amount of responsibility and also as a formidable opponent.  The transformation of this man from Saul the ravenous lion from the tribe of Benjamin to Paul, chief of sinners and apostle to the Gentiles, can hardly be just a footnote to the apostolic witness that begins in Jerusalem. 

Paul, as it were, becomes part of the story before he even becomes part of the story.  The seemingly obvious reason to choose Paul was that his career did, in fact, take him to Rome, beginning from Jerusalem.  Couldn't the same, however, be said of Peter?  And what of Mark?  And how, after all, does Paul finally arrive in Rome in chains?  Is that the kind of climax you would expect the narrative to reach? 

No doubt, part of the very human practical reasoning that led Luke's -- led Luke to focus on Paul in the second half of his narrative is that Luke knew Paul and was his sometime traveling companion.  This is one part of the story that Luke could tell from his own personal experience.  Luke claims no exclusivity for Paul.  There were certainly a number of other ways in which the gospel reached Rome, for it certainly reached Rome before Paul did.  Luke has simply chosen that chapter of the story that he knew best. 

Well, there are also certain features of Paul that make him a good choice from a narrative point of view.  His coming from Tarsus is, in a sense, a foreshadowing that the story we are now reading includes more than just Jerusalem and Judea and Samaria.  Before Paul is a witness to this gospel, he is its target and a foretaste of things to come.  Paul's upbringing and education, just as they, by the grace of God, helped to make him the apostle he was, also helped make him an instructive model for Luke's readers then and now.  Well-trained in biblical theology, Paul needed only the proper way in which to read the scriptures -- namely, as a testimony to Jesus of Nazareth -- to become not only proof but proclaimer of the gospel. 

Paul's facility with Greek, his ability to testify calmly before religious leaders and the rulers of the empire, his entrance into important social circles in the leading cities of his world, and his ability to winsomely present the gospel to ordinarily Jew and Gentile alike, his courage in the face of persecution and death, his honesty in admitting his own weakness, and his humility in allowing those weaknesses to be opportunities for the perfection of God's strength, all of these make Paul a good choice for Luke. 

But perhaps we need to add one final point here.  Paul is a good choice for Luke precisely because he will not allow the story to become the story of Paul.  Even when faced with the temptation of being given worship as if he were himself a God, Paul, in word and deed, in life and death, asks the question, (What is Paul?  Was Paul crucified for you?(  In turbulence as in peace, in sickness as in health, in failure as in success, in death as in life, Paul would ever and always be the one who preached not himself but Jesus Christ.  

And what is the final picture of Paul with which Luke leaves us?  He welcomed all who came to him, proclaiming the kingdom of God and teaching about the Lord Jesus Christ with all boldness and without hindrance.  
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>> When we think of missionaries in the New Testament, Paul comes to mind immediately.  Do his missionary journeys serve as a model for our missionaries today?

>> To answer your question adequately, Paul -- and it is, by the way, a very good question -- we should first probably review Paul's travels.  In addition to the readings in our textbook, let me mention here a very helpful summary chart that you might also find useful that's included in Gundry's book, (A Survey Of The New Testament.(
What's important for us at this point, of course, is not to talk about specific dates for things, but to look at the various sequence and relationships between these journeys and their individual stops.  We often think of Paul as setting off on his first journey with Barnabas almost immediately after the scales had fallen from Paul's eyes.  Thinking again, we remember that Paul mentions a time in Arabia and Luke narrates several events between Paul's Damascus road experience and his first journey.  There was most likely a period of 13 or 14 years that separated these two events. 

Now, we generally divide Paul's travels into distinct journeys based on his return visits to either Antioch or Jerusalem.  We don't need to speak about each and every stop here, but there are a few details that will help in our comparison of Paul and modern missionaries.  I'm thinking, in particular, of Paul's visits to Corinth and Ephesus on Paul's second and third journeys, respectively. 

On his second journey, Paul spent roughly a year and a half in Corinth.  On his third journey, Paul spent over two years in Ephesus.  The point that we need to keep in mind is that although we refer to these as journeys, Paul was not at all reluctant to remain in one place for an extended period of time when the needs of his work required it.

A second point we need to consider is the nature of the audiences to which Paul spoke.  I suspect that we often grossly underestimate the cultural and ethnic diversity of Paul's churches.  We normally divide them quite neatly into Jews and Gentiles, subdividing the latter into Greeks and Romans.  That is to say, if a person wasn't dressed like a shepherd from a Christmas pageant, then he must have looked a lot like Derek Jacobi in (I, Claudius.(
Well, the people of Galatia are an excellent example of why such a view is far too limiting.  Jerome Murphy-O'Connor has assembled some ancient descriptions of the people of Galatia.  And keep in mind that the people we call Galatians and the Celts and the Gauls, were originally all part of the same people group.  Murphy-O'Connor begins by citing Diodorus Siculus, who describes this people group as (tall of body with rippling muscles and white of skin and their hair is blonde and not only naturally so, but also -- they also make it their practice by artificial means to increase the distinguishing color which nature has given it.(  Hardly the picture of the typical Jew or Greek or Roman we operate with. 

(Some were clean-shaven,( Diodorus goes on to write.  (Others had slight beards.  But the nobles all let their moustaches grow until their mouths were covered.  Consequently,( Diodorus comments -- no doubt with some measure of repugnance -- (when they are eating, their moustaches become entangled in the food and when they are drinking, the beverage passes, as it were, through a kind of strainer.(
He continues:  (The clothing they wear is striking.  Shirts which have been dyed and embroidered in varied colors and breeches which they call, in their tongue, bracae, and they wear striped coats fastened by a buckle on the shoulder, heavy for winter wear and light for summer, in which are set checks close together and of varied hues.  The Gauls are terrifying in aspect and their voices are deep and altogether harsh.  When they meet together, they converse with few words and in riddles, hinting darkly at things, for the most part, and using one word when they mean another.  And they like to talk in superlatives to the end they may extol themselves and depreciate all others.  They are boasters and threateners and are fond of pompous language and yet they have sharp wits and are not without cleverness at learning.  Among them are found lyric poets whom they call Bards.(
Could we bring ourselves to a fuller appreciation of the diversity of people among whom and situations in which the apostle Paul carried out his ministry, I believe we would be much slower to accuse him of inconsistency and quicker to receive him as mentor and friend, and also as a pioneer in what we often wrongly consider a recent phenomenon, cross-cultural ministry. 

Finally, a third introductory point.  Luke, remember, was not writing a missionary manual.  He was tracing the advance of the gospel from the hill called Golgotha to the hills of Rome.  Neither does Paul, in his letters, ever try to present a developed missiology or strategy for missionaries.  We must be careful, then, in the way we make use of any material we extract from these writings.

That said, what can we say in answer to your question about our work today?  And here, I must limit myself to the work of LCMS World Mission. 

One influence, although we perhaps don't often stop and think of it in these terms, is the overall principle that a missionary should be distinguished from a pastor.  Although a missionary may remain in the same location for a number of years, his goal is rarely to carry out the long-term residential style of ministry that typifies the congregational pastor.  We see this distinction clearly in Paul's letters.  He is in regular contact with those men entrusted with the ongoing ministry of word and sacrament in those places he could only visit irregularly.  In fact, there was no small debate a few years ago about whether or not LCMS World Mission should invest itself even more in projects like theological and seminary education, tasks that are generally best done when the missionary is a resident professor. 

Secondly, there is a concern for the support and encouragement that comes from partnership in mission.  I'm not only referring to the emphasis in our synod on building strong connections between missionaries and congregations in the States; I'm also thinking of the concern to make sure that the missionary has a support group on the field.

We rarely see Paul traveling alone, and even the unfortunate experiences of working with fellow missionaries who disagreed with Paul did not convince him to abandon the idea of traveling and carrying out his mission in the company of fellow evangelists. 

Although it still happens far too often, our church does all in its power to prevent missionaries from facing the dangers and the hostility that Paul often confronted.  Keeping the missionaries connected with communities of both expatriates and nationals is one way to keep missionaries and their families safe and effective in their work.

Similarities could also be noted in the way Paul first sought some local connection in a new place and then expanded his work from there.  Although modern demographic research is more technical, less personal, and sometimes driven by questionable motives, missionaries today also seek to discover places where work remains to be done, and then find a way to establish a foundation from which to work in that new area. 

Well, as I sit here reflecting on the question, I realize that this list could probably be extended, but that many of the connections between missionaries today and Paul are not due to a conscious imitation of his strategy; rather, from a shared purpose and a common gospel.  Whether on foot, by bicycle, car, or jetliner, whether by means of tracks, bible translations or websites and satellite communication, whether in some exotic location or here in North America, missionaries today are compelled by the same urgency that Paul knew when he wrote, (How will they believe if they cannot hear?(  And they are still men, women, youth, and children who, by their very lives, confess, (I am not ashamed of the gospel, for it is the power of God for salvation to everyone who has faith.(   
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>> Professor Oschwald, what does the conclusion of Acts tell us about the purpose and the date of the writing of Luke's second book?

>> Well, I hope, Joshua, that I won't be misrepresenting the thrust of your question if I suggest that we paraphrase it right from the outset to read, (What does the fact that Luke does not record the death of Paul tell us about the purpose and the date of writing of Acts?(  To answer that, I need do little more than reinforce a few of the points that Franzman makes so eloquently in our text.  

First of all, Acts does not even pretend to be a history of the first church, or even a history of early missions.  Acts would fail miserably as either of these.  Just as importantly, Luke is not trying to write a life of Paul.  Here, too, his work would leave us wanting if that had been his purpose. 

The purpose of the work, as Franzman points out, first and foremost is religious.  It portrays the impact of the risen and exalted Christ upon the wide world, that Christ confronts men in the inspired of the word of the messengers whom he, himself, has chosen.  He confronts all sorts and conditions of men -- Jews, Samaritans, Greeks, Romans, the high and the lowly, the king and the cripple, suave metropolitan philosophers and superstitious excitable louts of the hinterland -- and he confronts them all with the gracious claim of his saving Lordship.  It is the continuation of the story of Christ.

Well, looking at Acts in this way -- that is, looking at it in Luke's way -- his ending makes perfect sense both as an ending for Acts and as an ending for Luke acts.  There is no need to see the work as unfinished, as leaving us hanging, waiting for yet another sequel to make the entire work a trilogy.  Nor do we need to suggest that Luke didn't want to include the death of Paul's -- excuse me, the account of Paul's ultimate martyrdom, the account of his death, because that would be a depressing way to end his story.  The goal of Acts, Chapter 1, Verse 8, the goal that Luke has set for himself and his readers, has been reached.  The gospel has made its way to Rome and is being proclaimed there.  (It has stepped through the door which opens to all the world,( Franzman writes.  That is the fact, the fact that counts.  Before it, any man's fate, even Paul's fate, pales into insignificance.

Well, the ending then tells us a great deal about Luke's purpose, reinforcing not only his opening but also his regular summary statements of the growth of the word of the Lord, which summary statements, by the way, give our textbook its title.

But what does the ending tell us about the date of writing?  Well, here we see just the opposite.  Since Luke is not purposing to write a life of Paul, we cannot use the closing verses to draw any conclusion about whether this was written before or after Paul's death.  To settle the question of the date of writing, we must turn to other evidence.  
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>> When I study Paul's writings, or even Acts, I usually just pick up bits and pieces of the history of Paul's life.  Can you give me a quick overview, Professor Oschwald? 

>> Well, I'm not sure how quick it will be, Nick, but what does time matter when you're listening to an engaging story?  So please get comfortable and listen.  It will do you good. 

I do think when you're talking about Paul's life, that it's helpful to begin with an incident from his adult life and then work your way back to what we know about his birth and childhood.

In Acts Chapter 21, we read that as Paul was preaching to his fellow Jews in the temple in Jerusalem, a violent riot broke out.  Paul's enemies seized him and were about to kill him when Roman soldiers intervened and prevented them.  Paul was then arrested by the Roman commander, but Paul pleaded that he be given another chance to speak to the people.  The commander, of course, was surprised to learn that Paul could speak Greek.  And by the way, this is just one more in that long list of reasons to learn the Greek language.  But he was even more surprised to learn that Paul was a Jew and a citizen of an important Roman city.  Namely, Tarsus. 

While Paul was addressing the people the second time -- now we're in Acts Chapter 22 -- a second riot erupted.  This time, the commander ordered that Paul be examined by scourging, in order to find out why he was causing so much trouble.  At this point, the Romans are surprised by Paul for the third time because their prisoner informs them that he is not only a city -- a citizen of the city of Tarsus, he is a Roman citizen. 

In this episode from Acts, then, we see the three strands of Paul's background that are woven together to give us this many-colored portrait of who Paul was:  A citizen of the city of Tarsus, a citizen of the Roman empire, and an Jew, a son of Israel, a member of God's chosen people.

Well, it was probably sometime during the first decade of our era, perhaps between the years 5 and 10, that Paul was born.  The city of his birth, Tarsus, was a city with a long history.  Already by the year 2000 B.C., roughly the time of Abraham in the Old Testament, Tarsus was an important, fortified city and a center of trade.  Conqueror after conqueror passed through this city as they sought to control the world.  Alexander the Great rescued the city from destruction by the Persians.  Cicero, the famous Roman orator and statesman, lived in Tarsus while he was proconsul of this region.  Julius Caesar visited this city.  And here, the famous meeting between and Antony and Cleopatra took place.  Caesar Augustus appointed his own former tutor to be the administrator of this important city.

In Paul's time, Tarsus had the reputation for being a place devoted to the pursuit of culture.  It wasn't just that Tarsus had good schools, but visitors to the city said that all of the citizens themselves were devoted to learning and culture.  There must, however, have been another side to the place of Paul's birth, for other writers criticized it for its lack of high moral standards.  Nevertheless, Paul was certainly not exaggerating when he claimed to be the citizen of an important city.

It's interesting to note that Tarsus was famous for its linen and a kind of woven material that was made from goat's hair.  It therefore seems quite natural that Paul would be engaged in a profession like tent-making, and yet Paul and his family were probably not simple tradesmen.  For Paul and his father to be enrolled as citizens of the city, they would have had to prove that they possessed the required wealth.  In fact, several things we know about Paul suggests that he came from a fairly wealthy family. 

Paul was not simply, however, the citizen of an important city.  He was also a citizen of the empire, a Roman citizen, and Paul says that he was born a citizen.  This means that his father must have been a Roman citizen, too.  There's no way to know exactly how Paul's family came to enjoy this great privilege.  We can only guess that his father or grandfather, or even perhaps great-grandfather, had performed some special service for the Roman government and had, as a result, been rewarded with citizenship.  One scholar makes the interesting suggestion that it's not too difficult to imagine that a tent-making business would have been quite useful to one of the generals fighting for the position of emperor. 

Well, even though we don't have enough information to determine how Paul and his family were granted citizenship, the fact that they were citizens also indicates that they would have had a rather high social standing in Tarsus.

For Paul personally, the importance of this citizenship lay in the rights and privileges it granted him.  As a Roman citizen, Paul would have had the right, the legal right, to a fair public trial when accused of any crime.  There were certain cruel and humiliating forms of punishment that could not be given to him as a Roman citizen.  He also could not be sentenced to be executed without a proper trial.  A noncitizen could claim none of these as his legal right. 

In (Paul, Apostle of the Heart Set Free,( F.F. Bruce reminds us, however, that the most important thing for Paul was not his connection with Tarsus, nor was it his connection with Rome.  When Paul is defending himself against the accusations of his enemies, he states with boldness and confidence that he was circumcised on the 8th day, a member of the people of Israel, of the tribe of Benjamin, a Hebrew born of Hebrews, as to the law a Pharisee, as to righteousness under the law blameless. 

You see, most important to Paul himself, and most important for us in coming to an understanding of Paul's background, is the fact that Paul was a Jew.  This was clearly important for Paul's parents, too.  When Paul says that he was a Hebrew born of Hebrews, he means to say more than he was simply a Jew.  His family, it seems, were part of the more conservative portion of the Jewish people who sought to be faithful to their Hebrew heritage and resisted adapting to the forces of Greek and Roman culture.  They most likely observed a very strict Jewish way of life, and probably spoke Aramaic, not Greek, at home. 

When he was circumcised on the 8th day, he was given the name Saoul, the name of the most famous member of the tribe of Benjamin.  Politis, a Christian writer from the early 3rd century, suggested that this young Saoul was truly a member of his tribe, the tribe of Benjamin, for in his persecution of the young church, he was the ravenous wolf spoken of in Genesis 49. 

We know very little of Paul's childhood and early family life.  Nothing is told us about Paul's parents in scripture beyond what we've already mentioned in connection with Paul's citizenship and with his trade.  We know that Paul had at least one sister, for we read in Acts Chapter 23 that Paul's nephew, the son of this sister, saved Paul from a plot to murder him.  Now, once again, it's interesting to notice that this nephew was not only in a position to learn of the Jewish plot, but he was also taken quite seriously by the Roman tribune.  This seems to be one more indication that Paul's family held a position of respect in both Jewish and non-Jewish society. 

In his biography of Paul, Edgar J. Goodspeed suggests that Paul's early life would have followed the pattern that we see in later Jewish rabbinic training.  At about the age of five, according to this pattern, the young Saul would have been learning to read the scriptures.  At age ten, he would have begun studying the interpretations of law by the Jewish teachers, the traditions of the elders.  At age 13, he would have been considered a full member of the religious community; it would have been his duty to live in accordance with the law, and he would no longer have sat with his mother in the women's section of the synagogue, but would have joined the men.  At age 18, Saul would have been considered ready for marriage.  At age 20, Josephus, who lived at about the same time as Saul, began his formal studies to become a Pharisee.

Now, Goodspeed suggests that it would have been at this age that Paul was sent to Jerusalem.  Although this pattern of increasingly rigorous study and ever greater responsibility toward the law as a boy grew to man head -- manhood, that pattern would certainly have been true for Saul, but there are problems when we try to make the details of Goodspeed's reconstruction fit. 

First of all, that full course of rabbinical studies that Goodspeed bases his reconstruction on had not yet been devised, as Goodspeed himself admits.  Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, Paul's own statements seem to suggest that he was sent to Jerusalem at a much earlier time in his life.  Paul tells the Jewish leaders of Jerusalem -- again, in Acts 22 -- that he was on a (speaking in a foreign language).  That is to say, he was raised in that city.  He was born in Tarsus, but he was brought up or he was reared in Jerusalem.

Luke, by the way, is the only biblical author to use that verb.  He also uses the word in Luke 4 to describe Nazareth as the place where Jesus was brought up, and again in Acts 7 we see this in Steven's sermon about how Moses was first brought up in his father's own house for three months but afterwards, Pharaoh's daughter adopted him and, again, brought him up as her own.  So usually that word describes a much earlier period in a child's upbringing than, say, age 20 or following. 

We might suggest, then, that to make sure their son did not come too much under the influence of Gentile Tarsus, Saul's parents sent or took him to Jerusalem while he was still a small child.  If the sister mentioned in Acts was much older than Saul, she may have already been living there, and perhaps Saul moved in with her.  When it was time, Saul's parents enrolled him as a student of one of the leading rabbis of the holy city, Gamilel the Pharisee.  How strange that the son of such a noble Jewish family, educated by the greatest rabbinical teacher of his day, should be remembered by all history as the prisoner of Christ and the apostle to the Gentiles. 

In several places, Paul refers to his earlier training in, and his devotion to, the way of the Pharisees.  You can see that in Acts 23, 26, or in Philippians Chapter 3.  Now, what would be wrong, even on the basis of the New Testament material we have, to characterize the Pharisees as nothing but hypocrites?  And I hope that our earlier work on Pharisees and Sadducees has helped lay to rest that stereotype. 

Although the law was at the center of their way of life, their original goal was clearly not an empty or mindless obedience to the law.  They emphasize that faithfulness to the covenant was the responsibility of every individual and should shape the lives of all Israel.  People should cook.  They should clean.  They should do their business with the same care that the priest used when offering sacrifices before God in the temple.  In this way, all of life would become something holy. 

Acts 15, Verse 5, speaks of Christian Pharisees, and Paul's teacher, Gamilel, strikes us as a man of wisdom and integrity when he convinces the council not to kill the disciples in Acts 5.  Saul, the Pharisee, seems not to have learned this kind of patient trust and moderation from his teacher. 

How the Pharisee, a son of Pharisees, came to be the apostle of the heart set free is one of the most inspiring stories of the New Testament church.  Paul had sent himself to apprehend the followers of the way.  Along his way, however, he was himself apprehended by the Jesus he was persecuting, and then sent by Jesus -- that is, made a true apostle -- to proclaim the message of Jesus.

Paul's excellent training in the scriptures had not opened his eyes to their true meaning.  He was certainly one of those whom Jesus had said they could not find life in the scriptures because they could not find Jesus in the scriptures.  And yet when the risen Lord appeared to Paul that day on the road to Damascus, he must truly have been a man whom we could say (speaking in a foreign language).  Please bear with me if I slip into Chinese every once in a while.  That phrase means literally to hear or to learn one thing and to know ten things.  That was Confucius' definition of a good student.  In a way just as wonderful and mysterious as the way God had prepared Moses to lead his people, God had used Saul's entire life up to this point to prepare him for this revelation of his son.  How God's marvelous plan of salvation must have suddenly appeared so clear to Paul in all of its blinding glory.  In his blindness, Paul at last could see. 

Well, what happens next should be familiar to you from your previous reading of scripture.  If your memory is a little hazy, this would be an excellent time for you to read again Luke's account of Paul's career in Acts.  The period you may not have ever really studied is that of Paul's final years.
Luke does not tell the story of the end of Paul's life, nor does the information we are given in Paul's own letters give us much help in reconstructing his final years on earth.  Luke mentions two years of house arrest in Rome.  Now, Bruce places these two years in the period from A.D. 60 to 62, but after that, what do we know of Paul's life?
There is very little we know for certain.  Bruce says that it was probable that Paul's appeal to the emperor did come to a hearing at the end of those two years, but again, there's no direct information about the outcome of that hearing.  We can be quite confident that Paul was killed in Rome, the victim of the executioner's sword, and yet Christian tradition associates his death with the persecution of Christians in Rome by Nero.  This took place in 64, two years after the probable date of Paul's hearing. 
In July of that year, a fire broke out in Rome.  The fire raged for five days until more than half of the city was either destroyed or severely damaged.  Nero was not in Rome at the time, and the rumor soon spread that Nero himself had started the fire.  It seems that he wanted to rebuild the city according to his own heart's desire. 
To put an end to this rumor, Nero needed to quickly find someone to blame for the fire, and he turned to the Christians.  Sulpitius Severus, a Christian historiographer, tells the story this way in his chronicles, written in the early 5th century:  (And in fact, Nero could not, by any means he tried, escape from the charge that the fire had been caused by his orders.  He, therefore, turned the accusation against the Christians and the most cruel tortures were accordingly inflicted upon the innocent.  Nay, even new kinds of deaths were invented, so that being covered in the skins of wild beasts, they perished by being devoured by dogs.  While many were crucified or slain by fire and not a few were set apart for this purpose, that when the day came to a close, they should be consumed to serve for light during the night.  In this way, cruelty first began to be manifested against the Christians.  Afterwards, too, their religion was prohibited by laws which were enacted, and by edicts openly set forth it was proclaimed unlawful to be a Christian.  At that time, Paul and Peter were condemned to death, the former being beheaded with a sword, while Peter suffered crucifixion.(
These tortures that were inflicted upon the Christians were so cruel that public sentiment soon began to turn the opposite way.  The public soon began to feel pity for the Christians.  Before this sympathy could be -- could put an end to the persecution, however, a vast multitude of the faithful had been martyred. 
What can we say about Paul during this time?  Most scholars are reluctant to draw any definite conclusions, and this is easy to understand.  Even the early writers seem uncertain of the exact sequence of events that led to Paul's death.  
To summarize briefly, Bruce sees the most likely reconstruction to be this:  Following the two years of house arrest in Rome that we see at the end of the book of Acts, Paul was released.  He was then later arrested a second time, imprisoned, put on trial, and this time sentenced to death by beheading.  His execution, according to this reconstruction, would have been -- would have taken place sometime around the year 65.
During this brief time between these two Roman imprisonments, it is at least possible that Paul reached the goal he mentions in the letter to the Romans of traveling to Spain, taking the gospel to Spain.  More likely, Paul revisited several of the churches that he had helped establish in his earlier mission trips.  There is no reliable source, however, to confirm any of this, especially the trip to Spain, in a convincing way.  And so if you look at a time line like the one Bruce gives us in his book, you will see that it ends with a number of question marks. 
Well, Paul's life has been an inspiration to biographers who did not have the advantage of inspiration by the Holy Spirit, and from the 2nd century presbyter who penned the Acts of Paul all the way to Walt Wangerin in our own day, writers have volunteered to help fill in the gaps and give us a more complete story of this intriguing apostle. 
The apocryphal acts of Paul just mentioned provides us with some very interesting details, some of which may even have some truth to them.  For example, the following description of Paul's physical appearance is given:  (A certain person is said to have seen Paul coming, a man small in size, bald headed, bandy-legged, of noble means, with eyebrows meeting, rather hook-nosed, full of grace.  Sometimes he seemed like a man and sometimes he had the face of an angel.(
Well, this section of the book narrates Paul's encounter with a young woman named Tekla, a young woman who seems to have been as enchanted with Paul himself as she was with his teaching.  Having told the story of Tekla's suffering for her new faith and of the many ways she also testified about her savior, about how she finally died a blessed death in the Lord, the focus of the story returns to Paul.
When the story reaches the point of Paul's arrival in Ephesus, we're told of a time when Paul was forced to face a wild lion in the stadium.  Now, in I Corinthians 15, Paul refers to fighting wild beasts in Ephesus.  The author of the Acts of Paul, it seems, takes this reference literally rather than figuratively, and wants to give us a full account of what really happened.
But when this lion appeared in the stadium, it roared so loudly that everyone cried out in fear, (The lion((  Paul even stopped in the middle of his prayer because the lion's roar was so terrible.  When, however, this terrifying lion came up to Paul in the middle of the stadium, a very strange thing happened.  The lion looked at Paul, the narrator tells us, and Paul looked at the lion.  Then Paul recognized that this was, in fact, the lion which had come to him on the road and requested to be baptized by Paul.  Carried, along by faith, Paul speaks to this lion and says, (Lion, was it, in fact, you whom I baptized?(  And the lion answers Paul, (Yes.(  Paul spoke to it again and said, (And how were you captured?(  And the lion said, with his own voice, (Just as you were, Paul.(
Well, when Paul's enemies then try to destroy both Paul and the lion, a hailstorm from heaven rescues the two. 
Well, of course the honored place that Paul has among the apostles is not due to legends like these.  It is due to the beautiful witness that he gave of the Lord who loved him and who saved him, Christ the crucified.  So important is Paul's place in the history of our church that F.F. Bruce says it's hard to disagree with the person who said, (The conversion and apostleship of St. Paul alone, duly considered, was of itself a demonstration sufficient to prove Christianity to be a divine revelation.(
Carl Bart has also reflected on the place of Paul in this way.  He says that we have all had the experience of seeing a group of people staring up into the sky.  When we come across a group like this on the street, what do we do?  Well, we stop and join them, looking up, because we want to see what it is that they're all looking at.  Paul, he says, gives us the same feeling, but in a much deeper way, for when Carl Bart reads the story of Paul's conversion, he says he feels that he has met someone who is actually thrown out of his course by seeing and hearing what I, for my part, do not see or hear, who is, so to speak, captured in order to be dragged as a prisoner from land to land for strange, intense, uncertain and yet mysteriously well-planned service.  Bart adds that when he begins to doubt his vision of his Lord and his own sense of calling and purpose, he thinks again about Paul.  It was this one man who, because of what he saw and what he heard, changed the course of history of the greatest city in the empire.  
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>> Thank you.  Based on the overview you just gave, should we still speak of what happened to Paul on the road to Damascus as a conversion experience?

>> Well, this question must be approached very carefully, Nick, and the greater part of that care needs to be given to the question of what we mean by (conversion.(
We've spoken earlier together about the problems of using words like (Jew( and (Christian( or (Judaism( and (Christianity( when talking of events in the New Testament period, especially Paul's time.  If we do so, importing modern definitions for those terms.  I am always reluctant to advocate abandoning traditional language like (the conversion of Paul,( which, as you know, is also a celebration on our liturgical calendar.  What is most important for us to ask, I think, is:  What changed? 

Now, let me provide some material from the research of James Dunn and Tom Wright, and then we will come back and ask whether or not what changed in Paul's case constitutes a conversion. 

I do have strong reservations about the overall programs of Dunn and Wright, the overall picture they give us of Paul, his theological program, what he was trying to accomplish in his work.  But that's not to say they haven't also contributed some real insights into Paul, his situation, and his work. 

For example, I very much agree with Dunn when he points out that very few people realize how unusual it is for Paul to use the word (Judaism( in Galatians Chapter 1, Verses 13 and 14.  Dunn calls this usage (highly distinctive.(  There are very few places in Jewish literature before Paul where this word is used.  Moreover, Galatians 1, in Verses 13 and 14, are the only two places where the word is used in the New Testament.  Dunn gives us his own findings concerning the significance of the word.  The earlier uses also give us some of the flavor of the term, for it appears first in II Maccabees, and in each case it denotes the national religion of Judea, Judaism, presented as a rally point for resistence to the Syrians and for maintenance of national identity as the covenant people of the Lord.  Alternatively expressed, (Judaism( was coined as a title to express opposition to Hellenism.

Now, the passage from II Maccabees, Chapter 8, is especially interesting because we find exact the same phrase there that Paul uses in Galatians, (in Judaism.(  This section of II Maccabees is describing the revolt of Judas Maccabeus against the forced Hellenization of the Syrian and Tiacus (phonetic).  Beginning at Chapter 8, Verse 1, we read:  (Meanwhile, Judas, also called Maccabeus, and his companions were making the way into the villages unobserved.  They summoned their kinsman and enlisted others who had remained faithful to( -- or the Greek text says (in( -- (Judaism until they had collected about 6,000 men.  They invoked the Lord to look down and help his people whom all were trampling underfoot, to take pity on the temple profaned by impious men and to have mercy on Jerusalem which was being destroyed and would soon be leveled to the ground.  They prayed for him to give ear to the blood that cried to him for vengeance.(  In Verse 5, this group of faithful men is called a (band of partisans.(  

We can briefly summarize Dunn's conclusions with the following two points that are also of importance to us as we read Paul's letters.  The first is that when Paul speaks of being (in Judaism,( he means to say something more than that he was a believer in the God of the Old Testament.  Judaism was not simply a neutral description of the religion of the Jews, as we might often use it today.  From its earliest usage, it carried overtones of a religious identity shaped and hardened in the fires of persecution, of a religion which identified itself by its determination to maintain its distinctiveness and to remain free from the corruption of other religions and people.  In other words, Judaism did not necessarily include all Jews.  Those who had willingly or unknowingly allowed themselves to be corrupted by foreign religions or cultures were no longer considered faithful in Judaism.  This was especially true of the Hellenizing Jews.  Being within Judaism was seen as being in a kind of protected or fenced-off area.  The law, or Torah, had been given to Israel to serve as that protecting fence, to keep them pure and separate.

Well, closely connected to this is the idea of zeal, which Paul also uses to describe his former life in Judaism.  Wright reminds us how easy it is for us to miss the biblical force of this word when we read it in Paul's self-description.  Wright tells us, (Whereas for the modern Christian, zeal is something you do on your knees or in evangelism or in works of charity, for the 1st-century Jew, zeal was something you did with a knife.(  

The great biblical examples of zeal were all people who were not afraid to shed blood for their cause.  Think of Phinehas, whose story is recorded for us by Moses in Numbers Chapter 25.  Israel had kindled God's anger by entering into sexual relations with Moabite women.  While the words of God's judgment were still in the mouth of Moses and the tears of grief still falling from the eyes of the Israelites, one Israelite dares to lead a Moabite woman through them all, right into his own tent.  Phinehas takes his spear and kills both Israelite and Moabite, piercing the two of them, the Israelite and the woman through the belly.  The Lord announces that the zeal of Phinehas has turned back the wrath of God against Israel, so that he did not consume them.  Dunn provides a long list of such examples of biblical zeal.

Although these points cannot explain everything about Saul of Tarsus, it's not difficult at all to imagine the young Saul's heart filled with such zeal for the Lord, for the law, and for Judaism.  He will use any means necessary -- at least any means available to him -- to turn back God's wrath against Israel, just as Phinehas and Judas Maccabeus had done before him.  He would, in a sense, save Israel from itself by calling it back from its worldly corruption to faithfulness to -- or in -- Judaism.  Though he would imprison rather than impale, the same zeal burned within him.

Is it any wonder, then, that Paul the Christian, the slave of Christ, will tolerate no division within the church?  That he will allow no one to claim a higher status, that he will leave no room for a holier, separate, Israel within Israel, based on personal faithfulness to the law?  As you read Paul's letters, watch for the ways Paul destroys any notion of partisanship, and at the same time watch for the ways he builds unity on the foundation of justification through faith in Christ Jesus. 

Well, what happened to Paul that day on the road to Damascus?  What changed in his way of thinking about God, the law, salvation, faith?  Did he leave one religion and join a new religion? 

N.T. Wright has a very thought-provoking discussion of this point in his book, (What St. Paul Really Said.(  I would like to share this with you, then return to those questions. 

Paul's awareness, he argues, as having been -- of Jesus as having been bodily raised from the dead is of paramount importance in understanding the significance of what happened to Paul on the road to Damascus.  It will not do, historically speaking, to spiritualize or psychologize the event, as though, for instance, Saul had been laboring with a troubled conscience for years and suddenly had a great religious experience which enabled him to throw off the burden and enjoy a new level or dimension of spiritual existence.  Nor will it do to simply say, as many have done, that Saul of Tarsus had formally regarded the crucified Jesus as cursed by the Jewish law, that he then realized that God had reversed the law's curse so he realized that the law was now shown up as bankrupt and out of date and he could begin to announce to the world that there was a way of being the people of God in which the law played no role. 

Even if any of this carries a grain of truth, it is not central to what was going on.  The significance of Jesus' resurrection for Saul of Tarsus, as he lay blinded and perhaps bruised on the road to Damascus, was this:  The one true God had done for Jesus of Nazareth, in the middle of time, what Saul had thought he was going to do for Israel at the end of time.  Saul had imagined that Yahweh would vindicate Israel after her suffering at the hand of the pagans.  Instead, he had vindicated Jesus after his suffering at the hand of the pagans. 

Saul had imagined that the great reversal, the great apocalyptic event, would take place all at once, inaugurating the kingdom of God with a flourish of trumpets, setting all wrongs to right, defeating evil once and for all, and ushering in the age to come.  Instead, the great reversal, the great resurrection, had happened to one man all by himself.  What could this possibly mean? 

Wright continues:  (Quite simply it meant this:  Jesus of Nazareth, whose followers had regarded him as the Messiah, the one who would bear the destiny of Israel, had seemed to Saul rather to be an anti-Messiah, someone who had failed to defeat the pagans and had succeeded only in generating a group of people who were sitting loose to the Torah and critical of the temple, two of the great symbols of Jewish identity.(  But the resurrection demonstrated that Jesus' followers were right, and in his greatest letter, Paul put it like this:  (Jesus, the Messiah, was descended from the seed of David according to the flesh, and marked out as the son of God by the spirit of holiness through the resurrection of the dead.  The resurrection demarcated Jesus as the true Messiah, the true bearer of Israel's God-sent destiny.  But if Jesus really was the Messiah and if his death and resurrection really were the decisive heaven-sent defeat of sin and vindication of the people of Yahweh, then this means that the age to come had already begun, had already been inaugurated, even though the present age, the time of sin, rebellion, and wickedness, was still proceeding apace.(
Saul, therefore, realized that his whole perspective on the way in which Yahweh was going to act to unveil his plan of salvation had to be drastically rethought.  He, Saul, had been ignorant of the righteousness of God, ignorant of what Yahweh had been planning all along in apocalyptic fulfillment of the covenant.  The death and resurrection of Jesus were themselves the great eschatological event, revealing God's covenant faithfulness, his way of putting the world to rights.  The present age and the age to come overlapped, and Paul was caught in the middle or, rather, liberated in the middle.  Liberated to serve God in the same -- the same God in a new way, with a new knowledge to which he had before been blind.  If the age to come had arrived, if the resurrection had already begun to take place, then this was the time when the Gentiles were to come in. 

Well, again, let me say that I think there's great value in Wright, although had we the opportunity, we could sit down and question perhaps some of the details of his proposal.  But I think it's enough for us to return and ask again the question about what changed in Paul.  Did Paul leave one religion behind and become a member in a new religion?  Well, I remain very uncomfortable with that explanation.  Paul certainly came to see that he did not know his God as fully or completely as he had thought, but I challenge you to find a place where Paul will ever speak of himself as believing in some other God. 

At the same time, to speak of this event only as Paul's call also seems inadequate.  Paul underwent a great transformation.  Perhaps he would call it the renewal of his mind.  And that transformation must not be downplayed.  He was converted from persecutor to preacher.  He was converted from opposition to the gospel of Jesus Christ to devotion toward it.  He left behind his sectarianism and became an apostle to the nations.  Certainly there is adequate justification here for speaking of a conversion, but we must be ever vigilant to make sure we and our people understand this language properly.  
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>> It's not that I agree with Paul's opponents, but I still don't see how Paul could claim to be an apostle like John or Peter.  Can you explain?  May I claim to be an apostle, too? 

>> Your question hinges upon what you mean by (an apostle like John or Peter,( and that takes us to the very heart of the question of what it means to be an apostle.  What is essential to the office?  What distinguished these men from any number of other men and women who had also devoted their entire lives to the Lord's service? 

Quite often when asked to define an apostle, we turn to Acts Chapter 1 and the requirements that Peter lists there for a replacement for Judas.  After presenting a case from Old Testament scripture for the need to find a replacement, Peter continues:  (So one of the men who have accompanied us during all the time that the Lord Jesus went in and out among us, beginning from the baptism of John until the day when he was taken up from us, one of these must become a witness with us to his resurrection.(
Well, what we need to keep in mind, however -- and we need to be very clear on this -- is that these qualifications did not make a man an apostle.  Peter wisely states himself, speaking as leader of the apostles, that Judas' replacement should have these qualifications, but notice that of the men that met these qualifications, two were proposed as candidates.  That is, among the number of those already associated with Jesus, there were apparently many who met Peter's qualifications, and of those who did, two -- not one -- were proposed as a candidate.  The choice was left to God. 

Commenting on Romans 1, Verse 2, Franzman writes, (It was God's call that made Paul a servant of Jesus Christ, an apostle, and a Pharisee set apart for the gospel.  The call was God's, and the gospel that Paul proclaims is God's.  God's own gracious and redeeming word to man. 

When Paul defends his apostolic office, he consistently points his readers away from any qualifications he might be able to claim for himself.  He always points them to the call he received from God.  Luther makes the same point about the office of apostle in general, when he is commenting on Galatians 1, Verse 1.  Elsewhere, Paul distinguishes between apostleship and other ministries, as in I Corinthians 12:28 and following, and in Ephesians 4, Verse 11, where he says, (And God has ordained some in the church as apostles, prophets,( and so on.  He puts apostles into first place, so that those may properly be called apostles who have been sent immediately by God himself without any other person as the means.

Because this is true, Paul could claim against the accusations of his opponents in Galatia:  (No matter how much these vipers may brag, of what more can they brag than that they have come either from men -- that is, on their own without any call -- or through men?  That is, being sent by someone else.  I am not concerned about any of this, nor should you be, but as for me, I have been called and sent neither from men nor through man but immediately.  That is, by Jesus Christ himself.  In every way, my call is like that of the apostles and I am, indeed, an apostle.( 

Well, that, by the way, was Luther, too, in case you couldn't tell by the use of the word (vipers.(
Acts 9:15 should help clear up any lingering doubt about Paul's calling:  (But the Lord said to Ananias, 'Go, for he'( -- Paul -- ('is an instrument whom I have chosen to bring my name before Gentiles and kings and before the people of Israel, the Lord's instrument chosen by him to go in his name whithersoever he is sent.(  There you have the call that makes a man -- even a man like Paul -- an apostle of the Lord, and it is God's doing. 

So Paul was an apostle, like John or Peter, because he had been called and sent by the very same Lord.  He went forth in the name of the same Lord.  He spoke in the name of the same Lord.  And what he spoke was that Lord's gospel.  And to all our other (but's,( we can only say:  Who will be bold enough to second-guess the calling of the Lord? 

Now, with regard to the last part of your question, we need to add here that the word (apostle( is not in every case used with the technical meaning that we have been talking about up to this point.  That is, as an office in the church.  In I Corinthians 15 and Romans 16, for example, it seems that Paul uses the term to designate a larger group than simply these holders of the apostolic office.  The word, you remember, means someone who is sent to carry out a task in the name of someone else, the sender.  Thus, Bernard can make the very clever play on words that when Mary Magdalen was sent from the empty tomb to the upper room, she was the apostle to the apostles, without suggesting that she held this office in the church, and you and I can also claim, in a sense, to be apostles, too. 

We must be very careful, however, that we don't use this kind of language in such a way that it creates confusion among people.  The New Testament rarely applies this word to those other than the officeholders.  John is reluctant, in fact, to apply the word to anyone other than Jesus alone.  We show the same sort of responsibility and caution in our use of the term, urging all to go forth in his name but at the same time building peace and order in the household of faith.
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>> I have heard something about the Romans debate.  Dr. Oschwald, what is the substance of the debate? 

>> The particular discussion about Romans to which you're referring, Joshua, takes its name as (The Romans Debate( from a volume of essays published in 1977 by that same name.  The volume included essays written during a period extending from the late 1940s up to the time of its publication.  

Now, in the introduction from this 1977 edition, Karl Donfried, the collection's editor, explains the reason for the volume's publication:  (The attention which Paul's letter to the Romans is receiving in contemporary scholarship is staggering.  Not only is there a plethora of articles, but the number of commentaries and monographs which have been published since 1970 alone is overwhelming.  New commentaries have been written by such prominent scholars as Matthew Black, Charles Cranfield, Karl Kertelge, J.C. O'Neill, Ernst Kasemann and Heinrich Schlier; major new monographs have been authored by Paul Minear, Walter Schmithals and Dieter Zeller.  

(The inevitable question arises:  Why such enormous interest with regard to this particular letter of Paul?  Well, up to the time of F.C. Baur, virtually all scholars would have agreed with Melanchthon's evaluation of Romans as a christianae religionis compendium.  Although Baur was one of the first major scholars to break with such an understanding of Romans as an abstract theological summary, his insights were quickly overlooked and the situation continued virtually unchanged right to the present.(  Remember, Donfried is writing this in 1977.  (Typical of this understanding of Romans as a compendium of the Christian religion is the commentary by Anders Nygren, published as recently as 1944.(
Well, in November of 1981, F.F. Bruce delivered a lecture entitled (The Romans Debate -- Continued.(  In that paper, he presents a summary of what he considers to be the substance of the debate.  (The Romans debate,( he wrote, (is the debate about the character of the letter, including questions about its literary integrity, the possibility of its having circulated in longer and shorter recensions, the destination of Chapter 16, and, above all, Paul's purpose in sending it.( 

Well, it may be easier to restate this as a group of questions that have been addressed together and individually by the different participants in the debate.  What is the basic character of the letter?  This would even include the question of its genre.  Second, is the form of the letter that we have in the New Testament really the original form of the letter?  Is Chapter 16 part of that original letter?  Did the letter circulate in both a short and a longer form?  Was the letter originally or only addressed to the Christians in Rome?  And what was Paul's purpose in writing and sending the letter? 

Well, as you can see, even an examination of the issues involved in this debate goes beyond the compass of a normal introductory course on Romans, let alone a New Testament introduction course like ours.  Well, let's try at least to do two things, and then summarize where the debate currently stands. 

First of all, I think it's important for us to know what Melanchthon really did say about Romans.  In 1519, Melanchthon began teaching the course on Romans at Wittenberg.  Over 20 years later, Melanchthon published the final version of his commentary, in 1540.  In his commentary's introduction, Melanchthon describes the subject matter of Romans in this way:  (There are two parts to the epistle.  The first contains a long disputation.  In the latter part, there are precepts about morals.  Many people judge that only the latter part about morals is now worthy to be read, but one ought to think far otherwise.  The first part contains an examination, a disputationum, which is most necessary for every age and for the entire church.  It contains the foremost and enduring topics of Christian doctrine, distinguishes the gospel from the law and from philosophy, shows the benefits of Christ, the gratuitous remission of sins, liberation from eternal death, the imputation of righteousness, the gift of the Holy Spirit and holy life.  It proclaims these great things.  It does not quarrel only about ceremonies.  I am not bringing forth either an absurd or a new interpretation.  The very course of Paul's argument brings about this meaning which I give.  The meaning must be taken from the apostolic speech itself, not another imagined sense invented against the proper sense of the speech.  Then our interpretation will agree most fittingly with the perpetual doctrine passed down in the prophets and the gospel.  Traces are found also in Ambrose, Bozul (phonetic), Augustin, Gregory, and Bernard. 

(Finally, the judgment of the church approves of our interpretation.  Pious and experienced consciences acknowledge that it must be maintained in all true disputes that we receive remission of sins and the imputation of righteousness, not on account of our good deeds, but gratis, on account of Christ, by faith.  That is, by trust in the promised mercy on account of Christ. 

(What darkness follows when this meaning is wiped out in the church, when the benefits of Christ cannot be understood, when the distinction between law and gospel cannot be discerned, firm consolation of consciences and true prayer cannot be retained?

(What Paul is proclaiming about this very understanding is clear from the speech itself.  Therefore, we hold fast to what is said because with it agrees the constant consensus of the rest of the prophetic and apostolic scripture, also the more learned fathers and the judgment of the experienced and pious consciences in the church.( 

Well, notice how Melanchthon claims not to be presenting a new view of Romans, but that he is attempting to correct a misreading of the book.  We may be surprised to see him write that many feel only the last section of Romans has any enduring value.  Today, the situation seems to be almost the opposite.  At least in our circles.  We focus almost all of our attention on the theological questions of Romans 1 through 8, rarely concerning ourselves about Chapters 12 through 16, unless, of course, we're talking about church-state relations. 

But secondly, we must ask what aspect of Melanchthon's view was found to be so objectionable by these Romans debaters.  Well, Donfried's statement above hints at the answer or answers, but he does explain more fully in the 1977 introduction:  (Before the time of Manson, who wrote the earliest article included, the contributions of the historical critical method had hardly been applied to Romans.  One of the emphases of this method is that all New Testament documents were written by the early church for its own needs.  New Testament writings, including Romans, were written to and for specific audiences, and they were written to address the concrete concerns and situations of that audience.

(Now, one component of this project of first discovering the historical context of the document and then reading the document in light of that context is the search for parallel materials from the same cultural and historical milieu.  Thus, the desire to study Romans from this historical critical perspective launched a veritable armada of scholars in search of materials to establish the Sitz im Leben of the letter, and these quests included historical, literary, rhetorical, and textual materials. 

(Now, why was all of this important, even for the nonspecialist?  Well, the reason is simple,( Donfried wrote in '77.  (The implications and challenge of the New Testament for the 20th century can only be made clear when one knows the setting of each New Testament book in its original context.  In other words, if one does not know the original intention of a document, one can hardly interpret its contemporary meaning with accuracy and precision.  Of course, then, the problem for these scholars was that one hardly needs invest such time in historical critical labor when one is dealing with a compendium of the foremost and enduring topics of Christian doctrine.( 

Now, what does this mean?  Well, first of all, we must not be too quick to dismiss the entire debate as motivated by historical critical concerns and, therefore, of no value or benefit to us.  Donfried makes some very valid points.  We, too, would agree that this letter should not be studied in some sort of timeless vacuum, as if it had no connection whatsoever to the very real concerns facing both Paul and the Roman Christians at the time of its composition. 

I think we also have to confess that a timeless compendium kind of approach has been largely responsible for the reason certain passages of Romans, like Chapters 9 through 11, have been relegated to a status approaching deuterocanonical. 

At the same time, some of the theories that have been presented in the course of the debate are unacceptable on the grounds of the presuppositions that almost invariably are connected with the method.  Others, of course, simply fail to hold up under close scrutiny.  They are unable to explain the text.  But there have been positive contributions as well.  In particular, an interest in what purposes the letter served for Paul and for his readers.  I say (purposes( because there is a growing consensus that no single purpose is able to account for the entire letter.  

Some of the most commonly suggested purposes would include a missionary purpose.  Paul will appeal to these Roman Christians, whom he does not yet know well, to help him in his plan to proclaim the gospel in the regions beyond Rome. 

Secondly, an apologetic purpose.  Paul knew that the Christians in Rome had the potential to be one of the most powerful and influential churches in the world.  He wanted them to know firsthand the gospel that he proclaimed, and he hoped that the Roman Christians would immediately see that this gospel was also the good news that they believed.

In other words, Paul wanted to establish his unity with them in Christ.  He knew that they had probably heard rumors about him that had been spread by his enemies.  He wanted to provide the Roman Christians with an accurate presentation of the gospel he had proclaimed and would continue to proclaim. 

Thirdly, a pastoral purpose.  This Christian community in Rome was not the first Christian community to be troubled by Jewish/Gentile relationship problems.  Paul knew that the gospel could also bring wholeness and strength, purpose and direction, to the Christians in this place, too.  Also helpful is Bruce's suggestion, in the paper I referred to above, that Paul had in mind three visits when he wrote this letter:  His visit to Rome, of course, but also his visit to Jerusalem and his visit to Spain.  All three are connected with Paul's purpose.

Let me conclude by sharing with you a few parts of Bruce's conclusion.  

(In short, not only in his impending visit to Jerusalem to discharge the relief fund, and not only in his subsequent Spanish project, but in all the aspects of his apostleship, Paul was eager to involve the Roman Christians as his partners, and to involve them as a united body.  He did not know how much longer time he had to devote to the evangelization of the Gentile world.  He had his younger associates, but if he could associate with his world vision a whole community like the Roman church, the unfinished task might be accomplished the sooner.  An individual might suffer death or imprisonment, but a church would go on living.  Because of its history and composition, the church of Rome was uniquely fitted for this ministry.  That its members might see the vision and respond to it, Paul sent them this letter.( 

Bruce ends by asking:  (Did the Roman Christians rise to the occasion?(  And he answers:  (The witness of history is that they did.  From now on, and especially after A.D. 70, Christendom, which could hitherto be represented by a circle with its center at Jerusalem, became, rather, in Henry Chadwick's figure, an ellipse with two foci:  Jerusalem and Rome.  The influential part played henceforth by the Christians in Rome, in the life of the ecumenical church, is not due so much to their city's imperial status as to the encouragement given them by Paul in this letter.( 
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>> With regard to justification by grace, was the issue Paul faced really the same as the issue Luther faced?  I'm really curious about this one, professor.

>> I'm not sure if you realize it, Paul, but your question takes us right to the heart of a debate that's taking place right now in the study of Paul and his thought.  I'm speaking about the so-called (new perspective on Paul.(  

So let's first review, in summary fashion, some of the things different representatives of this new perspective are saying in response to your question, and then we'll come back and try to draw some conclusions of our own.  I think a few paragraphs from James Dunn's (The Theology of Paul the Apostle( will help to set the stage for our discussion. 

Dunn begins with a summary of the gospel according to Luther, and then talks about the consequences of Luther's rediscovery.  He says, (The consequences of Luther's rediscovery of justification by faith were dramatic( -- and I'm sure you know this history, too -- (not just in theology and church, but also in their social and political, their literary and cultural outworkings.(  There was a negative side to this rediscovery, to this emphasis, however, according to Dunn, an unfortunate strain of anti-Judaism.  Paul's teaching on justification was seen as a reaction against, and in opposition to, Judaism.  As Luther had rejected a medieval church which offered salvation by merit and good works, the same, it was assumed, was true of Paul in relation to the Judaism of his day.  Judaism was taken to have been the antithesis to emerging Christianity.  For Paul to react as he did, it must have been a degenerate religion, legalistic, making salvation dependent on human effort and self-satisfied with the results.

The assumption was reinforced at the beginning of the modern period of New Testament study as Judaism and Christianity were cast in sharper antithesis.  According to Baur, the essential principle of Christianity first attained a decided place in its struggle with Judaism, and for most of the present century -- or now, we would say the previous century -- Judaism still functioned as a negative foil for Paul's positive theology.  Boltman's characterization of Paul's polemic against boasting as directed against the Jew who puts his confidence in himself and in what he achieves has continued to influence two generations of subsequent Pauline scholarship. 

In (Paul and Palestinian Judaism,( E.P. Sanders writes that the focus of his work will be the basic relationship between Paul's religion and the various forms of Palestinian Judaism as revealed in Palestinian Jewish literature from around 200 B.C.E. to around 200 C.E.  Now, the conclusions of his survey of this literature give little direct information about Sanders' judgment of whether this form of Judaism that he finds is a faithful representative of the Old Testament.  There are, however, some indirect hints that Sanders sees the Judaism against which -- or with which Paul is responding as a faithful representative.

Sanders speaks of the convention in Christian scholarship that there was a degeneration of the biblical view of post-biblical Judaism.  That's the point Dunn was just making in his book.  Sanders' reading of the literature does not support this conviction.  Rather, it reveals a common pattern that he calls (covenantal nomism.(  He explains:  (The pattern or structure of covenantal nomism is this:  First, God has chosen Israel; and second, given the law.  The law implies both God's promise to maintain the election; and, four, the requirement to obey.  Five, God rewards obedience and punishes transgression.  Six, the law provides for means of atonement, and atonement results in, seven, maintenance or reestablishment of the covenant relationship, so that, eight, all those who are maintained in the covenant of obedience, atonement, and God's mercy belong to the group which will be saved.  An important interpretation of the first and last points is that election and ultimately salvation are considered to be by God's mercy, not by human achievement.

Well, Sanders is cautious in applying this pattern to Judaism in the time of Jesus and Paul, since none of the materials studied dates from that period.  He argues only that because of a consistency in the pattern before and after the period of Jesus and Paul, it must be hypothesized that covenantal nomism was pervasive in Palestine before '70.  It was the basic type of religion known by Jesus and presumably by Paul.

Again, Sanders does not really raise the question of the relationship between this covenantal nomism and the Old Testament, but he does make some evaluative statements in his closing paragraphs.  (Pre-'70 Judaism,( he concludes, (kept grace and works in the right perspective, and consistently maintaining the basic framework of covenantal nomism, the gift and the demand of God were kept in a healthy relationship with each other.( 

Let's look at another representative.  Actually, let's go back to Dunn for just a few moments.  Dunn speaks favorably of Sanders' work in demonstrating that the picture of Judaism created by especially modern Protestant Christian scholars is a gross caricature.  On the contrary, as Sanders has shown, again according to Dunn, Judaism's whole religious self-understanding was based on the premise of grace.  That God had freely chosen Israel and made his covenant with Israel to be their God and they his people. 

Dunn continues with a brief description of covenantal nomism, following very closely along the lines of Sanders.  Dunn continues:  (Just as puzzling from a different angle is the fact that the covenantal nomism of Palestinian Judaism, as described by Sanders, bears a striking similarity to what has been commonly understood as the religion of Paul himself:  Good works as the fruit of God's prior acceptance by grace.(
What, then, can it be to which Paul is objecting?  Well, with apologies to Dunn, we'll skip over his arguments and go straight to the answer he provides to his own question.

Dunn suggests that what Paul was concerned about was the fact that the covenant promise and law had become too inextricably identified with ethnic Israel, as such; with the Jewish people marked out in their national distinctiveness by the practices of circumcision, food laws, and sabbath, in particular.  What Paul was endeavoring to do was to free both promise and law for a wider range of recipients freed from the ethnic constraints which he saw to be narrowing the grace of God and diverting the saving purpose of God out of its main channel, Christ. 

The hermeneutical key to the controversial passages in Romans is the recognition that Paul's negative thrust against the law is against the law taken over too completely by Israel, the law misunderstood by a misplaced emphasis on boundary-marking ritual, the law become a tool of sin in its too close identification with matters of the flesh, the law sidetracked into a focus for nationalistic Israel. 

Well, this, then, is the issue Paul faced according to James Dunn.  Although Dunn regards covenantal nomism as a valid expression of Old Testament theology, he sees the Judaism of Paul's time as having strayed from this covenantal nomism. 

We find still a slightly different third response when we turn to N.T. Wright, another representative of this new perspective.  As we work our way through Saul the persecutor/Paul the convert in the second chapter of Wright's (What St. Paul Really Said,( we begin to feel that the whole question will be avoided by Wright:  (covenantal nomism appears not to be relevant for discussions of Paul, regardless of whether it is an accurate description of 1st century Judaism and regardless of whether or not this Judaism can be considered biblical.( 

Wright narrows down the context in which to understand Paul's conversion as a conversion of the strictest of the strict forms of Shamaite Phariseeism, and Wright criticizes Sanders for focusing too exclusively on the religious, while ignoring the political, aspects of Paul's agenda. 

As Wright builds his argument, however, he speaks in very general terms about Israel's hope, no longer distinguishing factions within Judaism and no longer emphasizing political agendas.  Wright demonstrates his membership in the new perspective by framing Judaism in terms of its hope of a vindication based on the covenant promises of God.  He seems to accept this as not only a description of the Judaism of Paul's day, but also as a valid understanding of the Old Testament.  Though Israel fails to fulfill the vocation of being the faithful covenant people of God, God accomplishes his purposes, fulfills Israel's hope through Jesus.

Well, what, then, do these writers from the new perspective have to say concerning Paul's approach to this situation, his response to the religion of his fellow Jews?  Once again, let's begin with Sanders.  In (Paul and Palestinian Judaism,( Sanders concludes a discussion of the differences between Paul and the Judaism of his day with the often-quoted statement, (In short, this is what Paul finds wrong in Judaism:  It is not Christianity.(
Well, we have several times noted others' criticism of Sanders for painting such an accurate picture of Palestinian Judaism, only to find himself unable to relate Paul to this Judaism.  And it is true, Sanders, arguing against (inaudible), stresses that Paul's pattern of religion cannot be described as covenantal nomism.  Sanders states, (Paul presents an essentially different type of religiousness from any found in Palestinian Jewish literature.(
Sanders draws further distinctions.  (The primary reason for which it is inadequate to depict Paul's religion as a new covenantal nomism is that the term does not take account of his participationist transfer terms, which are the most significant terms for understanding his soteriology. 

(For Paul, in fact, the righteous/righteousness/justification family of words are not part of the 'staying in' language of covenantal nomism.  Rather, they are transfer terms.  They are 'getting in' language.( 

Sanders' position is often summarized by saying a person gets in by grace; a person stays in by obedience.  But Paul, he says, is using different language.  For Paul, what is wrong with the law is that it is not Christ, so what is wrong with righteousness based on the law is that it is not the righteousness from God which depends on faith which is received when one is found in Christ, shares in his suffering and is placed among those who will share his resurrection.  In fact, this discontinuity is so sharp that Sanders suggests that we can argue that Paul's principal conviction was not that Jesus, as the Messiah, had come, but that God had appointed Jesus Christ as Lord and that he would resurrect or transform those who are members of him by virtue of believing in him.  For Paul, only those who belong to the Lord will be saved of the Lord.  The Jewish covenant is no longer effective with regard to salvation. 

James Dunn has, in fact, produced an 808-page treatment of Paul's response to the Judaism of his day in his book, (The Theology of Paul the Apostle.(  To try to briefly summarize this amount of material would not be fair to Dunn, and I'm fairly sure it would not win me your gratitude.  Perhaps a safer starting point for our discussion then is to turn back to -- to the commentary on Romans that Dunn has written.  

In that commentary, Dunn states, (In short, properly understood, Paul's treatment of the law which has seemed so confused and incoherent to many commentators actually becomes one of the chief integrating strands which binds the whole letter to the Romans into a cohesive and powerful restatement of Jewish covenant theology in the light of Christ.(
What is particularly relevant for our discussion is the section in the theology of Paul in which Dunn summarizes the blessings of justification.  First of all, justification means acceptance by God.  By the God who justifies the ungodly who trusts as Abraham trusted.  This acceptance is not a once-for-all act by God.  The justified do not become sinless.  This new relationship could not be sustained without God continuing to exercise his justifying righteousness with a view to the final act of judgment and acquittal. 

The second blessing is actually a cluster of blessings:  Peace with God, access to God, and the hope of the glory of God.  

The third blessing takes us back closer to the ideals of covenantal nomism.  (Justification,( Dunn writes, (means acceptance into a relationship with God characterized by the grace of Israel's covenant.  Justification by faith means Gentiles experiencing the blessing promised to Abraham, Gentiles being granted a share in Israel's inheritance.(
Finally, Dunn adds that justification by faith means liberty.  Especially liberty from the law. 

Well, N.T. Wright also provides a summary of his understanding of Paul's gospel and of justification.  Now, let's look only briefly at one of his summary statements from his book, again, (What St. Paul Really Said.(
He says, after describing the outlines of Paul's teaching on justification, that Paul, as usual, retains the shape of Jewish doctrine while filling it with new content.  For Paul, covenant membership was defined by the gospel itself.  That is, by Jesus Christ.  The badge of membership, the thing because of which one can tell in the present who is within the eschatological covenant people, was, of course, faith.  The confession that Jesus is Lord.  And the belief that God raised him from the dead. 

Faith for Paul is, therefore, not a substitute work in a moralistic sense.  It is not something one does in order to gain admittance into the covenant people.  It is the badge that proclaims that one is already a member.  Faith is very precise and very specific.  It is faith in the gospel message, the announcement of the true God as defined in and through Jesus Christ. 

Well, I'm sure as you're expecting, these authors do not have a lot of good things to say about Luther's reading of Paul.  Though it may be unpleasant for us, I will include here a sampling of the statements made about Luther by these authors.  I will not try to be exhaustive; rather, representative. 

We begin with Sanders.  (The term 'forensic' is somewhat ambiguous, since it can refer to God's declaring one to be righteous, though he is not, a meaning conveyed by the term 'imputation' and the catch phrase (speaking in a foreign language).(  This meaning arises from Luther's theology and is a meaning I do not find in Paul.  Paul does not use the term (justification( forensically in the sense of acquittal of past transgressions and this is the sense referred to here, though Sanders gives us a clear statement that Luther's theology and Paul's do not agree.

In his theory, Dunn several times cites Luther as being able to express valid points of Paul's theology.  For example, in terms of Paul's theology of justification, the decisive beginning has to be worked out until and in the final verdict of acquittal.  The relationship with God must be sustained by God to the end.  Luther's (speaking in a foreign language) is also (speaking in a foreign language), until God's final summons, a very different assessment of the relationship between Luther and Paul. 

Overall, Dunn seems less inclined to talk about a Lutheran misreading of Paul and more inclined to talk about negative or unfortunate aspects of the traditional Lutheran interpretation. 

Although also critical of the traditional view of Paul, N.T. Wright does not lay all of the blame at Luther's feet.  He admits that he himself was raised with this understanding and his tradition is Anglican, not Lutheran.  He speaks of the popular view of justification as not doing justice to the richness and precision of Paul's doctrine, though it is not entirely misleading. 

Some of the strongest statements of criticism of Luther's approach come from other people involved in this discussion.  Consider, for instance, the following statement made by Richard Hays.  Speaking of another author, he says, (What this person has really given us is a faithful -- therefore, weak -- Bloomian exposition of Boltman's strong misreading of Paul and Boltman's reading is, of course, an echoic distortion of Luther's still stronger misreading. 

The mainstream written tradition running from Augustin through Luther, in its Protestant branch, to Boltman has rendered a reading of Paul fixated on individual salvation, but it has been able to do so only by strenuously suppressing the voice of scripture in Paul's letters, stifling Paul's own claim to expound a gospel that underscores God's faithfulness to Israel. 

This new perspective is not without its own critics, and I will mention here only two.  Andrew Das writes in his book, (Paul, the Law, and the Covenant(:  (Prior to his conversion, Paul maintained a position that conforms to the definition of covenantal nomism.  He believed that he was blameless with respect to the law and did not doubt his place in the world to come.  Paul's opponents at Galatia and his imaginary dialogue partner in Romans 2 adhere to a position that can be labeled 'covenantal nomism.'  A proper analysis of Paul and law must explain how Paul can see the law as an enslaving power over the Jews.  The law enslaves precisely in regard to the difficulty of doing what God requires in it.  

And again, traditional scholarship was not entirely off the mark in its analysis of Paul and the law.  The law does, indeed, require accomplishment and serves as a mirror to human failure.  Yet the path to this conclusion was often fraught with a critical error.  1st century Judaism was never the culprit.  The error was to foist on 1st century Judaism what was an essential step in Paul's own reasoning corresponding to his transition from a law-obedient Jew to the apostle to the Gentiles.  Das continues:  (Paul's newfound faith in Christ forced him to place the law's requirements into a new framework of understanding.  The time has come to recognize that the new perspective went astray in limiting Paul's critique of the law to its ethnic boundary-marking features.  While Sanders' work certainly paved the way for a proper recognition of the intensely ethnic component of Paul's reasoning, that reasoning was never exclusive of a critique of the law's obedience as a failed human endeavor.  As Paul, the Christian apostle, reconciled himself with his new faith, he found himself unable to affirm the law as a source of life.( 

Reexamining much of the same Jewish literature that Sanders and Dunn and Wright have worked on, from both before and after the year A.D. 70, Gadrical (phonetic) seems to demonstrate that there was a Jewish confidence other than that of national righteousness.  He cites texts that speak of individuals' confidence in their own obedience, and of obedience as a ground for boasting.  He also argues that much of Paul's argument is in response to a confidence based on this obedience to the law.  When it comes to proposing a new reconstruction, however, Gadrical (phonetic) is content to pass on this responsibility to future students of Paul. 

Now, what can we say in terms of drawing our own conclusion at the end of this very long introduction to a complicated problem? 

Well, I think part of the problem of this whole discussion seems to be that many of the participants themselves lack a very accurate understanding of a Lutheran exegesis of Paul.  For instance, in his study, Gadrical (phonetic) summarizes Lutheran theology in this way:  (While God does initially justify the ungodly, the indwelling of Christ and the spirit enables obedience that culminates in final justification.( Surely few of us would accept that as a faithful summary of Lutheran teaching.

Gadrical's (phonetic) and Das' critiques of the new perspective, in different ways, are helpful in showing some of the weak points of those arguments.  Especially instructive is Gadrical's (phonetic) demonstration that questions of meriting eternal salvation do appear in the Jewish literature that he surveyed.  At the same time, I think we must honestly admit that the new perspective itself can serve a beneficial purpose, if we allow it to call us back to greater historical honesty and integrity.  Surely the caricature of the religion of Paul's contemporaries -- simply, legalism -- cannot be maintained.  What probably needs to be said is that Paul was not facing a single issue; that just as there were those who maintained that they could be saved by what they did, there were also people maintaining that they could be saved by who they were, members of Israel, children of Abraham, the chosen of God. 

We cannot say without qualification that the issues faced by Paul and Luther were the same.  We are talking about people from vastly different periods in history and from vastly different cultures and even from very different theological perspectives.  At the same time, we are still talking about sinful humans before God.  There are certain underlying realities that connect Luther and his audience to Paul and his audience, just as they connect us to both Luther and Paul. 

Upon what does my salvation depend?  What is the relationship between what God does and what I do?  Or what is the relationship between faith and works?  Questions like these demonstrate the common ground between the problems Paul sought to correct and the problems Luther sought to correct, and, most important of all, both men found their answers in the gospel of Jesus Christ.  
ADVANCE \d12Question 58tc \l1 "
NT-Q60 

>> Thank you.  Now let me ask:  Where does Paul develop the doctrine of justification by faith alone in his writings? 

>> As Martin Franzman wrote in his seven theses on reformation hermeneutics, the Lutheran confessions identify the doctrine of justification by grace through faith as the grace of scripture.  That is to say, this teaching about man's justification by God freely for the sake of Christ is the subject matter of all scripture, the thing that is under discussion from Genesis to Revelation. 

Franzman restates that doctrine in the broadest possible way as:  (God, to whom man could find no way, has in Christ, the hidden center of the Old Testament and the manifested center of the New, creatively opened up the way which man may and must go.(
Our hermeneutic then requires us to state at the outset that all of scripture presents this doctrine.  For the study of Paul, however, it is useful to list those passages where he himself develops this theme. 

Consulting a Greek concordance to the New Testament will show that Paul uses righteousness and justification language in almost every letter.  We generally think first of Romans and Galatians, and those are the two letters that provide the most fully-developed presentations of this doctrine.  Other letters, however, contain very significant statements that should not be overlooked by focusing too exclusively on Romans and Galatians.  

Think of I Corinthians, Chapter 1, Verse 30:  (God is the source of your life in Christ Jesus, who became for us wisdom from God and righteousness and sanctification and redemption.(  In those few words, Paul ties together strands of his entire theology, enabling us to tie them together as we read his letters.  

And how can we exclude Philippians 3, with its autobiographical introduction from a list of chief places?  Philippians 3, beginning at Verse 4:  (If anyone else has reason to be confident in the flesh, I have more.  Circumcised on the 8th day, a member of the people of Israel, of the tribe of Benjamin, a Hebrew born of Hebrews, as to the law a Pharisee, as to zeal a persecutor of the church, as to righteousness under the law blameless.  Yet whatever gains I had of these I have come to regard as loss because of Christ.  More than that, I regard everything as loss because of the surpassing value of knowing Christ Jesus, my Lord.  For his sake, I have suffered the loss of all things, and I regard them as rubbish in order that I may gain Christ and be found in him, not having a righteousness of my own that comes from the law, but one that comes through faith in Christ, the righteousness from God based on faith.(
Well, it begins to be apparent that the golden thread of Paul's teaching on justification is so thoroughly woven throughout the fabric of his letters that it is hard to read any passage of Paul about justification or righteousness without calling to mind a host of others, and that's the way it should be.  In our hermeneutics classes, we call that an interpretive matrix, a network of passages on the same topic that help us in our interpretation of each of them.  This is scripture interpreting scripture.

Now, in the case of Romans, we can say that if Romans 1, Verses 16 and 17, with its statement that the one who, through faith, is righteous shall live by faith, if that passage stands as the theme for the entire letter -- and I think it does -- then to look at the passages from Romans that speak of justification would pretty much require a rereading of all of Romans.  And I think we will save that for the Romans class.

In respect to Galatians as well, it is difficult to single out individual passages.  Although the opening paragraphs may seem to be focused on Paul's authority as apostle, he has already raised the issue of the gospel and stated that there cannot be another.  His entire argument leading up to Chapter 2, Verses 15 and following, where we might say that the subject of justification is first explicitly introduced, that entire argument has been to show that this doctrine does not come from man nor is its truth established by any human authority.  Just like justification itself, this teaching comes from God, a gift of his grace in Christ Jesus.

Chapter 3 gives a beautiful, although sharp-edged, exposition of the doctrine that Paul will treat more calmly and over the course of several chapters in his letter to the Romans.  If I may, I'd like to pause for just a moment here and look more carefully at one particular section of Galatians, Chapter 3, a section that I think is often misunderstood or inadequately explained. 

Paul, you see, cannot teach justification by faith alone without connecting this doctrine with the rest of scripture's teaching.  Of central importance for readers, then and now, is that they understand this doctrine in relationship with what scripture teaches about the law. 

Let's look, then, at what Paul says in Galatians 3:23 through 26.  (Now, before faith came, we were imprisoned and guarded under the law until faith would be revealed.  Therefore, the law was our disciplinarian until Christ came, so that we might be justified by faith.  But now that faith has come, we are no longer subject to a disciplinarian, for in Christ Jesus you are all children of God through faith.(
It's very important that we understand the image Paul is trying to create for us here.  He is almost telling a parable to teach us about the purpose of the law.  In this parable, the role of the law is compared to that of a pydegogaus (phonetic).  In ancient times, a pydegogaus (phonetic) was not a kind of teacher, but a kind of disciplinarian or guardian.  The typical pydegogaus (phonetic), in fact, was a slave.  His primary responsibility was to make sure that the child traveled from home to school, arriving there safely and on time.  Thus, the pydegogaus (phonetic) was responsible for the child from the time he left home until the time he arrived at school.  Then, of course, the teacher was responsible for him. 

If the child misbehaved out in public on the way to school, who do you think was punished?  Right.  The pydegogaus (phonetic).  For that reason, these slaves had the reputation for being very strict, even cruel to the child, and most children did not like them at all.  They were happy to be free of them.  Even Socrates points out how strange it is that free children should be enslaved to a slave.

When Paul uses this image to describe the law, he is not saying that the law is evil or cruel.  He is saying that the law has a very specific and limited function in the lives of God's children.  It is to take us to our true teacher, and when we have grown mature through his instruction, we will not need a pydegogaus (phonetic) any longer.  Then we will come to the teacher on our own, as free sons and daughters should. 

Well, can you see Paul's point more clearly now?  He is asking the Galatians, (Now that you have become students in the classroom of Christ, why do you want to return to your pydegogaus (phonetic)?  Why leave this place of wisdom and grace to return to the one who punishes you so severely whenever you misbehave?  Why would you want to pretend you were immature children again who needed such a guardian?  You cannot grow into maturity under his care.  His responsibility was never to make you mature men and women.  His task was to lead you to the one you need.(
Well, in Chapter 4 of Galatians, Paul supports his teaching by connecting it to the consistent teaching of scripture elsewhere, using, as his theme, that of sonship.  First, that of Christ himself, and then the story from Genesis that asks the question concerning the true son and heir of Abraham.  Galatians 5 and 6 show that this doctrine of justification is not just a matter for seminary classrooms and dogmatics textbooks; it is lived, it is given flesh in the lives of God's people.

Well, in short, Paul, in response to your question, (Where does Paul teaching justification alone?(  I would respond:  (Where does he not?(   
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>> Dr. Oschwald, there seems to be some confusion about what the term (sanctification( means.  What does it mean for Paul?  And thank you in advance for tackling this question. 

>> Sometimes it's easier to define a concept by first talking about what it does not mean.  I would like to use Donald Guthrie's approach to this question for a few moments as a foil for my own.

Guthrie's New Testament theology contains a great deal of valuable material for the student of the New Testament, but on this question, David, I find myself in strong disagreement with him and I think looking at his approach will help us come to a sharper understanding of what this term means in New Testament theology. 

In his opening paragraph, Guthrie provides the following basic definition for the Greek verb (hagiazo,( to sanctify.  He writes, (The word means to set apart for a holy purpose and is used in biblical Greek of both things and persons.(  And if you check this meaning against the definition you might find in Bedag (phonetic), for instance, you'll find that it's pretty close. 

In the first passage where Guthrie encounters this verb, however, we see that Guthrie himself does not really use the definition he has provided us with.  And he's talking here about texts from John, but please bear with me.  We'll get to Paul in just a moment. 

(John's gospel,( Guthrie writes, (not only sets out love as an ideal in the process of sanctification( -- note carefully how he uses these terms -- (but it presents Jesus as sanctifying himself.  John 17, Verse 19.  The same word 'hagiazo' is used for Jesus as is used for his disciples, but it must clearly bear a different although kindred meaning.  When Jesus said, 'For their sake, I consecrate myself that they also may be consecrated in truth,' he could not have meant to become holy but to set himself apart for a holy task.  Hence, 'Concentrate' is a better rendering than 'sanctify.'(
Now we see how Guthrie treats the same word as it's used by Paul.  Guthrie begins by saying, (It might be assumed that a man who had such interest in justification would not have given much attention to sanctification, but Paul does not allow his exposition of justification to blind him to the need to reflect on man's quest for perfection.  He did not see the doctrines as mutually exclusive, since one concerned man's relationship to God and the other the practical working out of what was already a fait accompli in Christ.  For Paul, sanctification as working out what God was working within, a combination of human effort and divine activity.  This linking of man's work with God's power runs through Paul's account of the Christian pursuit of the ideal.( 

Just to summarize, then, he says that Paul sees sanctification as the working out with -- the working out of what God is doing on the inside of us or as our quest for a kind of ideal or moral perfection.  Now, in this whole discussion, Guthrie never returns to that definition he proposed for the meaning of the New Testament word itself, and the definition he prefers continues to cause him problems with specific texts.  This is perhaps the best example.  

We must note next the references in Paul's letters to sanctification or to the verb (sanctify.(  The noun is used several times, although not always with the same meaning.  The most significant is in I Corinthians, Chapter 1, Verse 30, where Paul says that God made Christ our sanctification, so clearly emphasizing the divine initiative.  Since the context refers to the presence of God, sanctification, like righteousness, must be viewed from the Godward side.  It must convey the sense of holiness.  God looks at the holiness of Christ, rather than the lack of it, in the believer.

This is a use of sanctification, Guthrie says, which closely approximates to justification and does not indicate a complete moral condition in the believer.  What Paul probably means is that Christ could be described as our sanctification because he was the only perfectly sanctified person.

But I wonder:  Does sanctification in the New Testament ever indicate a complete moral condition in the believer?  As we might expect, Guthrie cannot come up with a meaningful definition of (saint( using this definition of sanctification.  Guthrie tries, though.  He says, (Again, we might ask whether Paul gives any indication of the possibility of attaining holiness.  One of his most characteristic descriptions of believers is holy ones, the hagioi, by which he is clearly not wishing to imply that they were actually holy. 

Guthrie's definition deprives this word family of all of its meaning.  In the end, he can only point us back to the law.  This is his conclusion:  (We may summarize the New Testament teaching on sanctification in the following way:  Various ideals are set before believers to serve as goals, of which the most dominant are the example of Christ and the ideal of love to one another after the pattern of Christ's love toward believers.  The goals are impossibly high, but great stress is laid on the powerful assistance of the Holy Spirit.  Whereas perfection is set out as the target, there is no clear support for sinless perfection.  Provision is made for lapses, and the many exhortations to holy living suggest that the attainment of a holy life would never be easy.( 

Now, I'm sure you recognize a lot of these thoughts.  I think they have crept into popular Christian thinking and remain an important part of the way many Christians think about sanctification.  What I would like to suggest is that we go back to that original definition of (sanctification( which Guthrie proposed, the definition that our New Testament lexica also provide for us, to give up on this sense that sanctification is somehow the quest for an ideal or a complete moral state in the believer.  Because such a definition, as we have seen, creates problems that go far beyond questions of New Testament exegesis.  If we operate with that understanding, how can one possibly see a relationship between justification and sanctification?

Guthrie again and again points us back to the law and its demands.  In the end, he even alludes to the divisions separating Jewish and Gentile Christians.  Guthrie himself seems to assume an innate opposition between the two.  If you remember, when he was talking about Paul, he said, (Since we think of Paul as the great teacher of justification, we might be surprised that he says anything at all about sanctification.(  Well, in New Testament theology, the two fit so well together, you would never make a statement like that. 

In -- if we keep with the New Testament definition, the one that Guthrie gives us but does not use, that the basic meaning of sanctification is to be set apart for a holy purpose, a lot of these textual problems will solve themselves.  Our justification and our sanctification can be distinguished but can never be separated.  The moment we are restored to a right relationship with God in Christ, we are also consecrated or set apart for a new purpose in Christ.  Thus, Christ can be both our justification and our sanctification, and both statements have meaning.  The hagioi, the saints, are truly holy because they are the ones who have truly been set apart for, or consecrated for -- that is, sanctified for -- their new life as the body of Christ on earth, and there is no need to explain away the past tense or even the perfect tense uses of the verb to have been sanctified, for we can truly say that we have been sanctified in this sense.  We have, in Christ, been set apart for this task.  Just as our Lord was truly sanctified for his sacred task, so also he has sanctified us. 

In addition, this understanding, once again, allows us to see the organic connection between baptism and sanctification, a connection that must seem incomprehensible to those using Guthrie's definition.  This view of sanctification also gives real meaning to the concept of Christian freedom, whereas sanctification as moral perfection can only place the Christian under servitude to moral codes and laws.  For Guthrie's approach to sanctification, there must always be some kind of standard.  To reach completeness or moral perfection, you need a standard against which to judge yourself.  But to be set apart for a holy purpose in Christ does not require such a standard.

Finally, we can once again return to Luther's principle that good works do not make a person good.  Rather, a good person does good works.  We could perhaps paraphrase Luther in this way for our purposes:  A holy, sanctified, consecrated life does not make a person holy.  Rather, the holy, sanctified, consecrated person lives a holy life.  In Christ, we are sanctified, we are set apart for a purpose, and it's true this is God's purpose and this purpose manifests itself in our lives.  But sanctification is that setting apart for a sacred task.  That's what it means for Paul.  That's also what it means for the New Testament and biblical writers in general.  
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>> Does Paul teach that there will be a rapture?  What exactly does he say about the last things?

>> Well, the passage that some readers of Paul suggest teaches a rapture is I Thessalonians 4, Verses 13 to 18.  Let's hear that passage again before we discuss any interpretations of it.

(But we do not want you to be uninformed, brothers, about those who have died, so that you may not grieve as others do who have no hope.  For since we believe that Jesus died and rose again, even so, through Jesus, God will bring with him those who have died.  For this we declare to you by the word of the Lord that we who are alive, who are left until the coming of the Lord, will by no means precede those who have died, for the Lord himself, with a cry of command, with the archangel's call, and with the sound of God's trumpet, will descend from heaven and the dead in Christ will rise first.  Then we who are alive, who are left, will be caught up in the clouds together with them, to meet the Lord in the air.  And so we will be with the Lord forever.  Therefore, encourage one another with these words.(
Does Paul teach that there will be a rapture?  Literally, yes.  

I trust I have everyone's attention now.  You see, the verb translated (will be caught up( in Verse 17 was translated by the Latin verb (rapiemur.(  From this Latin root comes our English word (rapture.(  The important question is not whether Paul used this word or not, of course; it's what does Paul teach about this divine raptus. 

Well, Ladd gives a good brief overview of this section, tying it together with Paul's teaching on this subject from his other letters, and let's begin there.  Ladd writes:  (The resurrection will occur instantaneously at the coming of Christ.  I Thessalonians 4:16 and I Corinthians 15:52.  The change that will occur for the dead in Christ will also overtake the living in Christ.  Those who are left for the dead( -- excuse me.  (Those who are left until the coming of the Lord will have no advantage over those who have fallen asleep.  I Thessalonians 4:15.  The same transformation will overtake both the living and the dead.  I Corinthians 15:51.  The living will, as it were, put the new resurrection body on over the mortal body.  II Corinthians 5:4.  Without the dissolution of the latter.

(This is what Paul means by the so-called rapture of the church.  The catching up of living believers immediately after the resurrection to meet the Lord in the air is Paul's vivid way of expressing the sudden transformation of the living from the weak, corruptible bodies of this physical order to the powerful, incorruptible bodies that belong to the new order in the age to come.  It is the sign of passing from one -- from the level of mortal existence to immortality.  The important words are 'so shall we always be with the Lord.'  Paul is referring to the rapture -- that is, the transformation of the living saints -- when he says 'We shall not all sleep in death, but we shall all be changed,' I Corinthians 15:51.  He has just asserted that flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God, nor into the perishable the imperishable, Verse 50.  In these words, he is probably referring to the saints who are living at the parosea (phonetic), who will put on their resurrection bodies without experiencing death.  He calls this a mystery, Verse 51.  The revelation of a new truth.  Namely, that the change of the living as well as of the dead will take place immediately at the parosea (phonetic).(
The most important thing to notice here is the question Paul is trying to answer.  The question is not:  What is the rapture?  Rather, Paul's question has to do with the situation of those believers who have already died.  The Thessalonians are concerned about them.  Will they, too, enjoy the blessed things to come in the age when Christ returns?  Paul assures them that they will.  This is Paul's primary purpose here.  

A second thing to notice is the timing.  As Ladd reminds us, the resurrection occurs instantaneously and it occurs at the time of the Lord's return.  There is no hint whatsoever in this passage of a period of time when people are mysteriously disappearing and others are left behind to deal with the atrocities of a world without Christ.  Paul moves very clearly and very directly from a resurrection that reunites the communion of saints and a welcome of the triumphant Christ to earth to the beatitude to the blessing of being with Christ forever.

Thirdly, again as Ladd emphasizes, the most important words are (so shall we( -- that is, all believers -- (be with the Lord.(  These are words by which the Christians can encourage one another, not words to frighten them or anyone else, for that matter, into repentance before it's too late.  Such interpretations do violence to the meaning of the words, and also to the context of these verses within the argument of the letter as a whole.  

Note also these comments by Linsky (phonetic) in his commentary:  (Now, regarding the living that are left, together with them they shall be snatched in clouds for meeting the Lord into the air.  The main point is the union of the dead and the living believers who form one joint host that is lifted in a divine raptus to meet their heavenly Lord as he descends.  I Corinthians 15:51 and 52 supply the thought that the living will be changed without passing through death in the twinkling of an eye.  Glorified in body and soul like the risen dead, they will be swept into the air and thus rise to meet the Lord at his descent.  We take this to mean that they will meet the Lord in welcome and will descend to the earth with him and all his angels for the purpose of judgment.  'Snatched into the air' does not mean into heaven.  The Lord will descend to the earth where the judgment shall take place.(
('Snatched into the air' does not mean into heaven,( Linsky (phonetic) writes.  The air is pictured in scripture and in Hellenistic thought in general as the region of the demonic.  It is here that these spiritual beings serve their master and try to drive a wedge between God and his redeemed.  For that reason, as Dr. Velts (phonetic) once suggested in class, what more fitting place could there be for the victory procession for Christ than the air, the very scene of the battle, the place where victory was won?

Well, this is not the best time or place to try to present a full outline of Paul's eschatological teaching.  As you study Paul in more detail in courses to come, I hope you will keep this question in mind.  The best way to do such a complete analysis of Paul's thoughts is, of course, to do it in the context of a careful reading of his letters.  The many misunderstandings of the meaning of (caught up( have already shown what can result from paying too little heed to this hermeneutical principle.

There is one final question, though, that does need to be raised here, and that is the question of consistency.  Here I would like to share with you Donald Guthrie's concluding thoughts from the section on Pauline eschatology in his New Testament theology. 

(Some scholars have maintained that Paul changed his views about future happenings.  This is largely on the basis of a comparison between the earlier and later epistles.  If the theory of development could be established, it would explain satisfactorily the apocalyptic language of the early epistles compared with its absence in the later.  It was Dodd who popularized the development view for Paul's eschatology.  He maintained that before the crisis of his dealings with the Corinthians, Paul was Puritanical, and that his clash with the Corinthians had been such a humiliating experience that he softened his approach in his later letters.  Whereas at first he denied the world, he is said to have sought to claim it for Christ at a later stage.

(The whole theory is based on an understanding of II Corinthians, which places Chapters 1 through 9 among the later epistles and the rest among the earlier.  This enables Dodd to maintain that II Corinthians 1 through 9, where Paul is conciliatory, shows the first evidence of his new approach.  Dodd then claims that only in the earlier letters does the apostle reflect a belief in the imminence of the parosea (phonetic).  In the later epistles, according to him, no such instructions, no such indication, is given.  Yet Romans 13:11 through 14 refers to the nearness of the day.  

(Moreover, a stronger eschatological explanation must be given to some of the references to the coming in Philippians.  Philippians 3:20 is the most specific:  'Awaiting a savior, the Lord Jesus Christ from heaven.'  Also in Philippians 4:5, Paul makes the statement, 'The Lord is at hand.'  Philippians 1:6 looks ahead to the completion of the day of Jesus Christ.  Furthermore, a statement like Colossians 3:4, 'When Christ appears, then you also will appear with him in glory,' is reminiscent of some of the statements in I and II Thessalonians.  There is, in fact, no evidence that Paul made any change in his eschatology, although as he grew older, he would realize that the possibility of his being alive at the parosea (phonetic) was diminishing.  This does not mean that even at the end of his life, Paul had abandoned his belief in the imminence of Christ's return. 

(Remember that Paul would not have you be uninformed either, but more importantly still, he would speak the same blessing over you that he spoke over his Thessalonian readers:  'May the God of peace himself sanctify you entirely, and may your spirit and soul and body be kept sound and blameless at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.  The one who calls you is faithful.  He will do this.'( 
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>> I have what may be kind of an obtuse question.  I have seen the word (Gnosticism( in some of my readings.  What is it about, and was that the problem that Paul was writing against when he wrote Colossians? 

>> The study of Gnosticism has become somewhat of a sub-discipline within New Testament studies.  Much has been written and it is not easy to present a brief summary of the range of opinions presented in the literature, but once again, I'll play it safe and begin by cracking open my encyclopedia of early Christianity.  Seriously, though, I think if you listen carefully to the opening lines of the article, you will see an answer to at least part of your question.  

(Gnosticism.  Derived from the Greek term for knowledge, 'gnosis,' the term 'Gnosticism' covers a number of religious and quasi-philosophical movements that developed in the religious pluralism of the Hellenistic world and flourished from the 2nd to the 5th centuries A.D.(
(Developed in the Hellenistic world but flourished from the 2nd to the 5th centuries.(  We will have to come back to that.  But how can we characterize these movements?  Do they share common features?  Well, first and foremost, the knowledge that gives these groups their name is not a knowledge of the human and natural world which the intelligent person could attain through the use of reason.  This was a revealed knowledge given only to the privileged members of the group.  Humans in general, they thought, were trapped in ignorance, but the knowledge brought by the heavenly revealer liberated the soul of the Gnostic and enabled his soul to return to its home in the true divine world.

The Gnostic world view, then, tended to be very dark.  The world -- this world is a world of corruption and destruction, dominated by the power of a demonic God.  Many Gnostic groups provided their members with elaborate myths of how this world came to be through the falling away from the true divine world of lesser and usually malevolent deities.

(The attraction of Gnosticism,( writes Raymond Brown in (An Introduction To The New Testament,( (was that it offered answers to important questions.  Where did we come from?  Where should we go?  How do we get there?( 

To go into more detail in describing the answers various groups provided for these important questions really goes beyond what we need to do to answer your question.  Such an investigation belongs more properly to a discussion of the battles for the true faith fought by the 2nd, 3rd, and 4th century apologists.  For that reason, Gnosticism, as we know it from the period in which it flourished, can hardly be the problem Paul was confronting in Colossi. 

I should, however, point out that in the 2nd and early 3rd centuries, Christian writers like Clement and Origin (phonetic) could still use the term (Gnostic( in a nontechnical sense to refer to someone who possessed true knowledge.  In that sense, they could claim to be Christian Gnostics.  Indeed, they would argue that Christians are the only true Gnostics.

We have no outside information -- that is, information from beyond the text of Colossians -- concerning the false teaching that was troubling the Colossian church.  The only information we have about this false teaching is indirect.  It is based on the arguments Paul uses to oppose this false teaching.  Let me try to give a very brief summary of what this false teaching may have looked like, at least in its general outlines. 

Paul clearly mentions that these false teachers were promoting the worship of angels.  They also seem to have emphasized a very strict obedience to certain parts of the law, so strict that it was enslaving those who had already been set free by the gospel of Christ.  These false teachers were proclaiming a wisdom that was false and deceptive, not the true wisdom that had already made the Colossians one with Christ.  

Paul also emphasizes in this letter the supremacy of Christ.  Apparently, this heresy taught that the angels controlled the regions between God and this world.  Anything that came down to us from God or ascended to God from our world had to pass through their dominions.  Even Christ himself was said to have submitted to their authority when he came down to earth.  These angels apparently proved that they had authority over Christ by having Christ put to death.  If Christians truly wanted access to God, they must learn how to win the favor of these powers, and they must live in careful obedience to the law, for these angels had delivered the law to earth and Christians must learn the secret wisdom that would enable them at death to pass unharmed through the regions controlled by these angels and reach heaven. 

Gundry provides this description of the Colossian heresy:  (The Colossian heresy then blends together Jewish legalism, Greek philosophic speculation, and Oriental mysticism.  Perhaps the location of Colossi on an important trade route linking east and west has contributed to the mixed character of the false teaching.  Most of its features will appear full blown in later Gnosticism and in the Greek and Oriental mystery religions, but the presence of Judaic features points to a syncretistic Judaism, lacking the redeemer motif of later anti-Judaistic Gnosticism.( 

So then this is not a fully developed Gnostic system, although some similarities with later Gnosticism are clearly present.  We do not see here the kind of Gnosticism that we do see later in the 2nd and 3rd centuries.  If this letter were combating a fully developed Gnostic heresy, it would hardly be possible to argue that Paul was the writer of the letter.  What we see here instead is the kind of false teaching that would later develop into Gnosticism and lead many Christians astray. 

Bruce describes Paul's response to this Colossian heresy in this way:  (Paul's reply to this human tradition, as Paul calls it in Chapter 2, Verse 8, is to set over against it the tradition of Christ.  Not merely the tradition which stems from the teaching of Christ, but the tradition which finds its embodiment in him. 

(Christ,( he says, (is the image of God, the one who incorporates the plentitude of the divine essence, so that the elemental spirits have no share in it at all.  And those who are members of Christ realize their plentitude in him.  They need not seek, for they cannot find, perfection anywhere else.  It is in Christ that the totality of wisdom and knowledge is concentrated and made available to his people, not to an elite-only, but to all, and he is the sole mediator between God and mankind. 

(Moreover, Christ is the head of his body, the church, not simply in the sense of ruler or origin, but in the sense that he is so vitally united with his people that the life which they now live is derived from the life which he lives as first born from the dead. 

(How foolish it was to pay tribute to the angelic powers through which the law was given, as though they controlled the way from God to man and from man back to God.  That way was now controlled by Christ, who had subjugated these powers and reduced them to the status of weak and beggarly elemental spirits.( 
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>> If Paul wrote the letter to the Ephesians, why does it sound so different from Galatians and Romans?  What problem was he trying to address in this letter? 

>> Paul, let's pause briefly and take a look at your (if Paul wrote( before we move on to the question of purpose. 

Beginning in the 19th century, objections have been raised to the Pauline authorship of this letter.  Objections include arguments based on:  One, linguistic and stylistic arguments, the presence of so many words that occur nowhere else in the New Testament or nowhere else in the generally accepted letters of Paul, and also a writing style noticeably different from what we usually expect from Paul.  Two, literary arguments.  Especially the large number of words that seem to be borrowed from Colossians but used in this letter with a slightly different sense.  Or three, historical arguments that the Jewish/Gentile controversy, for instance, seems already settled and the supposed parallels with Gnosticism that some have found in Ephesians.  And, four, doctrinal arguments.  Differences from Paul's teaching in other letters in the areas of ecclesiology, Christology, and social relationships.

Now, since your question especially concerns the first of these, let's look briefly at the others and see what can be said in support of Pauline authorship. 

In regard to the literary arguments, the relationship between Colossians and Ephesians can also be used to argue just the opposite, to argue for Pauline authorship.  If we imagine the same author writing two letters close together in time in which he continues to develop the same themes but in which he is writing to two distinct audiences, audiences who do not share the same situation, if all that is true, then we should expect the kind of similarities and differences that we find when we compare Colossians and Ephesians. 

With regard to the historical question, the history of Jewish/Gentile relations may not be as easy to trace as these opponents of Pauline authorship suggest.  It also seems necessary to allow for the possibility that the state of this relationship differed from place to place.  Guthrie points out that the situation in Ephesus, in fact, seems quite similar to that in Rome, and in that letter, too, Paul sets out the unification of Jew and Gentile in Christ. 

With regard to the doctrinal issues, a careful and unprejudiced examination of these purported doctrinal differences shows that there is nothing in this letter that is incompatible with Paul elsewhere.  That he should here have different emphasizes or here express certain doctrines in greater detail or development than in his other letters hardly seems beyond the rights and privileges of an author. 

In addition to all of these, we must add the external attestation to Pauline authorship, an attestation which Nynum (phonetic) referred to as (unassailable.(
Finally, Franzman's conclusion also sounds a welcomed note of balanced thinking:  (To sum up, all the arguments which have any validity at all point up the fact that the letter to the Ephesians occupies a unique place among the Pauline letters.  They cannot be said to prove that the letter to the Ephesians does not belong among the Pauline letters.( 

One other point should be made here, a point I find especially interesting.  F.F. Bruce notes that if Paul did not write this letter, then it had to have been written by someone who could think Paul's thoughts after him.  (It is strange,( Bruce adds, (that a writer with the same ability as Paul and with the same deep theological insight has disappeared without a trace from Christian history.( 

Now back to your question about the letter sounding so different.  Readers have reacted in a variety of ways to the style of this letter.  Some describe it as an artificial eloquence, or as reverberating and liturgical, not at all like the direct rapid Pauline give-and-take.  Others, however, see the style of Ephesians as elevated and sublime.  

The reason the letter sounds so different is probably the unusually large number of hopox legamana that we've already mentioned, those words that appear nowhere else in the New Testament or at least not in the other letters of Paul.  And yet here, Alford (phonetic) makes the good point that it is not to be wondered at where the subject is unique and treated in a method and style unusually sublime that the hopox legamana should be in this epistle more in number than common, as well as the ideas and images peculiar to it. 

Now, that brings us to the final part of your question, the subject matter or the problem or question that Paul is addressing here.  Well, this letter provides little background information concerning an occasion in Ephesus which might have prompted Paul to write this letter.  Paul seems to have had no particular problem, theological or otherwise, in mind when he wrote this letter.  Guthrie suggests that in the case of this letter, we look to the situation of the writer, rather than to the situation of the readers, to find our occasion.  

Now, Franzman does just that when he writes, (Paul, therefore, did two things in this letter.  He asked for the intercession of the churches, thus removing them from the role of lamenting spectators and making them active participants in his great ambassadorial task.  And secondly, he held up before them the greatness of that task, the greatness of the church, which the mighty divine word proclaimed by him had created and was sustaining. 

(The letter to the Ephesians gives a very positive statement of Paul's theology, particularly concerning the relationship between Christ and the church.  As the introduction to my study bible says, 'In powerful poetic language, Ephesians celebrates the life of the church, a unique community established by God through the work of Christ who is its head and also head of the whole creation.'(
Bruce suggests that we regard this book as a general letter to Gentile Christians who needed to be shown what was involved in their recent commitment to the way of Christ.  He adds, (If in Colossians the cosmic role of Christ has been unfolded, Ephesians considers the implications for the church of this cosmic role, the implications for the church as the body of Christ.  What is the church's relation to Christ's cosmic role, to the principalities and powers to God's eternal purpose?( 

(Finally,( Bruce adds, (if you want to know what the wisdom hidden in mystery is, the wisdom spoken of by Paul in I Corinthians 2,( Bruce says, (you should turn your attention to the letter to the Ephesians.(   
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>> Thank you.  Now I have a follow-up question.  Why do some scholars think that this letter was not originally written to the church in Ephesus? 

>> The Dictionary of Paul and His Letters begins its discussion of the destination of this letter with the comment, (In 1855, Charles Ellicott wrote:  'That the epistle was addressed to the Christians of the important city of Ephesus seems scarcely open to serious doubt.'  Precisely the opposite sentiment is shared by the majority of scholars today.(
The problem in this case is at least initially a problem in the manuscript tradition.  In three important manuscripts of Ephesians, Codices Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, both from the 4th century, and P46, a papyrus dated to around the year 200 -- in all three of these manuscripts the words (en Ephesoi( -- (in Ephesus( -- are not present in Verse 1.  Now, if you consult the Nestle Alum (phonetic) 27th edition, you will see that the editors have placed these two words in the text but have enclosed them in single brackets.  This indicates that textual critics are not completely convinced of the authenticity of the word but the reading in the text -- that is, the inclusion of the words (in Ephesus( here -- indicates the preferences of the editorial committee.

Several explanations for this strange situation in the manuscript tradition have been proposed.  Some suggest that the text in Sinaiticus and Vaticanus should be regarded as original and read as it stands.  But this is awkward in Greek and very unusual for Paul, for it leaves the expression, the participle, (to those( without the expected place name behind it.  Others suggest that the meaning must be simply (to the saints and faithful ones in Christ,( and propose various emendations to make the Greek here read more smoothly. 

Bruce suggests that the letter, intended to be a circular letter, had a blank space where the appropriate place name was to be inserted by Tychicus as he delivered each copy to its various destination.  Other theories propose alternative destinations, like Hierapolis or Laodicea, and then offer explanations as to the disappearance of the original destination name and its replacement later with (Ephesus.( 

Well, personally I would have to agree with Arnold in the dictionary article I mentioned above when he states, (We are left with no satisfactory explanation of the original text of Ephesians 1, Verse 1, if we assume the reliability of P46, Sinaiticus and Vaticanus on this reading.( 

This is one point where it may be best to part company with these manuscripts and affirm the accuracy of the widely attested alternative tradition.  That is, to regard (in Ephesus( as the original reading. 

After citing the widespread support for this reading elsewhere in the manuscript tradition and also in the fathers, Arnold proposes the following explanation for the situation we find:  (At a very early date, churches in a different location -- perhaps Egypt -- universalized the prescript in copies that were made for their own catechetical or liturgical purposes.  The contents of Ephesians, as also the book of Romans, were especially well suited to a broad readership.  For the same reason, several witnesses omit 'in Rome' in the prescript to the book of Romans in Chapter 1, Verse 7.(
Well, the whole discussion begins to pale a little in significance when we remember that Paul sometimes asked churches to share their letters anyway.  Although there is no such request included in Ephesians, there is in the closely-related letter to the Colossians.  Furthermore, it is very likely that a city like Ephesus, with an estimated population of at least a quarter million in Paul's day, and a city that had enjoyed a lengthy visitation from Paul, was home to several congregations, especially if we include the outlying villages. 

The textual question is, of course, important and warrants careful examination of the evidence.  That evidence, however, seems unable to support many of the conjectures that have been built upon it.  
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>> Professor Oschwald, Paul wrote Philippians from prison, and yet it's called an epistle of joy.  What was it that made Paul so joyful? 

>> You're right, David, that Philippians is one of the captivity letters.  The others are Colossians, Philemon, and Ephesians.

Our textbook readings will help you set these letters into their context in Paul's life.  Now, Franzman also provides there a brief review of Paul's time of captivity in Caesare'a and then in Rome.  Franzman makes a comment as he's introducing these letters that will point us in the right direction for answering your question.

We cannot help but think of imprisonment as something totally negative, perhaps even as a temptation to doubt God's loving care.  Certainly we cannot see it as a vindication of our ministry in his name. 

Franzman's comment, however, reminds us that we should not see this time for Paul in wholly negative terms.  Paul's imprisonment was, therefore, not an interruption of his apostolic ministry, but a fruitful exercise of that ministry.  Not least among the fruits that grew on that tree of adversity are the captivity letters in which we have Paul's fullest and profoundest proclamation of the all-embracing significant of Christ -- that's the letter to the Colossians -- and of the nature of the church, the letter to the Ephesians; a small, but impressive, record of how the gospel can transfigure even the dark and sordid aspects of human life, the letter to Philemon; and a letter whose dominant note of hopeful and expectant joy in the midst of suffering has kept the church, the hoping advent church, through the ages and that's the letter to the Philippians.

What made Paul so joyful?  Well, in Chapter 1, Paul lists three reasons.  First of all, he says, what has happened to him has actually helped in the spread of the gospel.  Paul did not see his imprisonment only as cutting him off from people.  This imprisonment also brought him into contact with people to whom he would never otherwise have had access.  The imperial guard, he writes, and everyone else around him had come to know that his imprisonment was (en Cristo,( and we cannot imagine Paul explaining the charges against him without turning it into an opportunity to give testimony to his Christ. 

But the good effects of his imprisonment did not stop there.  With Paul locked away, someone else would have to continue the work of proclaiming the gospel outside his prison walls.  Paul rejoices that brothers who may have been content to remain on the sidelines, while Paul was active and free, were now made bold by his confinement and were preaching as they never had before. 

Finally, Paul adds that he knows, especially given the prayers of the Philippians and the help of the spirit, that this experience will turn out for his deliverance.  Ace so tay reon (phonetic), he writes. 

Now, to fully appreciate Paul's confidence here, we must recall what happened to Paul when he first went to Philippi.  In Acts 16, we read the account of Paul's arrival, of Lydia's baptism, and of the exorcism by Paul of the spirit in the slave girl.  This last event aroused the wrath of the girl's owners and led to Paul's beating and then imprisonment, all in violation of his legal rights.  So there is a connection already between Paul, the Philippians, and prisons.  

Recall, though, the final outcome of this situation:  Paul's miraculous deliverance and still more baptisms that followed.  No wonder Paul could write to the Philippians with such joy and hope and confidence.  He had already known firsthand the deliverance of the Lord, and the Philippians had been his witnesses. 

There is more to this letter, of course, than rejoicing.  Paul's relationship with these brothers and sisters in Christ was still subject to all the trials and temptations that are part of this world.  There was still the real potential for hurt feelings or misunderstandings, and yet Paul's relationship with this congregation seems to have brought him more joy than his relationship with any other. 

And, I might add, this congregation should also hold a special place in the hearts of all of us of European descent, for it was the first church planted on European soil.  It, therefore, marks that first step in the evangelization of Europe, an evangelization that included many of our ancestors. 

Finally, it is important to add that our focus on Paul's joy should in no way suggest that his sufferings were somehow neither real nor serious.  There can be no Docetism here either.  To one who cherished liberty, any imprisonment must have already been a cruel punishment in itself.  Add to that Paul's (can't sit still( impatience to see the gospel proclaimed to every nation and you can begin to understand what this imprisonment must have meant for Paul.  And we haven't even mentioned the physical cruelty which Paul probably suffered in connection with his imprisonment.  

And yet -- well, let's give Franzman the last word today -- (an imprisoned apostle writes to a persecuted church and the keynote of his letter is, 'I rejoice.  Do you rejoice?'  Where, under the sun, is anything like this possible except where faith is, where the Holy Spirit breathes his wholesome and creative breath?(   
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>> Why was a letter like Philemon included in the canon anyway?  In fact, what theories are there with regard to the collection of Paul's letters? 

>> Franzman notes in our textbook that of all of Paul's letters, only Philemon and II Timothy can really be regarded as personal letters.  That may seem strange to us modern readers that early generations of Christians would regard a very short, a very personal letter about a very specific situation, a letter like Philemon, as something of lasting value for the people of God.  A reading of Franzman's section on the significance of Philemon should be a good beginning to the response to your question, Joshua.  If you're still not satisfied, I feel quite certain that John Nordling's Concordia commentary on this letter will give you more than enough material to demonstrate the importance of this letter for the church today. 

But your question, Joshua, does not stop just with Philemon.  Now, 99% of the time when we use the term (the collection( in Pauline studies, we're referring to the relief collection, the actual collection of money that was delivered to the church in Jerusalem.  Your question, however, raises the issue of another Pauline collection, and it's a very good question.  How did the 13 letters of Paul that we have in our New Testaments come to be gathered together into this collection?  And when?  And why?  And by whom? 

Well, unfortunately we have precious little information preserved for us to help us answer these important questions.  The process of collecting the letters of Paul must have seemed very natural to the people who collected them.  It must have seemed self-explanatory.  Why would posterity request of them a detailed account of who and when and why?  These were, after all, the letters of Paul.  They were written for the church and for the church of every age.  What further explanation was needed?  Yet we hear suggestions that this collection might not be all that it seems, that some of these letters may have been pieced together from several different letters, that some of these letters may not even be genuine letters of Paul.  In order to deal with these issues, we need to be as well informed as possible about the theories we have concerning the collection of these letters, the creation of the Pauline corpus. 

Perhaps the easiest way to classify the various collection theories scholars have offered is to group them under the headings used by Carson, Moo and Morris in their (New Testament Introduction.(  Their headings are (Theories Of A Sudden Collection( and (Theories Of A Gradual Growth.(  Because they discuss the theories in that order, these three writers seem to slightly favor the view that the collection of Paul's letters took place slowly over a slightly longer period of time.  In many ways, this is a more natural way to look at the process.  No single person is responsible for the collection.  No crisis or no special need prompted a sudden collection of Paul's letters. 

Evidence that is often given in support of this kind of gradual growth of the collection of Paul's letters might include the following points:  When we look at the citations of Paul's letters by the apostolic fathers, we see a great diversity.  Since none of the fathers cite all 13 of these letters, the letters we now possess in our New Testament canon, some scholars have suggested that the complete collection of Paul's letters had not yet been assembled.  Moreover, the earlier lists of Paul's letters also show some differences.  Some, for instance, suggest that the pastoral epistles were added to the collection of general epistles at a later time, forming a kind of appendix.  

From what we've seen of the way the letters were carried and circulated, it would seem natural that letters were known and used, first of all, in the places of their original destination.  As they were gradually shared with other churches, the advantages of possessing all of Paul's letters became more and more apparent.  Even though they see the process as a gradual one, most conservative scholars would still suggest that the collection was complete by the end of the 1st century.  

The theories concerning a sudden collection of Paul's letters can be divided into two subcategories:  Theories of immediate value and theories of lapsed interest.  That's using terms suggested by Donald Guthrie.  We modern readers of Paul may simply assume that his letters would have had immediate value in the churches.  For that reason, let's look first at reasons given for a lapsed interest in Paul and his writings. 

Perhaps the best known among these theories is that of Goodspeed.  He suggests that interest in Paul's letters, along with Paul's influence in the church, declined dramatically after Paul's death.  Interest in Paul is revived only when Luke published Acts, which Goodspeed dated quite late, around the year A.D. 90.  Acts itself, as we've seen, does not refer to Paul's letters, and Goodspeed argues that it is only in books that come quite late that we see references to these letters.  After the year 90, we see -- again, according to Goodspeed's theory -- a great increase in the use of Paul by writers like Clement, Peter, Ignatius, Polycarp, the author of Hebrews, and the author of Revelation. 

Apparent dislocations and interpolations in the text of the letters that we possess are said to show that when the letters were collected, they were already in a fragmentary state.  Other evidence is found in Marcion's canon and the orthodox reaction to it, but perhaps the key arguments for Goodspeed's theory have to do with Ephesians.  Goodspeed denied that this letter was written by Paul, and suggested, instead, that it had been composed as an introductory summary to the entire collection.

Other scholars have expanded this connection with Ephesians or even with Ephesus and identified the original collector of Paul's letters.  We know from a letter of Ignatius that there was a bishop in the church at Ephesus named Onesimus.  These scholars would argue that this is the same Onesimus we know from the letter to Philemon.  The collection of Paul's letters took place at Ephesus, and this explains why Ephesians stands as the introduction to and summary of Paul's letters. 

The collection, according to this theory, was made by Onesimus, and this explains why the short and very unique letter of Philemon was included in the collection.  As you can see, this theory, though suffering from serious problems involving the dates and authenticity of New Testament books, does possess a certain kind of appeal, and yet it is little more than speculation and guesswork. 

The idea of an early personal collection, on the other hand, is one that Guthrie also finds very appealing.  He asks:  (But might it not be more probable that the collector was one of Paul's personal associates who conceived the usefulness of such a collection very soon after Paul's death?(  Guthrie makes the tentative suggestion that this associate was Timothy.  Instead of listing for you all of the evidence that Guthrie uses to support his own theory, I will simply give you his reconstruction out of the collection of Paul's letters. 

Timothy, Guthrie notes, was generally regarded as Paul's successor in maintaining the relationships that united the Pauline churches.  Yet we know from the letters themselves that Timothy, like Paul before him, found it difficult to exercise his authority in these churches.  Paul had often helped Timothy with the problem.  In I Corinthians 16, Paul urges the Corinthian Christians to treat Timothy with the same respect that they would show Paul.  In II Timothy, Paul urges Timothy to be strong in grace and he instructs Timothy to (entrust what you have heard from me to faithful people who can teach it to others.( 

Upon hearing of the death of Paul, who had been his teacher, pastor, mentor, friend, Timothy would naturally have wanted a clear and lasting record of Paul's teaching.  Not only would this help him maintain his own authority as being the successor to Paul, it would also help ensure that the true teaching of Paul continued to be taught in the church.  

Indeed, what were the books and, above all, the parchments that Paul had asked Timothy to gather and bring with him to Rome?  It seems quite possible that Paul had already begun a collection of his letters in his own lifetime, and that Timothy saw to it that this collection was made complete after Paul's death. 

Well, if a reconstruction like this is at all accurate, it seems better to see a gradual decline in Paul's influence in later years than an immediate lack of interest in him after his death. 

Paul had a great influence upon the churches he helped to establish, and in many cases was deeply loved by the people he served.  Surely the generation that knew Paul would be more likely than any other to insist that his letters were preserved for all those who, in every place, call on the name of our Lord Jesus Christ.

A personal collection would help explain why letters were added to the collection that might embarrass certain churches.  For example, Galatians or II Corinthians.  Timothy and his close coworkers were in touch with all the churches to which Paul had written.  They even had a hand in the writing and delivering of them.  They also would have known the more personal pastoral epistles, and made sure they were made available to future generations of Christian pastors and teachers.  Though still based largely on speculation, a reconstruction something like Guthrie's has a lot to recommend it.  
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>> Here's a short question.  When would Paul have written the pastoral epistles?

>> A simple answer to your question, David, is provided by George Knight, as he concludes his discussion of the date of the pastoral epistles in his commentary.  He suggests that these letters would have been written sometime between Paul's release from his first Roman imprisonment -- possibly as early as the year 61 or even as late as the year 63 -- sometime between that release and the writing of II Timothy, which could be as early as 64 or perhaps as late as the year 67.  So that we could say the pastoral epistles would have been written sometime in the mid to late 60s.  And I think you'll find this matches pretty well with the opinion of Franzman in our textbook and the conclusions of F.F. Bruce in his study of Paul's life and career. 

But there is a longer, more complicated, response that we could give, and that involves the objection of many critical scholars to Pauline authorship of these letters at all, and they base their argument on the contents of these letters.  The letters, it is argued, display a situation in the church that can only date to a time after Paul's life.  These letters show a level of organization and a precision in the definition of the pastoral office that the -- that cannot possibly come from Paul's own time. 

And how is this proven?  Well, now that the pastoral letters have been excluded from Paul's corpus, it can easily be maintained that nowhere in Paul's writings does he speak of such a level of organization in the church.

Well, I hope you're beginning to see some of the weaknesses of this argument.  In questions like this, I think it is best to settle first the question of authorship.  Franzman's discussion covers the basic points of the debate, but let me add in support some additional material from Knight's commentary on the pastoral epistles. 

His section (Church Leaders,( from his introduction, makes several very interesting points.  The following is, I think, one of the most important.  He writes:  (The heart of the problem here is the widely accepted idea that Paul, and the New Testament as a whole, is unconcerned about recognized church leaders and that in the New Testament period, spiritual gifts, not leadership, are the norm.(  

Various writers characterize the New Testament age in this way and also indicate that recognized leaders only came into existence later in the church, when the vibrancy of the charismatic gifts were waning.  But Ridderbos has shown that the contrast between the charismatic and institutional is, at bottom, just as false as that between charismatic and non-charismatic ministries in the church.  Pastors and teachers, helps and administrations, the charisma of governing, are in the first frank of the charismata that Christ gives to his church, as Paul writes in Ephesians and I Corinthians.  Thus, Paul in one of his earliest epistles can speak of a group of leaders who labor diligently among the Christians of Thessalonica and have charge over you in the Lord and give you instruction.

Thus, we see that from his earliest writings, Paul is concerned about a simple but definite form of order and authority in the church, and about those whom we may rightly designate spiritual leaders.  Paul expressed a concern of this sort to nearly every church he wrote to.

Well, we have seen that the chronology of Paul's final years is not easy to work out, but it is possible to suggest a date of writing that does fit well with everything we do know about Paul and about these letters.  More importantly, arguments against Pauline authorship fail to be convincing.  We can continue to enjoy the wholesome nourishment provided by these letters that Franzman calls Pauline barley bread, honest workman's food.  
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>> Thank you, Oschwald.  Please let me ask a somewhat different question.  What does Paul say about the office of pastor in these letters, and is this still valid today?

>> Well, this question could be best answered by a semester-long course, and as we have seen again and again, it is best to begin a study of what Paul says about something by doing a careful reading of the letters containing the material in focus.  We will make a few points here, mostly by way of encouraging you in the future to do that careful reading of Paul on your own, considering the original context of the letters to Timothy and Titus, and that really is the first point I would like to make.

Given all the controversy surrounding definitions of ministry, one might think that these letters were filled with very obscure theological arguments, but nothing could be further from the truth.  These are among the most straightforward and the most down-to-earth of Paul's writings.  When Peter said that some people find Paul's letters difficult to understand, he certainly wasn't thinking of the pastoral epistles.

In I Timothy 3, Verse 1, Paul writes the words that must surely be cherished by every generation of pastors as some of the most beautiful and encouraging words in all of scripture:  (The saying is sure.  Whoever aspires to the office of bishop desires a noble task.(
To be bishop, overseer, shepherd, pastor of a congregation of God's people is a noble task.  Paul proceeds directly to list the qualities to be found among those men who carry out this task.  These men, too, are to be noble, above reproach.  This is a great gift to be a pastor, a gift given to Timothy through the laying on of hands, the means still used by the church today to ordain her pastors.  It is a great gift, and Timothy is not to neglect it. 

There are simply too many passages in these three letters for me to quote.  As soon as I want to quote one, I see two more that should not be left out.  The only thing to be done is for you to read these letters again yourself, to see the instruction and encouragement that Paul here gives to pastors of every age.  Look carefully at I Timothy 3, 1 through 13, and at 4, 6 through 16.  I can't even do it this way.  Even the major sections of great value soon merge.  Once again, the only thing I can say is:  Please read these letters again from start to finish, as then tell me whether or not you agree with Franzman's assessment of their value.

Among the letters of Paul, there are none which connect Paul the writer so closely with Paul the worker who is portrayed in the book of Acts as do the pastoral letters.  This is Paul the worker consumed in the white heat of ministry.  The missionary, the organizer, and the discipliner at work.  Missionaries have always found these letters indispensable and have often understood them better than the armchair interpreters back home.  Consecrated pastors and teachers have found in them their own New Testament within the New Testament, and have lived of them and by them soberly and successfully in the daily round of their duties.  These letters hold before the church and the church's teachers an ideal of a ministry and a teaching which have on them the imprint of Godliness and sublimity, just because they are down to earth.  They work on the ground, where men are, where the son of God, the descendant of David walked and worked for the salvation of men.  Indeed, not the least of the services rendered to the church by the pastoral letters is the instilling of a healthy contempt for all brilliant and speculative theologies that fail to edify. 

The pastoral letters are Pauline barley bread, honest workman's food, rough and plain.  They do not have the great sustained flights of letters like those to the Romans or Ephesians or Colossians.  Neither do they have the transfixing impact of letters like that to the Galatians.  But if they usually walk, they never crawl, and the worker is bidden again and again to lift up his eyes and to walk by the light of the glory of God that shines from above.  These letters abound in clear and trenchant formulations of the truth that we live and work by, the sort that deserve and demand to be gotten by heart.  

Paul's Thanksgiving to Jesus Christ, who came into the world to save sinners and made Paul the copy book example in which all sinners might see spelled out the grace of God.  The proclamation of the grace of God which has burst upon all men like a sunrise for their deliverance and remains their trainer in sobriety, righteousness, and Godliness.  The sure saying which comforts all who endure and die with Christ, with the assurance that they shall live and reign with him.  The great words on the inspired usefulness of scripture.  It is hard to imagine the holy Christian church living without these words. 

As to the second part of your question, concerning the validity of the content of these letters, the simple answer is:  Yes.  These statements are based on principles of biblical theology, on the teaching of scripture concerning Christ, humanity, and salvation.  These are not formulated by Paul because of cultural concerns that have now become irrelevant to the church.  The long answer would require sitting down together and working through our hermeneutical approach to scripture, and you will do this as part of the Delto program, but one illustration from James Veltz's hermeneutics textbook may help illustrate the reasoning behind the short answer that I gave above. 

Dr. Veltz is talking about the way we apply different parts of scripture, and when he comes to his section on assertions about conduct, he says that there are two types of assertions in Paul, and they need to be handled differently, and we must be able to distinguish them properly.

He said some assertions characterize conduct as essentially a manifestation of the human condition.  That is, as an incarnation of it.  These are assertions that are based upon creation and/or the fall of man into sin, and because of that, they are unchangeable.  They are directly applicable to all times and all places. 

But other assertions have to do with symptoms of the human condition, as kinds of behavior that reveal or convey a message about man in a certain time and place.  And of course because they communicate, because they are a cultural expression, the meaning which these actions convey may change in time, according to time and place.  Now, here's the illustration that Dr. Veltz gives:  (It is the distinction between number one and number two which allow us to make the seemingly following -- seemingly contradictory judgment following:  A woman's hairstyle or head covering is culturally bound and therefore a negotiable point, while Paul's prohibition against women teaching and exercising authority in I Timothy 2 must be maintained.  The argumentation is based upon the message sent by women's heads being covered or uncovered in the letter to the Corinthians, but in I Timothy, the argument is based on part of creation, on the way people are created, and that's something that never changes over time.( 

What Paul said to Timothy is still true today:  Pistos ho logos.  The saying is sure.  
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>> Dr. Scaer, I know that Paul was a pastor, but doesn't Peter say that everyone is a minister, and that each of us has his or her own ministry?  I think I'm asking something about the priesthood of all believers. 

>> Yes, and that's a very hot topic, I suppose, in our church today, Nick.  What does it mean to be a minister or pastor, and what does it mean that each one of us is, in fact, a priest, in a certain sense?

Now, the notion of the idea of the priesthood of all believers comes, of course, from I Peter.  It also comes from the book of Revelation in which we are told that we have become a kingdom and priests to serve our God.

Now, first, let's lay out briefly the office of the ministry.  Our Lord himself instituted the office of the ministry.  We see this in Matthew 10, where he calls the apostles.  We see this also in Luke 10, where Jesus sends out the 72.  This office takes place at -- or takes shape in Matthew Chapter 16 when our Lord says to Peter, (You are Peter and upon this rock( -- that is, upon you and upon your faith -- (I will build my church.(  And yet it is Peter, the first of the apostles, who also lays for us this glorious vision -- before us this glorious vision of the priesthood of all believers. 

Now, what does it mean to be a priest, as Peter speaks of it?  It means -- in the Old Testament, of course, the priest was the one who offered the sacrifice.  It was the priests who sacrificed the lambs, who sacrificed the animals, the turtledoves, the pigeons, and all of that.  Well, what did priests do in the New Testament?  Today, all of us priests of the new kingdom are called to offer our lives as living sacrifices, even as our Lord offered his life as a sacrifice for the world.

To be a priest means we are to offer our life in prayer and in service to our God.  As priests, we are to do our Lord's will.  We are to, as our Lord says, pray without ceasing.  As priests, we do our Lord's will when we follow Paul.  In Chapter 12 of Romans we offer our bodies as living sacrifices, holy and acceptable to God.

We see this doctrine of vocation, I think, beautifully laid out in Romans Chapter 1.  There we see apostle or pastor and people working together, both called to service in the kingdom of God.  In Romans Chapter 1, Paul identifies himself in this way:  (Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, or a slave of Christ Jesus, called to be an apostle and set apart for the gospel of God.(  That is the duty of Paul and the duty of every pastor.  That is, to preach the gospel.  How beautiful are the feet of those who bring the good news.  He has been sent by God to these people with a purpose:  To preach Jesus Christ.  He has, in fact, been called.

At the same time, Paul recognizes that there is a bond between himself and the people.  That is to say, there should be no disjuncture, there should be no wall or barrier between a pastor and his people.  That is not how God would have it.  Paul recognizes that he is called by Christ Jesus, and he also recognizes that the members of the congregation in Rome are all -- have also been called.  So he says, (I, Paul, called to be an apostle, write to you who are called to belong to Christ Jesus.(
See, every one of us has been called as priests.  We were called most especially during our baptism, when God said to us, (You are my beloved son or daughter, in whom I am well pleased.(  Therefore, our life has purpose.  We are called to be his saints.

Now, what does it mean that we have been called to be his saints?  Does that mean that in order to be a true priest in the kingdom of God, that we have to run off to some far-away, exotic place, to some distant missionary field, or to some monastery?  No.  Jesus Christ calls us to be his servants, to serve where we are.  Woman are -- women are said in the New Testament to serve Jesus out of their own means.  The rich are called upon to use their money for the service of the kingdom of God.  I think also of all the tables of duties, the type of teaching found in the pastoral letters, where wives are called to submit to their husbands, where husbands are told to care for their wives, where the rich are told not to be arrogant nor to put their trust in wealth, where children are called to obey their parents.  All of us are told to love one another, not to repay evil with evil, and to keep our tongues from evil, and to suffer for doing good rather than doing evil. 

In other words, as priests we serve God, and our life, wherever we are, has meaning when we dedicate it to the Lord.  That means fathers loving their children.  That means mothers loving their children.  It means honoring our father and mother.  It means living sexually chaste and pure lives, not living together, avoiding divorce.  It means speaking well of our neighborhood instead of slandering him.  It means not being jealous or covetous.  It means loving.  That is, to fulfill the law.  

Thus, our lives as priests is not to be thought of simply as an exotic vocation.  It's not to be thought, I think, simply as a churchly vocation.  I know sometimes we get the impression that the truly good Christians are those in our congregations who serve on very many committees.  They're on the Sunday school committee, they're on the board of elders, they work in the church council, they're always there to help.  Well, of course we need those things in the church.  We need those good works.  But at the same time, even more, we need good works in our families and in our societies.  We need honest workers, workers who will put in a good day's labor.  We need good parents and children.  This is the stuff of ordinary life which our God calls us -- calls us to, and this is the place where our good works need to flourish.  Thus, the Christian life, being priests of God, does not mean that we all need to be pastors or take on some sort of churchly vocation, but it means that we should all serve God where he has called us. 

I think here, especially now, of the parable of the talents in Matthew Chapter 25, and I think you know the story well.  A master of the house is ready to go away for a long trip.  To one servant, he gives five talents.  To a second servant, he gives two talents.  And to a third servant, he gives but one.  And when he comes back after that trip, the one with five talents -- he meets the three servants again, calls them in, and says, (What have you done with the talents that I've given you?(  And here (talent( works well because (talent,( of course, is a unit of money in the Greco-Roman world, and of course we think of it as the gifts and abilities which God has given to us.

So the one with five talents, or measures of money, is called upon and he says, (What have you done with these five talents?(  And he says, (Sir, master, I now have ten.(  To which the master says, (Good and faithful servant, you have received -- you will receive your good reward.(
Likewise, to the one who has two talents, he comes, and the man who has two has doubled those talents.  He has worked hard with them and he comes and he shows that he now has four talents.  And he is, too, commended.

Finally, there is one servant who was given the one talent, and when he -- when the -- when the master comes back and addresses him, the servant says, (But I have -- I still have but only one talent, for I took that talent and I buried it in the ground.(  And our Lord's words, or the master's words to that one servant are quite sobering and should give us pause.  He says to him, (You wicked and lazy servant.  You should have at least put that money in the bank in order to have earned interest.(  And to which he -- as, I think, a challenge for all of us, he says, (To whom much is given, much is expected.(
This is a warning to all of us as priests in the kingdom of God as his servants that we bear a certain responsibility in this Christian life.  As pastors, it means that we serve as good stewards of all that he has given us, stewards of our time and of our money, and I think also as Lutherans, as stewards of the doctrine, the pure gospel, which we have to preach.

But again, it leads us to another point.  Namely, that Christ spends so much of his time teaching us, warning us to be ready for the second coming.  In this regard, I think not only of the parable of the talents, but also the parable of the wedding banquet, the parable of the tenants, and the parable of the ten virgins.  So it is to be priests on this earth, we should not think of simply a -- what, an honorary title which gives us status, which encourages us to lord over others or encourages us to take the front seat in the church?  Instead, when we think of ourselves as being -- all being priests of God, we should think, I think, primarily in terms of service; that wherever we are and whatever place God has put us, that we do the best that we can, that we work honestly, that we live our life in love, that we do good works to our -- for our neighbors.  And as pastors, likewise, we should not lord it over our people but recognize that our people have an important and spiritual task; that they have been given a great vocation and we should live in harmony with one another even as we see Paul and the people at Rome, both called by God, one to be pastor, the other to live their life -- their lives as saints.  
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>> Thank you.  While I'm at it, I want to know if any of Paul's expressions in these epistles should be considered cultural, or are all of his statements to be regarded as applicable for all time?  As you might guess, I have both the admonition for women to keep their heads covered and the women's silence in the church in mind.  One we appear to value as enduring and the other we seem to have relegated to being culturally specific.

>> I Corinthians, Nick, is very much a letter of a pastor to his people.  In it, he includes strong statements which he expects his people to follow.  He speaks sometimes the very word of the Lord.  At other times, he simply offers advice.  We can see this clearly in Chapter 7, where Paul gives advice concerning marriage.  He also commends a celibate life.  In this way, Paul thinks that people can better serve the Lord and be prepared for the second coming.  At the same time, he recognizes that marriage is better for some, so he does not set out or offer a general rule.

Examples of Pauline advice include Chapter 7, Verse 12, where Paul writes, for instance, (To the rest, I say this, not the Lord.(  Consider also Chapter 7, Verse 25, where Paul says, (Now concerning virgins, I have no command from the Lord,( but then goes on to give advice.

Now, more specifically to the relationship between men and women and the role of women in the church, we know that Paul highly valued women and often got -- gave them much greater honor than did the surrounding culture.  In much of the Greco-Roman world, in that culture women were considered second-class citizens.  Yet when Paul speaks of marriage in Chapter 7, he speaks of mutuality.  Thus, he writes, (The husband should fulfill his marital duty to his wife and likewise, the wife to her husband.  The wife's body does not belong to her alone, but to her husband.  But then in the same way, the husband's body does not belong to him alone, but it belongs to his wife.(  Thus, the husband and the wife are given by Paul similar rights and responsibilities.

Now to the question of head coverings.  It seems that some in the congregation were plagued, as I have said before, by a type of over-realized eschatology.  That is to say, they may have thought of themselves as now entirely spiritual beings, to have progressed beyond the limitations of gender.  Perhaps the members of the congregation misunderstood Paul's teaching that in Christ there is now no male or female.  Here I think of Galatians Chapter 3, Verse 28.  Yet when Paul spoke in this way, he was speaking about the order of salvation.  That is to say, salvation is open to all of us, whether we are men or women, slave or free.  It does not matter.  At the same time, the redemption of Christ does not abolish creation, but it renews it.  Thus, Christ came to restore the proper relationship between Adam and Eve.

Now, evidently some of the women in the church at Corinth were worshipping with their heads uncovered.  At that time, in that culture, for a woman not to cover her head in public was a sign, a social sign, of disrespect to her husband.  It was also a sign of promiscuity.  And so Peter -- Paul refers back to the order of creation, the fact that woman was made for man and woman was the glory of man.  The act of walking around with head uncovered is not sinful in and of itself at all.  What seems to have bothered Paul was the fact that certain women in the congregation were acting as if now that the -- as if, now that they were Christians, they no longer needed to offer the proper respect that a wife owes to her husband.  So it was more a problem of attitude.

We might also add that Paul was concerned as a pastor for the unity of the congregation and for the church, and was wrong to act in such a provocative way that it causes divisions within the church.  Thus, having explained how a man is the head of the woman, he says, (If anyone is contentious about this, we have no other practice nor do the churches of God.(  Thus, he's concerned, again, with the unity.

Now, in western culture, the practice of head covering has, for the most part, been long forgotten.  I suppose that we do have other customs which differentiate a man from a woman.  For instance, in marriage, typically the woman takes the name -- last name of the man.  This is a small act of honor.  But again, what matters here is not head covering or the taking of a last name, but what matters is that husbands love their wives as Christ loved the church, and that wives recognize the God-given headship of the husband.

Now let us turn to the matter of woman's silence in the church.  Paul here is not referring to absolute silence, for Paul assumes -- for instance, in Chapter 11, Verse 5 -- that women will both pray and prophesy in the church.  That is to say, she will actively participate in the church's liturgy and indeed often has spiritual insight to share with the congregation.  I know from my own experience how valuable the women -- how valuable women are in the church for settling disputes, for seeing to the heart of the problem.  In the New Testament, I also think of Anna, the prophetess, as well as Priscilla, who helped to instruct Apollus in the faith.

What is forbidden by Paul is not simply speaking in the church, but speaking in authoritative fashion.  The Greek word here is (lulaho (phonetic),( which comes to mean in the New Testament actually preaching.  So, yes, Paul at times can offer advice, and at times, we too in the church do as pastors.  But he's basing his advice here on a grounded principle, that of the order of creation.  
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>> The Corinthian congregation seems so full of trouble and bickering.  What was the cause of the problems in Corinth, and what lessons are there here for our local contemporary ministry? 

>> The Corinthian church, David, is the classic example of a divided congregation.  Paul had been pastor there for a year and a half, but after he left, divisions arose within the church, and what results is a big mess.

Canonically, when you look at the New Testament, I Corinthians, I believe, is the antithesis of Paul's letter to the Ephesians.  When you read Paul's letter to the Ephesians, you see the picture of a perfect church.  You see the bride of Christ, lovely, dressed in white, without blemish.  When you read I -- when you read Ephesians, you see the church as God the father sees it when looking through the lens of Christ.  You see it as Christ the groom looks at his holy and beautiful bride.  When you read I Corinthians, however, you see a church that is battered by false doctrine and is divided by personality.

Now, I think these two letters are instructive because as pastors, we have to learn that the vision of the church found in I Corinthians and that found in Ephesians are -- the visions are both true.  When you look at the church through the eyes of God, through Christ-colored glasses, you will see perfection.  You will see all that is good.

I can't help but think of the final sermon I gave when I was a pastor at Arcadia, and I looked at that church in all of its beauty and I remembered all of the good times that we had.  I remembered the faithfulness of the people.  I saw them as the bride of Christ.

But there is another reality.  That is, the earthly reality of the church, the church that we see with our earthly or human eyes.  At once the church is pretty, and again the church is petty.  That is to say, the church is full of sinners.  And one of the things I think you'll find, if you haven't found already, when you make your evangelism calls or you make your calls to those who have not been in church for a while, they'll often say, (But that church is so full of bickering.  That church is so full of nastiness, so full of sin.(  To which, of course, you can't deny it.  The church is full of sin because it's full of sinners like you and like me.  And so to such people, we have to say, simply, (Join the crown.  Join the rest of us sinners.(
Now, what was the problem at Corinth?  What caused all the bickering, all of the debating?  Now, part of the problem seems to be that of personal allegiance.  Some were saying, (I am of Paul( or (I am of Apollus,( (I am of Cephas( or (Peter,( (I am of Christ.(  Paul asks rhetorically:  (Is Christ divided?(  The obvious answer is no. 

Now, if this all -- if this was simply the problem of personality over which pastor is better, then that would be good enough reason for reading I Corinthians, because it is a fact that in every congregation, there will be a certain division.  That is to say, there will -- when you become a pastor of a congregation, there will be some who have allegiance to a pastor who came before you, or who will compare you to the pastor down the street.  And of course such thinking is not helpful or constructive.  Each of us as pastors has our own gifts, some in terms of leadership, some in terms of vision, some in terms of being good speakers, good preachers, good teachers, others in terms of personality.  None of this ultimately matters.  What matters most, as Paul says in I Corinthians Chapter 4, is that we be good stewards.  That is to say, that we be faithful with the mysteries Christ has given us, that we be faithful in the preaching of the gospel and in administering the sacraments.

Now, I Corinthians is -- might be a good letter to use as a type of practicum in theology, how to be a good pastor and how to deal with problems in the church.  In a sense, it's almost comforting.  Sometimes we think of the early church as being a pristine or wonderful time, a time when the church is growing by leaps and bounds, a time in which the apostles are present and the pure preaching of the gospel is everywhere. 

When we look at Corinth, though, we see a church divided by all sorts of issues.  Certainly by personality problems.  We see there's division over women's place in the church.  There's a fighting over the appropriateness of speaking in tongues.  There are divisions.  There's gross sexual immorality.  And there are questions of closed communion.  In short, the church of yesterday, the church of Corinth, is much like the church of today.

Well, let's talk a little bit about Corinth and what makes it, I think, so appealing.  You may know when you go to the library at the seminary that there are more commentaries coming out on I Corinthians than I think just about on any other Pauline epistle.  And I think that's because Corinth seems to so well represent the church today, the church in America. 

Well, what was Corinth like at the time that Paul was writing?  Well, in the 50s -- 50s A.D. -- it was on its way to becoming the largest and most prosperous city in all of Greek.  It was a manufacturing center, as well as a commercial center.  It had been destroyed by Rome in the year 146 B.C., and then rebuilt by Julius Caesar before his death in 44 B.C.  As such, though it was a Greek city, a city in Greece, it was a largely Roman city.  It was a new city in which places of honor were open.  It was a city in which -- it was the first Greek city to have Roman gladiatorial contests, and it was a city very much which was populated by a people and a culture of honor and shame.  It was a new city.  

Let me unpack that for you for a little bit.  

Perhaps some of you will be called to older congregations.  That is to say, well-established congregations.  And in those congregations, there is -- you'll soon find out -- probably a certain pecking order.  There are old families who tend to dominate.  They are leaders who are -- who may be not even -- who maybe do not even hold an office in the church and yet at the same time they're acknowledged as being longtime members and having voices of wisdom.  There's a certain settledness to that type of a congregation.

At the same time, in newer congregations, the dynamic is different, just like in newer cities the dynamic is different.  There's a jockeying for honor and position.  It's unsettled.  There's a type of status inconsistency.  And I think that is the type of church and the type of town that Corinth was.

Corinth, you see, was a trading center.  It was a center for tourism.  It was also a port city.  In fact, Corinth had two ports, one port facing Europe and the other port facing Asia. 

Now, what was the problem at Corinth, more specifically?  Why did Paul write this letter?  Well, there are at least two surface reasons.  One is a report from Chloe's people -- Chloe being a companion, a friend of Paul -- that there were factions in the church at Corinth.  And the other first -- the other reason is that the Corinthians had seemed to have asked Paul certain questions.  Questions about marriage.  What does it mean to be married?  What do I do if I'm married to a pagan?  Should I get -- even get married now, now that I know that Christ is coming, or should I devote my life entirely to Christ? 

There were questions about what to do about food offered to idols.  In those days, the -- the priests, the pagan priests, were the de facto butchers of the day.  That is to say, the meat market was also closely aligned with the temples of the gods and goddesses.  There were also questions about spiritual gifts, in Chapter 12, and finally, questions about the collection.  That is to say, the gathering of money for the people in Jerusalem.

Other problems, indeed, seem very, very modern.  There was -- Corinth was an over-litigious city.  That is to say, people were filing lawsuits against one another, often frivolously.  Sounds much like today.  There was abuse of the Lord's supper.  The rich were lording it over the poor.  There was an abuse of spiritual gifts.  And there were theological questions concerning the resurrection.

So what was the problem at Corinth?  Well, there are two basic answers in the history of scholarship.  The first problem simply is a social problem.  That is to say, there was a jockeying for honor.  It seems that the people of Corinth were too imbued, were too fascinated by the ideals and ideas of society rather than by the teachings of our Lord Jesus Christ.  In an honor society, they were too concerned with jockeying for honor.  In a society in which noble birth meant -- meant greatness, they were concerned also about nobility.  They were concerned about becoming rich.  They were concerned about looking good in the eyes of the world.  That seems to be one of the problems at Corinth.  And when we look at the other problems, we think of, for instance, marriage or lawsuits.  Both of the -- or we look at the problems of the Lord's supper, of the rich and poor.  All of these are societal problems which have crept into our church.  Thus, I Corinthians is an excellent letter to remind us that the values of the church can never be simply the values of society.

I, for one, though, think that there is another problem at Corinth, and that's a deeper theological problem.  And I -- at least I would conjecture -- and you can -- you can take this as you will.  I would conjecture that there might be a problem or a question over the person of Apollus.  Who was Apollus?  Well, we know from the letter that -- Paul's letter, that there were factions, some supposedly following Paul, some supposedly following Peter, some following Apollus, and some, Christ.

But Apollus, I think, is the main figure here.  We know Apollus from the book of Acts.  Acts Chapter 18.  From there, we find that he is a native of Alexandria.  We are told that he is an eloquent man, that he is well versed in scriptures.  We're also told that he was fervent in spirit, that he spoke accurately about the things of God, and he knew only the baptism of John.  Later, I think Luke, in his writing of Acts, offers a little bit of a humorous picture of Apollus.  He says that Apollus new accurately the things of God, but then adds that Aquila and Priscilla taught him even more accurately, in Chapter 18, Verse -- Verses 26.

Now, what was it about Apollus that possibly could have caused problems?  Well -- and was Apollus really the problem?  Well, we do know from Chapter 1, Verse 11, some said (I belong to Paul or to Apollus or to Cephas or Christ.(  When you go to Chapter 3, though, the list changes.  Chapter 3 -- in Chapter 3, Verse 4, Paul writes, (Some say I belong to Paul or I belong to Apollus.(  Thus, the figures of Peter and Christ have now been forgotten. 

And then in Chapter 3, Verse 6, he says, (I planted and Apollus watered, but we are both servants in the kingdom of God.(  Which is -- we can learn from that, of course, that there should be no animosity, no rivalry in the ministry.

But after having said that (I, Paul, planted and then Apollus watered the church,( he change -- Paul changes the analogy, and he goes from that of planting to that of building.  And he says, in Chapter 3, Verse 10, (I laid the foundation for this church,( and he calls himself a master builder or an architect.  But then he has this warning.  He says, (Beware of him who builds on it.  I planted, Apollus watered.  I laid the foundation.  Beware of those who build upon it.(
Now, what's going on here?  At least I think -- I think that Apollus may have come into the congregation knowingly or -- and having -- and knowingly or unknowingly might have taught some things to the congregation which started to lead them astray. 

What did Paul's watering or building upon the church consist of?  Well, for one, we know from the book of Acts that he was a highly polished speaker.  It's possible, I believe, then, that Apollus began to rely too much upon his rhetoric.  And I think that's a warning for all of us as preachers and as pastors.  We can be so concerned with our persona and how we speak that we forget that what really matters is what we speak.  The content.  It's also, I believe, a good thing to put before the eyes and ears of our people.  Oftentimes people will criticize a preacher for being perhaps a little bit too rhetorically dull or being a bit too staid, at the same time compared to -- or being -- compare us, maybe, perhaps, to a TV preacher or to some dynamic teacher or preacher.  And perhaps Apollus is an example of a dynamic teacher or preacher who, perhaps, is relying too much on that, and perhaps rhetoric has gotten in the way of the message. 

It also seems possible to me that Apollus has combined a little bit of Hellenistic Jewish wisdom speculation.  We know, for instance, that -- from the book of Acts, that Apollus was from Alexandria.  Alexandria was the home of much Hellenistic wisdom separation.  That is to say, long before the person of Christ, there was a tradition within Jewish scholarship of appropriating Hellenistic or philosophical thinking into the interpretation of the Old Testament.  Alexandria is most famously the home of Philo of Alexandria, who was a contemporary of Paul and Apollus.  Now, who was Philo?  Philo was very respected by the church fathers.  He was a link, I think, between the Old Testament and the New Testament.  He's especially known for his doctrine of the Logos.  That is, a middle platonic concept.  (The Logos( means reason.  It is the word or the reason behind the universe.

Philo also wrote commentaries on the book of Genesis.  According to Philo, when he reads the book of Genesis, he divides Chapters 1 and 2.  In Chapters 1, Philo talks about the creation of a heavenly man, a spiritual man, one created in the image of God.  And then he turns to Chapter 2 and talks about a different Adam, a man who was made from clay.  Thus, Philo distinguishes the idea of man in Chapter 1 from the historical man or the Adam of Chapter 2. 

Now, I wonder whether Philo did not imbibe some of -- or whether Apollus did not imbibe some of this teaching and bring it into his own Christian teaching.  That is to say, Philo divided earthly people from spiritual people, those who were simply made of the dust and those who were made of the spirit.  And indeed that seems to have been one of the debates in Corinth.  Some of the -- some of those in Corinth were lording it over others.  They were claiming, actually, to be spiritual, specially -- especially spiritual people, as opposed to the simple Christians.  They seemed also to have a type of over-realized eschatology.

What do I mean by that phrase, (over-realized eschatology(?  I mean to say there were some in Corinth who thought of themselves as so highly spiritual that those things physical and earthly were now behind them.  They thought of themselves as now being on a different spiritual plain than the average Christians.  You might find this kind of a division, by the way, in churches which even today practice the charismatic arts, if you will, in congregations in which the speaking of tongues becomes prominent.

One of the difficulties is not simply the speaking of tongues, but the fact that those who speak in tongues tend to elevate themselves over other common, ordinary Christians, so that often the reasoning will -- or the reasoning will go something like this:  (Yes, of course there are regular Christians.  You're fine.  I'm glad that you come to church.  I'm glad that you hear the word of God and that you believe.  That's good.  But actually, now, I have ascended to a new level.  I have become spiritual.(
And this -- these are categories which Paul himself deals with in I Corinthians.  And he says -- when we read it, it's really quite ironic.  Paul says, (I'm so glad( -- by the way, when you look at a letter like I Corinthians, you can often tell what its purpose is by looking at the introduction.  So, for instance, Paul says, (I am glad that you don't lack any spiritual gift as you await our savior.  I am glad that you are spiritual.(
Now, I think Paul here is being ironic, because he is not talking simply to people who are spiritual, but to people who are puffed up in their spirituality, and therefore, when Paul says -- Paul says later, (I wish I could speak to you as those who are spiritual,( he says in Chapter 3, Verse 1, after having called the members of the congregation spiritual, he says this:  (Brothers, I could not address you as spiritual but as worldly, mere infants in Christ.  I gave you milk, not solid food, for you were not ready for it.(
So what does Paul do to a people who had been, I think, puffed up with spirituality, those who thought of themselves as somehow on a higher level?  He pierces their bubble and says, (You're not as spiritual as you think.  You're not as wonderful.  In fact, you are still babes in Christ.(  So rather than being numaticoy (phonetic) -- that is, spiritual -- he calls them sarcocoy (phonetic).  That is, fleshly. 

Now, this -- this, I believe, theological problem is because, again, I think that they've combined some platonic or some Hellenistic or philosophical teaching.  They now see themselves as being above creation.  And I think this comes to a head in the final chapter, which is -- or in I Corinthians Chapter 15, the major and final issue which Paul deals with.

Here is Paul's glorious teaching on the resurrection.  Now, when we use I Corinthians Chapter 15 in our ministry, it's often at funerals.  It's a wonderful exposition of the fact that Christ is, indeed, raised -- if Christ is not raised, then our faith is in vain, but indeed he has been raised from the dead.  But there's another important teaching in I Corinthians, Chapter 15, and that is this:  During -- we are not -- we are not yet experiencing the resurrection.  That is to say, when you read, for instance, the gospel of John, John makes this point.  He says, (Even now we are living the life of the resurrection.  Even now, Christ is living in you.  Even now, you have eternal life.(
Now, that's a wonderful teaching.  It's a teaching of hope, and it's a teaching of reassurance that even now, we who have been baptized have a new life.  But what if Apollus -- remember in the book of Acts that Apollus was not yet familiar with the baptism of Christ.  What if Apollus or some other teacher misinterpreted that, and when he heard that with baptism we are now resurrected, what if he believed that in a more literal sense?  What if he believed that now truly we are perfect?  What if he believed now that truly we are fully spiritual in and of ourselves? 

What would happen, I believe, then is you would lose -- you would lose the idea of Paul in the book of Romans, who says, (I am at once a saint and a sinner.  The good that I would, I cannot do.  Even though I have been baptized, yet in so many ways I'm still ordinary, I'm still sinful, I still need the milk of God's word.  I'm not elevated yet.  I'm not yet resurrect -- living the resurrected life.(
What Paul finally does as antidote for all of this philosophical speculation, for all of this spiritual thinking, he takes our spirituality down a notch and he says, (I am determined to preach among you nothing but Christ and him crucified.(  He brings us back to the cross, because that's where we need to be.

Yes, one day we will be resurrected in glory.  One day we will be completely -- we will be spiritual bodies.  That is to say, we will be raised in our bodies, and at the same time we will be totally spiritual.  At the same time, now is not yet the -- the reality.  It is not yet a time that we are perfect.  Therefore, we should live in humility, as Christians.  We should not lord it over one another, which is not spiritual at all.  We should not think that we are in some ways above others.  I think that's Paul's message in Corinthians.  But, in fact, we should realize that we are now living in jars of clay, that we still are like the men of dust, we are not yet at the resurrection.  I think that's part of the message.

So I Corinthians, yes, there is division.  In some ways, the division is because society has crept in on Corinth, and so also we need to make sure that society and the thinking of society does not take over the teaching of Christ.  The second reason I think there's division at Corinth is because of false theology, an idea that the resurrection has already occurred, and Paul is bringing us back to the message of the cross.  
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>> Professor Scaer, I know that Paul wrote quite a few letters, and that Peter and John wrote some as well, but do we know for sure who wrote Hebrews? 

>> Joshua, I don't think I can give you a great answer.  When you look at any number of New Testament commentaries, you'll find that there's quite a bit of debate.  But that's not simply a modern phenomenon; it's actually an ancient one.

Now, for instance, when you look at the gospels, there are critical scholars who will doubt, for instance, that the apostle John wrote the fourth gospel, or that even Matthew wrote Matthew.  They'll say, in fact, that these were products of a second or third generation of authors and they simply were attributed by the church to those apostles.

Of course we would have a different view.  From very early on, it seemed that most of the New Testament documents had authors -- authorship attributed to them.  We know who wrote them.  Not so with the case of the letter or the writing to the Hebrews.

Many of the early church fathers, if there was a vote to be taken, I suppose, thought that Paul wrote this letter or this sermon, and certainly he probably was capable of it.  But it seems different than his other letters.  It's not written to a specific church.  The style seems different.  The entire -- the tenor of the book of Hebrews has led many to think that it was written by someone else.  And it should be noted, just as maybe an obvious point, that Paul's letters were signed by Paul.  That is to say, he identifies himself.  No one -- there's -- the speaker in the letter to the Hebrews does not identify himself, so it is an anonymous letter.  At least it is to us.

Now, other church fathers contended that perhaps it was Barnabas who wrote this work.  He was, after all, supposedly a learned man and a companion of Paul, and would seem to be capable.  Others, including Luther, have put forward the idea that it was Apollus who wrote this work.  Apollus is known to us from the book of Acts as one who was highly learned, one who persuaded the Jews to come to Christ, one who was educated in rhetoric, and one who was a companion with Paul in his ministry.  For reasons I won't get into now, I have doubts that it is Apollus either.

Now, what does it matter?  Well, in some ways it does matter because we do want to assert that this work is of apostolic authorship.  Though we don't know who wrote this letter, we do know that the early church knew who wrote this letter.  They accepted it early on into their canon.

The other thing to say is, although we don't -- we're not sure of its authorship, what's more important, really, is the content of the letter to the Hebrews.  And having called it a letter, I suppose at this point I should make -- I should say it's probably not really a letter at all.  In fact, if it falls into any type of genre, I look upon this as a sermon.

What kind of a sermon?  To me, it resembles most -- mostly a type of confirmation sermon.  I think you'll find in your ministry -- I know that I've found in mine -- that one of the most emotional sermons that you'll give is that given to your confirmands, because you'll spend a good deal of time -- probably a couple of years -- instructing young people in the way of the Lord.  You'll have them learn Luther's small catechism by heart.  You'll teach them about all the major fundamentals of the faith, after which they will pledge their allegiance to the Lord.  They will say before the congregation and before the Lord that they will never fall away, that they would rather die than fall away from the faith.

The sermon to the Hebrews is much like that.  It has that kind of tenor.  Because he's addressing people who have, indeed, come to Christ, whom Christ has found, who have dedicated their lives to the Lord, and yet he's worried for them.  I know that when I look out on my confirmands, I look at them and I pray that the Lord would keep them in his hands, because I know some will fall away.  I pray that they'll be faithful.  I pray that they'll not forget what they have learned.  And that's what the sermon to the Hebrews is essentially all about. 

It seems to be in the sermon written to those who are considering perhaps going back to Judaism.  In Chapter 2, Verse 1, he -- Paul -- Paul -- I say (Paul -- I fall into it -- the writer writes, (We must pay more careful attention, therefore, to what we have heard.(  It's like a preacher.  We must pay careful attention to what we have heard, so that we do not drift away.  And again, in Chapter 4, he offers the same type of advice or warning.  He worries, so that we do not fall short of the gospel.

Now, what was it about -- what was it that the people might be in danger of falling back into?  What was the preacher worried about?  It might be the fact that he was worried that those who had heard the gospel of Christ might fall back into Judaism apart from Christ, that they might go back to the temple, that they might go back to all the Jewish regulations and ceremonies, that they might go back to the Old Testament but not simply do that, but to go back to the Old Testament apart from Christ, to go back to Judaism. 

And what is the preacher's strategy?  Well, time and again he wants his people to know -- with great love, he wants his people to know that, indeed, Christ is not only the fulfillment of the Old Testament, he's greater than everything that has come before.  This comes out in the very first verse:  (In the past, in days of old, God spoke to his people of old by the prophets, but now in these last days, he has spoken to us by his son.(  And so he makes the claim that Christ is superior to the past.  Why go back to the old ways?  Why go back to what you knew?  Now that you have known Christ, how could you ever do that?

So we -- as we follow along the letter, we see first that the preacher says that Christ is superior even to the angels, for to what angel has God said, (You are my son?(  Christ is greater than Moses, even as the one who builds the house -- namely, God, God's son -- is greater than the one who lives in the house and is the steward.  Namely, Moses. 

He says that Christ is the true priest, according to the order of Melchizadek.  He's greater than the Levitical priesthood.  He's the true priest because unlike the other priests, he knows our troubles.  He's also the true temple.  He is the place where God surely lives.  There's no reason to go back to the Jerusalem temple.  Yes, you can, like Peter does after Jesus ascends into heaven.  Peter and John and the disciples go to the temple and pray.  But there's no reason any longer to offer sacrifices, the daily sacrifices of the lamb, because the true lamb has been slain.  As the writer to the Hebrews puts it, (Christ is the true sacrifice who has been sacrificed once and for all.  Whereas the Levitical priests would sacrifice regularly, now Christ has offered the final sacrifice.(
As the writer to the Hebrews beautifully explains, that the law -- that is, the Torah -- was but a shadow of the things to come.  Now we have the reality.

And then finally, the writer to the Hebrews -- I'll call him the preacher -- calls his catechumens to persevere until the end.  He gives them examples of faith.  It's a fine thing to do, I think, in a confirmation sermon.  Remind the young confirmand or the older confirmand of those who have remained faithful unto the end.  Remind them of fathers or grandfathers or relatives of those in the congregation have who persevered to the end.  Remind them of the saints of old who looked for the prize of Christ rather than were distracted by the things of this world.  Remind them of what is true and what is lasting, and to follow the examples of those who have gone before. 

And so in sum, I would say, again, I don't know who wrote the sermon to the Hebrews.  I have some ideas.  But I do know the content is wonderful, and we'd do well to heed it.  
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>> Dr. Oschwald, the last book of the New Testament is so strange and confusing that the church doesn't even seem to know what to make of it.  Why is it so different?

>> On the one hand, it's hard, if not impossible, to think of a better book to serve as the conclusion of the entire biblical proclamation.  A better book, that is, than the Revelation of St. John. 

The church needs to reclaim this book as her own.  She needs to wrestle this book away from all the bizarre theories concerning its meaning.  She needs to restore this book to its proper use, to rescue it from all the abuse it has suffered in the 2,000 years of the history of its interpretation.  And, yes, that includes reclaiming this book from Hollywood, from late-night television, and from fantasy literature. 

Yet which of us approaches this book without a sense of fear and dread, or at least a sense of unworthiness or unpreparedness to properly expound its meaning to a church that also needs to hear this book's message?

Luther himself found the book quite troubling.  In his preface to the book, written in the year 1522, Luther said, (My spirit cannot fit itself into this book.(  He seemed quite certain at the time that the book was not even apostolic.  His reason?  Because this book neither teaches Christ nor knows Christ.  (Besides,( he claims, (this author thinks too highly of himself.  He tells us that we will all be blessed if we do what this author has written.  But,( Luther said, (no one can figure out what he has written.  How, then, are we supposed to obey it?(
Well, some years later, Luther wrote a second preface to this book.  By that time, he had significantly modified his evaluation of the book and its value, but that's another question.

Your question, Paul, the one I'm supposed to be answering, really forces us to determine what kind of writing we are dealing with when we read Revelation.  That is to say, you're asking a question concerning the book's literary genre.  What kind of book is this? 

Well, we call this book the Revelation, or apocalypse, of John.  Now, the Greek word from which our English word (apocalypse( derives is, in fact, the first word of the book, (apocalipsis Yesu Christu,( (phonetic) the revelation of Jesus Christ.  Well, the definition of (apocalypse( as a literary genre that is most widely quoted and accepted today was constructed by John Collins for an issue of Saymayah (phonetic) Journal devoted to apocalyptic literature.  I'd like to read that definition for you.  (Apocalypse,( he writes, (is a genre of revelatory literature with a narrative framework in which a revelation is mediated by an other worldly being to a human recipient, disclosing a transcendent reality which is both temporal, in so far as it envisages eschatological salvation, and spatial, in so far as it involves another supernatural world.(
Although that definition is not perfect, it does remind us of the most important features of this genre, features that must be taken into account when we interpret apocalyptic literature.  
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>> Thank you.  That is helpful.  Do I have this correct:  The genre of Revelation is apocalypse?

>> Paul, the opening verses of Revelation can help us answer that question more completely.  Let me read for you from Revelation Chapter 1, Verses 1 through 6.

(The revelation of Jesus Christ which God gave him to show to his servants the things that must soon take place.  He made it known by sending his angel to his servant, John, who bore witness to the word of God and to the testimony of Jesus Christ, even to all that he saw.  Blessed is the one who reads aloud the words of this prophecy and blessed are those who hear and who keep what is written in it, for the time is near.  John, to the seven churches that are in Asia:  Grace to you and peace from him who is and who was and who is to come, and from the seven spirits who are before his throne and from Jesus Christ, the faithful witness, the first-born of the dead and the ruler of kings on earth.  To him who loves us and has freed us from our sins by his blood and made us a kingdom, priests to his God and father, to him be glory and dominion forever and ever, amen.(
Three words stand out from this passage that can help us answer your question.  Those three words are, first of all, (apocalypse( or (revelation,( (prophecy,( and (letter.(  In this book, then, we encounter not one, but three kinds of writing.  John weaves three genres together to produce the final book of our Bible.  Let's look at these three genres in a little more detail.

Our first genre is the one that also serves as the name for the whole writing, the (revelation( or (apocalypse( of John.  But we need to remember that Revelation is more than an apocalypse.  As Richard Bauckham reminds us in his (Theology of the Book of Revelation,( when we read this work, we are dealing with apocalypse and prophecy and letter.  Any interpretation must account for all three if it is to be an adequate explanation of the text.  Bauckham ties these three features of the work together very nicely for us.  In the first place, he writes, John's work is a prophetic apocalypse, in that it communicates a disclosure of a transcendent perspective on this world.  It is prophetic in the way it addresses a concrete historical situation, that of Christians in the Roman province of Asia towards the end of the 1st century, and brings to its readers a prophetic word of God, enabling them to discern the divine purpose in their situation and respond to their situation in a way appropriate to this purpose.  This contextual communication of the divine purpose is typical of the biblical prophetic tradition.  But John's work is also apocalyptic, because the way it enables its readers to see their situation with prophetic insight into God's purpose is by disclosing the content of a vision in which John is taken, as it were, out of this world in order to see it differently. 

Here, John's work belongs to the apocalyptic tradition of visionary disclosure in which a seer is taken in vision to God's throne room in heaven to learn the secrets of the divine purpose.  John, and thereby his readers with him, is taken up into heaven in order to see the world from the heavenly perspective.  He is given a glimpse behind the scenes of history so that he can see what is really going on in the events of his time and place.  He is also transported in vision into the final future of the world, so that he can see the present from the perspective of what its final outcome must be in God's ultimate purpose for human history.

The effect of John's visions, one might say, is to expand his readers' world both spatially into heaven and temporally into the eschatological future.  Or to put it another way, to open their world to divine transcendence.  The bounds which Roman power and ideology set to the reader's world are broken open, and that world is seen as open to the greater purpose of its transcendent creator and Lord.  It is not that the here and now are left behind in an escape into heaven or the eschatological future, but that the here and now look quite different when they are opened to transcendence.

An analogy I like to use comes from the world of DVDs.  Now, when you watch your favorite movie on DVD, you usually have not only the option of watching the movie as it was originally scripted for the characters, for the actors, but you can also watch the same movie while listening to the director's commentary.  In a sense, Revelation is providing us with a director's commentary on human history in this time of the church of Jesus Christ.

John's account of his vision and all of its details served this purpose of transforming the way John's original readers and hearers viewed their world.  Neither the Roman empire nor the fates nor the spiritual principalities and powers of this world were in control.  That is what the message of the apocalypse is:  To understand the day-to-day world in which you live, you must view it from this heavenly and eschatological perspective. 

The strangeness of this book, then, Paul, comes largely from the purpose of the author and from the very unique combination of genres that John uses to accomplish his purpose.  Revelation is not the only apocalypse in the Bible, but it stands out from other biblical and non-biblical apocalypses by the richness and perfusion of its imagery, the imagery of this one single sustained vision that stretches from beginning to end.  This revelation that was given to John by the faithful witness, the one who loves us and has freed us from our sins by his blood and made us a kingdom, priests to his God and father, the one to whom we, along with John, give glory forever and ever.  
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>> With so many wrong interpretations of Revelation out there, how can I teach my people a proper approach to this book?

>> Your question, Joshua, really takes us beyond the purposes of our course on New Testament introduction and leads us into the realm of hermeneutics.

I've already shared with you one thought from Luther's 1522 preface to this book.  Let me give you a little more of that preface here.  Luther wrote, (About this book of the revelation of John, I leave everyone free to hold his own opinions.  I would not have anyone bound to my opinion or judgment.  I say what I feel.  I miss more than one thing in this book, and it makes me consider it to be neither apostolic nor prophetic.  Let everyone think of it as his own spirit leads him.  My spirit cannot accommodate itself to this book.  Therefore, I stick to the books which present Christ to me clearly and purely.(
As I mentioned before, Luther's spirit seemed to come to a little more peace with this book later in his career, but the principle he gives us in that last sentence still holds good for today, and that's the first thing that should be said in response to your question.  Any reader of scripture must begin with those passages which present Christ to him clearly and purely.  Solidly grounding himself in the teaching of scripture, the reader can then proceed to more challenging texts like the one before us now.

The temptation, however, when reading the book of Revelation, is to turn immediately to the details of the book, but that seems to lead only to arguments that have created a period of tribulation lasting more than a thousand years.  There are, I think, two great dangers to a method of interpreting scripture that is both valid and rewarding.  On the one hand, we must not hand over the interpretation of scripture to the academy, to the experts, to the scholars.  On the other hand, we must not allow scriptural interpretation to degenerate into a personal or a private matter, so that the Bible means whatever it means to me.  Both of those errors rob the church of her Bible.  

What is needed, then, is an interpretation, a method of interpretation, that is at the same time scholarly, responsible, and intimately connected with the life of the church.  This is especially true in the case of apocalyptic literature.  As one scholar has said, (This book, more than any other New Testament writing, demands commentary.(
Now, Richard Bauckham describes the need for greater and more careful study of this book very carefully in the introduction to a volume of studies on the book of Revelation.  (The apocalypse of John,( he wrote, (is a work of immense learning, astonishingly meticulous literary artistry, remarkable creative imagination, radical political critique, and profound theology.  Yet among the major works of early Christianity included in the New Testament, it remains the Cinderella.  It has received only a fraction of the amount of scholarly attention which has been lavished on the gospels and the major Pauline letters.(
Such interpretive study must take careful account of the genre and purpose of the book.  As Raymond Brown has noted, (Revelation is widely popular for the wrong reasons, for a great number of people read it as a guide to how the world will end, assuming that the author was given by Christ detailed knowledge of the future that he communicated in coded symbols.  For example, preachers have identified the beast from the earth whose number is 666 as Hitler, Stalin, the Pope, and Saddam Hussein, and have related events in Revelation to the Communist revolution, the atom bomb, the creation of the state of Israel, the Gulf War, and so on.  The 19th and the 20th centuries have seen many interpreters of prophecy who used calculations from Revelation to predict the exact date of the end of the world.  Up to the moment, all have been wrong.( 

By the way, I've also heard that beast identified as Bill Gates.  Can you guess where I saw that?  On the Internet, of course. 

Such a misunderstanding of the genre of the work will certainly lead to a misunderstanding of the text.

At the same time, Brown suggests that apocylipticists of a later period are wrong in thinking that various items in biblical apocalyptic represent exact knowledge of events that will take place 1,000 to 2,000 years later, but those involved in such movements may understand the power of this literature better than do dispassionate exegetical inquiries content with historical identifications.

What can be said about the interpretation of parables is equally true and perhaps even more important to keep in mind with regard to apocalyptic literature.  We must consider all aspects of the narrative when we read and interpret its meaning.  The symbols, the numbers, the actions, even the drama must be taken into account.  The dangers of quoting isolated verses to support one's position are very apparent.  Each verse must be read or heard in its context in this prophetic and apocalyptic letter to the church.  And the book as a whole must be read in the context of the canon of scripture, a canon which this book brings to its glorious and dramatic conclusion.  

And that brings me to my final point.  Far too often, readers of Revelation seem to suddenly forget that this book, too, is part of scripture, part of the scripture that testifies to Jesus Christ, part of the scripture whose message is that God, to whom man can find no way, has, in Christ, creatively opened up the way which man may and must go.  Revelation is, after all, still a book about Jesus.

I'm struck, in fact, with the resemblance between the message of Revelation and the message of Paul's letter to the Romans.  When the child of God looks at the world, he sees evil seemingly growing stronger every day.  He sees the vanity of mankind's attempt to be pious.  He sees that the human heart is an open grave.  How can one survive?  How can one stand before God?  The one who through faith is righteous shall live by that faith, and that's faith in the lamb who was slain for us, the lamb who now lives.

God is in control and is, even now, bringing his eternal plan of salvation to its proper consummation.  The message is, indeed, similar but of course the means by which the message is communicated is dramatically different.  Whereas Paul speaks in the bold prose of biblical and systematic theology, John presents us with a cosmic drama.

Well, fortunately, Joshua, you're not alone in wrestling with the meaning of John's cosmic drama.  In particular, you have the commentaries of both Franzman and Brighton to help you focus, to keep focused on the message of the book as a whole, and to help you with the details of the text.  This, too, is God's word, and this, too, is God's word for you and for your people.  Don't hand over the responsibility or the privilege of reading and interpreting this book to anyone else.  And remember, as Lou Brighton once wrote in a note to me, (The exalted Lord Christ of Revelation is the good shepherd of John 10.(   
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>> Dr. Scaer, as Lutherans, we practice the Lord's supper regularly, so as Lutherans, we are quite familiar with much of what the Bible has to say.  But I would enjoy hearing you address this topic.  And if I may reflect something I read but didn't fully understand.  What is meant by the Latin phrase (ex opere operata(?

>> Well, I agree that -- with your premise, Nick, that we as Lutherans are specially blessed to know the main passages which speak about our Lord's supper.  And there are clear texts in Matthew, Luke, and Mark, and also I Corinthians, which record our Lord's words of institution:  (Take.  Eat.  This is my body.(  An emphasis of Luther as well as of Lutherans today.  (Take.  Drink.  This is my blood poured out for you for the remission of sins.  This do in remembrance of me.(  This is what is called the Sedes Doctrinae, the seat of doctrine for this wonderful doctrine of the real presence of Christ.

Now, what's significant about these four texts, the words of institution found in the synoptic gospels and in I Corinthians, is not how often these words appear, but at what point they appear in the gospel.  In fact, they appear at the very climax of our Lord's life, at the very height of the passion drama.  On the very night on which our Lord was betrayed, here he offers for us his last will and his last testament of what he wants to bequeath, what he wants to pass along to his church as he, himself, prepares to die to rise and to go to heaven.

You see it beautifully in Luke, about how passionate Jesus is about this supper.  He says, in fact, (I have great desire -- I have greatly desired, with a great desire, to eat this Passover meal with you.(  For through this meal, he would experience close communion, or fellowship, with his disciples.  And instead of offering them lamb to eat, as was customary on the Passover, he would offer himself as the Passover lamb; a male, unblemished lamb, who would be sacrificed for our salvation and for the redemption of God's people.

Now, if you look at the gospels more fully, though, I believe that you'll find that our Lord, throughout his entire ministry, was preparing his disciples for that very supper.  Some have pointed to the fact -- including the early church fathers have pointed to the fact that the very name of the town into which Jesus was born was Bethlehem, which means (house of bread.(  Certainly an appropriate name for one who would call himself the bread of life who came down from heaven. 

I also believe you'll find clues or foreshadowing of the Lord's supper throughout our Lord's earthly ministry.  I think a great example of that you would find in the story of the Canaanite woman in which Jesus says to her dismissively, (I have come only to give bread to the children of Israel,( and she says, (Even the dogs get to eat the scraps of bread which fall from the table.(  There's a recognition of that -- by that Canaanite woman that Jesus is offering a bread, a special bread.  Jesus says, (Man cannot live by bread alone,( but this bread that Jesus would give would be a special bread of a higher significance.

You'll find this foreshadowing, I also believe, in the feeding of the 4,000 and in the feeding of the 5,000.  The way I think about these stories, we've talked about them as being miracles, and they are miracles.  The multiplication of the loaves.  They remind us of the Old Testament when God fed his children with manna, which is, in itself, I suppose, a foreshadowing of the feast which he gives us in the Lord's supper. 

But going back to the feeding of the 5,000, it's very interesting to note that the very motions and actions of the -- of the Lord's supper are included.  Jesus says a prayer or a blessing.  He gives thanks, breaks the bread, gives it to his disciples.

You might consider this as a type of field work for the disciples in which they would begin to learn to do that which would become their own life's work in feeding the world.  Feeding the world with Christ's body which is given for the life of the world. 

So at least from my point of view, I would encourage you to read the gospels sacramentally, because when you read the gospels sacramentally, you're reminded that the God of creation is also the God of redemption; that he takes those common elements, whether it be water as in baptism or bread and wine and brings to his people -- what does he bring?  With the bread, he feeds them.  He feeds our souls.  We need bread every day.  So also do we need Christ.  And bread imagery is found throughout the gospels.  And also think of wine.  Wine brings us joy, and we think of how many parables does our Lord include concerning, for instance, the parables of the vineyard.  He is the owner of the vineyard who's slain, whose blood is slain.  So when you read the gospels, I would encourage you, at least from my point of view, to look at these sacramentally, because I believe that Jesus himself was preparing his disciples.

Now, the question comes, of course:  Was the feeding of the 5,000 the Lord's supper?  Of course not.  Did the disciples at the time recognize that as a kind of foreshadowing of the Lord's supper?  I don't think so.  But having looked at the event again through the lens of the Lord's supper, through the lens of the death and resurrection of Christ, and through the lens of what they were doing every Sunday as they gathered together in meal, surely they saw what Christ was preparing them for all along.

Now, you did ask one additional question, Nick.  You asked concerning the Latin term (ex opere operata.(  Now, that term actually was a point of contention in the 16th century concerning the Lord's supper and the debate between the Lutherans and the Catholics, and it essentially addresses the question of:  What is the meaning of the Lord's supper? 

We need to get away, if we have any ideas, of the Lord's supper as being simply some sort of magical machine by which we earn forgiveness, and there -- there has been a tendency among Roman Catholics, even unto this day, to consider the Lord's supper as a type of mass or continual sacrifice by which they win the forgiveness of sins for those who are still alive and even for those who have died; simply by performing the act, forgiveness of sins is automatically handed over.

Now, it got -- it can be so absurd, I suppose, and certainly was during the reformation, that priests would perform or -- the mass or offer the Lord's supper with nobody in attendance.  They would say the words over the bread and over the wine, and in that sense, by the very working out of the supper, they expected a kind of automatic forgiveness to be won.  Now, it doesn't work that way.  There are so many other better ways, I think, of thinking of the Lord's supper.  It's not a machine by which we receive forgiveness.  Instead, it is a beautiful means by which Christ offers himself to us.  And the metaphors are abundant.  Some -- we might think of the better metaphors as Christ who is the bread of life who feeds us, Christ as the vine by which we are attached to him.  We can think of the forgiveness which he's won for us on the cross.  We can think of the fact that we are attached to him.  But we should get away, I think, from -- if we have any notions of thinking it is something we do in order to merit or receive forgiveness as if through some sort of vending machine.  
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>> Lutherans baptize babies and others do not.  Is there any help for understanding this in the New Testament?  And how did the early church handle this issue that seems so large in our own day? 

>> One of the saddest divisions, I believe, in the church -- especially in America -- is over that of baptism.  In the history of the church, babies, of course, have been baptized.  In the Catholic Church as well as in the orthodox churches of the east, the baptism of children has been a common practice.  In our own American context, this is different.  You will find many good and faithful Christians from other denominations who have, I believe, misunderstandings concerning the role of baptism in the Christian life.

There's also much debate over the question of infant baptism, whether or not the New Testament teaches this practice.  And I believe there's so much debate over it, it's kind of an irony that when you read, for instance, a New Testament introduction, you'll find that baptism often does not have a prominent place, even though I believe it has a prominent place within the New Testament.

When I was looking, in preparation for this question, at Franzman's introduction to the New Testament, I noticed in the index that the word (baptism( doesn't even show up.  That is not to say that Franzman doesn't talk about baptism, but it certainly doesn't seem to be a prominent topic.  Likewise, in other New Testament introductions, I've noticed that baptism is often side-stepped.  But as pastors and would-be pastors, I believe that I know that you will come across this question often.  You will be challenged to show that baptism is, in fact -- infant baptism is, in fact, a biblical practice.  And I think it's going to be ever so important that you are able to show, not simply from an abstract theology or from a theology of ideas, but you're able to show from the scriptures themselves that the baptism of infants is not only a defendable position, but is actually the correct one.

Now, first you might ask -- or someone might ask you, and I think appropriately, whether there is ever any mention of children being baptized in the New Testament.  And the answer is, admittedly, an ambiguous one.  There are no texts which specifically or explicitly describe the baptism of infants.  However, we should note, as others have, that the book of Acts offers examples in which entire households like that of Cornelius were baptized.  Presumably, this included not only the master of the house, along with all of his servants, but included also his children.  We should also note the sermon given by Peter in the second chapter of Acts in which he says, (Repent and be baptized, every one of you.(  (Every one of you.(  And in calling upon the people to repent, he quotes -- I think remarkably -- from the prophet Joel.  Joel, who also called the people of Israel to repent, Joel a prophet who called his people to a national day of repentance.  And on that day of repentance, there was a call for all to come and to repent.  In the words of Joel, he called upon men and women, young and old, from the aged to those still suckling at the breast.  Therefore, there was, in the -- from the prophet Joel, a type of corporate repentance.  All were to be included.

Other texts which point to infant baptism include Paul's letter to the Colossians which compares baptism to a circumcision without hands.  As you know, Israelite boys were circumcised on the 8th day, and through circumcision, these children of men became children of God.  They became members of God's covenant people. 

We might also recall, in this regard, I Corinthians, Chapter 10, in which Paul compares the Christian life to the life of the people of Israel, and to the fact that the people of Israel were all, as Paul says, baptized into Moses when they left Egypt through the waters of the Red Sea and entering -- entered into the promised land.  This birth of the nation of Israel included, of course, not only the Israelite men and women, but even the children and the infants who came along with them.  So also we note, in the 28th chapter of Matthew, God commands his disciples, his apostles, to baptize all nations.

Now, of course many of us became United States citizens not simply because we passed a test, but by birth.  By virtue of our birth, we were made citizens of this nation, many of us.  So also in baptism, many of us became sons of God, became members of God's family, not simply because we decided, which of course is never the case, and I -- we should maybe pause for a moment.  Even for adult baptisms, it is a matter of God choosing us, God calling us.  So also even as infants, many of us were called to faith, and who, indeed, is more a citizen than a little child?  Who is more a member of the family than a little child? 

Jesus himself shows this in the wonderful story in Matthew, Chapter 19, in which children were brought to Jesus.  And what do the disciples do?  Remarkably, they rebuke those who carry children to Jesus.  And Jesus says, (Suffer the little children( or (allow the little children to come to me, and forbid them not, for the kingdom of God, the kingdom of heaven, belongs to such as these.(  Infants were perfect candidates for baptism, and they should be brought to our Lord.

Now, there are many other texts which we should go over, and I suppose in your dogmatics course, you will talk about this issue more fully, but I would encourage you at this point to begin assembling texts in your mind, to start thinking about baptism from a biblical perspective, so that you are able to give an answer for the hope that is within.  
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>> Dr. Scaer and Oschwald, we have thoroughly enjoyed this class.  Please allow me to ask one final question, if I may.

I've heard about the office of the keys.  What does it have to do with being a pastor?  And where would you find it in the New Testament? 

>> There's perhaps no greater power, no greater responsibility which will be given to you as a pastor, than the power and authority and responsibility given to you when you are given the office of the keys.

Now, normally we would say that there's only one person who can forgive all sins.  That is God himself.  That is to say, if I harm you in some way, then I can ask for your forgiveness and you can offer me your personal forgiveness, but of course what happens if I harm someone else, someone whom I can't ask forgiveness for?  Finally, only God can forgive all sins.

This was one of the reasons why Jesus was put to death, because he was charged with blasphemy.  By claiming to forgive sins, he was claiming himself to be God.

Now, the office of the keys is the giving of that power to the church through her ministerium to forgive sins.  This office has its biblical basis, its Sedes Doctrinae, it's seat of doctrine, in Matthew Chapter 16.  You'll remember that our Lord asked his disciples, (Who do you say that I am?(  After offering various ideas and repeating what others had said, Peter said, confessed, (You are the Christ, the son of the living God.(  And so it was upon Peter specifically, and upon his confession, that the church was built.

And then our Lord gave to Peter first, and then to all the apostles, what he calls the keys of the kingdom of heaven, so that whatever you bind on earth will be bound and whatever -- whatever you loose on earth will be loosed in heaven.  That is to say, as pastors, we do not simply announce the grace of God.  We don't simply talk about the gospel.  But now we become the voice for Christ himself.  We don't simply talk about reality; we establish reality.  We make it so, by the power of Christ.  It is Christ who speaks.  Therefore, we say -- and this may seem bold to some.  In our Lutheran worship, we say, (I, as a called and ordained servant, announce the grace of God unto all of you.(  Well, all of us can announce the grace of God.  But then this part:  We say, (And in the stead( -- in the place -- (and by the command of our Lord Jesus Christ, I forgive you all your sins.(
Well, this is an awesome responsibility, one that should not be taken lightly.  To those who are impenitent, to those who refuse to repent of their sins, we must say to them, (Your sins are still upon you.(  This is a very difficult thing to do.  We don't like to say this word.  And yet to those who repent, we can say, (I forgive you in the name of Christ,( and indeed their sins are forgiven.  That's not simply pie in the sky, but that is a promise and a power which our Lord gives.  And what a great thing that is when a sinner goes to the pastor and hears the words of forgiveness and knows, indeed, that he is forgiven for the sake of Christ.  It's as if Christ himself is saying, (I forgive you.  I forgive you all your sins.(  And the doors of heaven are opened up to us as sinners.

Now, the commissioning of all the apostles, I believe, takes place after our Lord's resurrection, and is recorded in John, Chapter 20.  You'll recall that after the resurrection, the disciples were afraid and huddled together behind closed and locked doors.  Then our Lord miraculously came into their midst and said, (Peace be with you.(  In effect, he offers them a word of peace, of reconciliation, and of forgiveness.  He holds no grudges against the disciples for fleeing from him in his moment of sadness in the moment of the cross.  Instead, he says, (Peace be with you.(  And then he adds, (As the father has sent me, I am sending you.(  The word (send,( of course, is the word for, again, apostle.  (I am sending you.(  And with that, he breathed on them, giving them the power of the Holy Spirit.

Now, I believe, though again others might differ on this -- I believe that here the power of the Holy Spirit is not simply the power of forgiveness for the disciples, but it is the power which will enable them now to forgive others.

He says, (Receive the Holy Spirit,( and then he offers this remarkable statement concerning the ministry:  (If you forgive anyone his sins, they are forgiven.  If you do not forgive them, they are not forgiven.(  This was a great responsibility which was given to the church and which is exercised through the apostles, but what a wonderful word of assurance it is when we hear that word of forgiveness and the -- and the pastor, as if holding a key, opens for us the doors of heaven.  
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